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CHAPTERR VII I  COMPARATIV E ANALYSI S AND EVALUATIO N OF THE INTEGRATIO N 

ii  Introductio n 

Inn each one of the so-called sectoral chapters, I discussed both 
effortss and failures to integrate environmental requirements. The reason for this 
liess in the fact that only a (more or less) complete picture of both in each one of 
thee chosen policy areas will allow me to fully compare and evaluate the integra-
tion.. It wil l also enable me to reach conclusions as to whether the degree of 
overalloverall integration is sufficient in light of what Article 6 EC requires. This is the 
secondd and final stage of the research. In particular, in this stage, I wil l examine 
whetherr the integration failures are justified or necessary and whether they are 
sufficientlyy compensated by integration efforts, all in the light of the require-
mentt to find a balance between the various Community objectives. After all, the 
integrationn principle does not require that the other policy area is completely 
environmentallyy friendly, at least not when it contains objectives that are (funda-
mentally)) incompatible with the environmental objectives (but necessary for the 
attainmentt of some of the principal Community objectives). Such an interpreta-
tionn would amount to priority for environmental objectives. I argued above that 
thiss is an unlikely interpretation for the integration concept. As concluded, the 
integrationn principle does require, however, that environmental objectives are 
nott systematically discarded or disregarded in the context of other policy areas. It 
wil ll  be examined whether the Community policy maker has tried sufficiently to 
reachh a balance between the various objectives in each one of these policy areas. 

However,, before turning to the question whether the integration efforts in 
thee respective policy areas are sufficient or, in other words, whether integration 
inn practice corresponds with integration in theory (the most plausible interpreta-
tionn of Article 6 EC), an evaluation and comparative analysis of the integration 
effortss identified in the three policy areas wil l be carried out. I wil l do so by eval-
uatingg and comparing the strength (the extent to which policy area is adjusted/ 
redefined)) and the form (the instruments used) of the integration efforts. 

Thee 'amount' (or number) of integration efforts wil l not be analysed. By this, 
II  mean the extent to which the policy-specific legislation, making up the policy 
areaa in question, contains environmental provisions. It is sufficient to observe 
thee following in this regard. At first sight, it appears from the above overview 
thatt in all three policy areas very few integration efforts are made in the context 
off  the legislation on market regulation. A lot more efforts have been made over 
thee years in the legislation harmonising various standards, except for those in 
thee fiscal field. The amount of integration in R&D programmes is not a problem 
either.. In any case, I wil l not analyse the number of integration efforts further 
becausee such a quantitative analysis of the integration is only of limited value. It 
doess not really provide me with a picture of the true effect of the integration on 
thee policy areas in question. Examining the strength of these efforts (including 
whetherr they were adopted specifically for environmental reasons or not) and 
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INTEGRATIO NN OF ENVIRONMENTA L PROTECTION INTO OTHER EC POLICIE S 

thee form in which they were made, tells me a lot more. Below, I begin with an 
analysiss of the strength of the integration efforts. On the basis of this analysis, 
thee following types of integration are distinguished: 

Possiblee situations: 

- >> no-conflict situation 

=>> conflict situation 

Integrationn types: 

Variouss degrees of implicit integration 

Explicitt integration: 
-- structural and non-structural 
-- incidental and deliberate 

Itt should be noted that other terms than the ones suggested here, but indicating 
thee same thing, are possible of course. 

22 Various types of integration: strength of the integration 

2.11 Various integration types 

2.1.11 Intro 

Inn the chapter on the content of the integration principle, 
inn particular, in the section on the interpretation of the integration concept, 
itt was indicated that two different types of policy-specific objectives may be 
distinguishedd in relation to the environment and its protection. On the one 
hand,, there are (potentially) 'compatible' objectives or objectives that may be 
adequatelyy achieved in an environmentally friendly way. On the other hand, 
theree are 'incompatible' objectives or objectives that may not be achieved in such 
aa way. In case of the first, I talk about a 'no conflict situation', in case of the latter 
off  a 'conflict situation'. It seems that both the no conflict and the conflict situa-
tionn are present in all three of the policy areas examined. 

2.1.22 No conflict situation 

Inn the chapter on the content of the integration principle, it was 
alsoo concluded that the most plausible interpretation of this principle results in 
aa requirement to pursue (non-environmental) policy-specific objectives in an 
environmentallyy friendly way if such a way is available. Thus, the question to 
deall  with here is whether the policy areas have so-called (potentially) compatible 
objectivess and whether these have indeed been pursued in the environmentally 
friendlyy way available. As for the CAP, it should be observed that the objective 
off  ensuring a fair income for farmers may be pursued in an environmentally 
friendlyy way by remunerating farmers for environmental services they render. It 
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tookk a while before the Community policy maker discovered this synergy. For the 
CTP,CTP, the action aimed at promoting transport safety, especially in the maritime 
transportt sector, also helps contribute too the protection of the environment. It is 
actionn that is aimed at protecting human health both directly and indirectly (via 
thee protection of the marine environment). Road safety and environmental pro-
tectionn are also mutually reinforcing aims in the legislation on the transport of 
dangerouss goods and in some of the specific legislation on technical standards, 
particularly,, that on speed limitation devices and on vehicle weights and dimen-
sions.. Finally, as for the EC Energy Policy, it should be recalledd that, initially, the 
objectivee of securing energy supply was not always promoted in an environ-
mentallyy friendly way (see some of the early oil crisis measures). However, the 
meanss to achieve this objective have become more environmentally friendly. 
Theyy consist of the promotion of energy efficiency and conservation (which 
helpss reduce the demand or need for energy) as well as of the development of 
alternativee energy sources. Both strategies have environmental benefits. Increas-
ingly,, they have been mentioned as components of the EC's strategy on climate 
change.. On the other hand, the means to achieve the security of supply objective 
byy way of diversifying energy supply are not entirely environmentally friendly 
too the extent that the option of nuclear energy is kept open, presuming that one 
regardss this energy source as being an environmentally damaging instead of an 
environmentallyy friendly energy source. 

Thee more compatible the objectives of a policy area are with the environmen-
tall  objectives, the easier it is to pursue the latter in the context of this policy area. 
Afterr all, one measure or action easily contributes to the achievement of two 
typess of objectives then. It is almost as if in such cases there is no need anymore 
forr 'real' integration, or the integration is almost automatic (i.e. by promoting 
onee aim you automatically promote the other). It could be referred to as 'implicit' 
integration.. It should be added that some of the integration in the no-conflict 
situationn is more automatic or implicit than other integration. The above 
exampless of the promotion of transport safety and energy efficiency & conserva-
tionn are more automatic than the example of the remuneration of farmers for 
environmentall  services. 

Thee true test of integration lies in the extent to which a policy area and its 
incompatiblee objectives are adjusted or redesigned to help pursue environmen-
tall  objectives, adhere to the environmental principles and take account of the 
environmentall  criteria. In other words, the true test lies in the extent to which 
'explicitï'deliberate''explicitï'deliberate' efforts have been made to control or reduce the negative 
environmentall  effects of action aimed at attaining non-compatible objectives of 
anotherr policy area, as wil l be discussed below. 

457 7 



INTEGRATIO NN OF ENVIRONMENTA L PROTECTION INTO OTHER EC POLICIE S 

NoNo conflict situation: 

Policyy areas examined 

CAP P 

CTP P 

ECC Energy Policy 

Potentiallyy compatible policy-specific objectives: 

Ensuree a fair income for farmers 

Promotee transport safety 

Securee energy supply 

2.1.33 Conflict situation 

Mitigating/non-structuralMitigating/non-structural versus structural integration 
Oftenn it wil l not be possible to achieve the objectives of a par-

ticularr policy area adequately in an environmentally friendly way.' I have called 
suchh objectives 'incompatible' objectives. The overview (see also table below) 
showss that the CAP, CTP as well as the EC Energy Policy all contain such objec-
tives.. In the chapter on the content of the integration principle, I concluded that 
thee most plausible interpretation of this principle requires that incompatible 
objectivess are adjusted so as to pursue them in the least environmentally damag-
ingg way possible or, even,, that these objectives are abandoned depending on the 
extentt to which they are essential for the achievement of the principal Commu-
nityy objectives. 

Itt would seem that the more these policy-specific objectives are adjusted or 
evenn abandoned for (purely) environmental reasons, the stronger the integration 
inn that specific policy area is. Thus, various degrees of integration may be distin-
guished.. A weak degree of integration is when the most environmentally damag-
ingg ways of pursuing an incompatible objective are (simply) made less damag-
ing.. A stronger degree is when a shift is promoted from more environmentally 
damagingg ways to less environmentally damaging ways. Finally, an even 
strongerr degree is when the incompatible objective is completely dropped. Let 
mee illustrate this with some examples. In the context of the CTP, the Commu-
nityy has tried to contribute to the provision of efficient transport networks for 
goodss and passengers (short term policy-specific objective), stimulating (inter-
state)) trade and thus economic growth and competitiveness in the EC/EU (long 
termm principal objective). Growing transport volumes, especially in the road and 
airr transport sector, have, however, worsened environmental problems result-
ingg from the transport sector. In this context, an example of weak integration 
wouldd be the promotion of certain R&D projects resulting in technological 

'' See word 'adequately': the conflict situation includes the situation where there is an environmentally 

friendlyy way of pursuing the objectives but it is insufficient. A good example is the promotion of exten-

sivee farming systems in the context of the CAP. The CAP objectives should be pursued by stimulating 

thesee systems as much as possible (see special relationship between agricultural activity and environ-

ment). . 
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innovationss so as to stimulate the development and use of, for example, cleaner 
carss (i.e. cars that emit less polluting substances). This is an example of making 
thee most environmentally damaging ways less damaging. Stronger integration 
wouldd then be the adoption of action designed to promote a shift from road to 
raill  transport, for example, by way of (financially) supporting the development 
off  railway infrastructure instead of road infrastructure. However, the strongest 
integrationn in this context would be to tackle the demand for transport itself, 
or,, in other words, the need for mobility, for example, by way of action relating 
too land use planning and telematics. This would mean, in other words, that 
thee objective of providing transport networks, for the ever-increasing need for 
mobility,, is abandoned and instead attempts are made to moderate this need or 
demand.. This strategy corresponds with the idea to decouple transport growth 
fromm economic growth. 

Becausee such demand management measures seem to tacklee the 'root 
causes'' of environmental degradation and, because they appear to affect the 
policyy area, its objectives and the means to achieve these more fundamentally, I 
referr to them as 'structural' measures.2 The promotion of technological inno-
vationss and improvements, which result in the use of less environmentally 
damagingg methods, products and systems, and/or a shift towards the least envi-
ronmentallyy damaging practices, wil l mitigate or alleviate sector-specific envi-
ronmentall  problems but such action wil l not bring about 'structural changes'. 
Thatt is why I call it 'non-structural' or 'mitigating' action. The question whether 
thee structural measures actually lead to less environmental damage or a better 
protectionn of the environment is a completely different matter, one which clearly 
fallss outside the scope of this research.' 

IncidentalIncidental versus deliberate integration 
Too be able to know the true value of these integration efforts, it is necessary 

too examine whether the efforts occurred specifically for environmental reasons 
orr whether policy-specific or other (external) reasons or interests were playing 
aa more important role and the environmental benefits were considered to be 
merelyy an extra bonus. In other words, it is important to establish whether a 
policyy area, its objectives and/or the means to achieve those objectives have been 
adjustedd or redefined in order to help pursue the environmental objectives or 
whetherr other factors have pushed the policy area in a direction that (simply) 
hass positive consequences for the environment and its protection. The first type 

22 In the dictionary 'structural' is defined as 'relating to or affecting the structure of something' (Collins 

Cobuildd English Dictionary). 

'' For example, stimulating people to work from home might reduce transport but it might at the same 

timee result in an increase of energy use or it might simply mean that people go and use their car more 

oftenn in the weekends. 
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off  integration may be called 'deliberate' integration and the second is 'inciden-
tal'tal' integration. This distinction is based on the motives behind the measures. 
Again,, just like integration in a no conflict situation, integration is 'easier' when 
otherr factors have pushed the policy area in question in the right direction. In 
literature,, this has been called 'a permissive structure for reforms' that allows 
forr environmental protection requirements to be integrated.4 One could also 
regardd this as a conflict situation that has turned into a no-conflict situation 
{whichh means that we have come full circle). 

Thee more other factors (policy-specific or non-environmental external 
factors),, have inspired or influenced the reform process or policy change (or, in 
otherr words, the less environmental concerns have determined it), the weaker 
thee integration, in my opinion. The reason lies in the fact that the more the 
otherr factors determine the action, the less likely it is that the environmental 
objectivess to be achieved by the action are clearly identified and, thus the greater 
thee danger that the gains for the environment do not materialise or, even, that 
theree are unexpected negative side-effects for the environment. If action is taken 
primarilyy for other than environmental reasons and it is simply hoped that there 
wil ll  be environmental benefits then this is a weak form of integration. On the 
contrary,, if a measure is also adopted for environmental reasons and the envi-
ronmentall  objectives are clearly specified, the integration is strong.5 

AA good example of incidental integration is the CAP reform action that is 
aimedd at combating the surplus problems by way of lowering price support. It 
wass assumed that this policy change would automatically have benefits for the 
protectionn of the environment. An important form of deliberate integration is 
wheree environmental conditions are attached to the EC financial support given 
too achieve one or more of the policy-specific objectives. The more aid is subject 
too such conditions, the more integration there is. 

InIn sum: strongest integration is structural integration 
Thee more a policy area, its objectives and the means to achieve these objec-

tivess are defined or (fundamentally) redefined specifically for environmental 
reasons,, the stronger the integration.6 In other words, in order to evaluate the 
strengthh of the integration, I wil l consider the extent to which a policy area 
andd its objectives have been adjusted or redefined in order to accommodate for 

44 Lenschow 1998, p. 166. 
55 Of course, where integration is attempted environmental objectives will always be combined with the 

achievementt of policy-specific objectives, otherwise it would be environmental legislation and thus no 

longerr integration. However, there is a difference between developing action that is specifically designed 

too further certain (new or adjusted) policy-specific objectives, which could have environmental benefits, 

andd action that is specifically designed to further both types of objectives. 

Seee this corresponds with the idea of integration as a continuum, as also explained in the chapter on the 

contentt of Article 6 EC (Chapter II, Section 8). 
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environmentall  concerns. Let me have a look now at what types of integration are 
mostt frequent in the context of the CAP, CTP and the EC Energy Policy. 

2.22 Evaluation and comparison of the strength of the integra-
tionn (in conflict situations) 

Itt was already concluded above that all three policy areas con-
tainn objectives that can be pursued in an environmentally friendly way. In this 
part,, I wil l further evaluate and compare the integration efforts that have been 
madee in the context of the pursuit of non-compatible objectives. The question 
iss whether, and if so to which extent, the incompatible objectives of the various 
policyy areas have been pursued in the least environmentally damaging ways 
possiblee and/or whether these have even been radically adjusted or dropped. It 
iss also important to examine whether environmental reasons really played an 
importantt role in this process and whether the environmental objectives or tar-
getss of the action were therefore clearly identified or not. The table below gives 
ann overview of the incompatible policy-specific objectives in the CAP, the CTP 
andd the EC Energy Policy. 

ConflictConflict situation: 

Policyy areas examined 

CAP P 

CTP P 

ECC Energy Policy 

Incompatiblee policy-specific objectives: 

Contributee to the (economic) objectives in Article 2 EC: byway 
off increasing agricultural productivity etc. Main (incompatible) 
means:: market and price support. 

Contributee to the (economic) objectives in Article 2 EC: by way of 
helpingg to create efficient transport networks for both passengers 
andd goods. Main (incompatible) means: market integration, infra-
structuree policy. 

Contributee to the (economic) objectives in Article 2 EC: by way 
off providing cheap and good energy supply. Main (incompatible) 
means:: market integration. 

Nott only were the most environmentally damaging practices encouraged in a 
systematicc way by the CAP, the policy changes directed at (partly) correcting 
thee initial situation were not primarily the result of environmental worries. 
Otherr concerns played a dominant role in this context, especially initially. 
Inn other words, in the CAP, a 'permissive structure for reforms' allowed for 
environmentall  protection requirements to be integrated.7 Had it not been for 

77 Baldock &  Lowe have referred to this situation as the 'perceived coincidence between the aims of 

environmentall  improvement and the need to reduce agricultura l output, thereby contributin g to the 

alleviationn of surplus and budgetary problems'. Baldock and Lowe 1996, p. 12. 
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internall  pressure (in the form of rising surpluses and budgetary costs) as well 
ass external pressure (in the form of the world trade liberalisation process), the 
relationshipp between the CAP and the environment would probably not have 
beenn what it is today. The integration efforts would have been far more limited. 
Thee reforms have led to the adoption of all sorts of measures aimed at manag-
ingg production, in other words, structural action. Initially, it was believed this 
wouldd automatically have benefits for the environment. It was, in other words, 
incidentall  integration. It could be observed, however, that, increasingly, the 
environmentall  objectives or targets to be achieved within the context of the 
CAPP have been better specified, although there is still some way to go. The 
20000 reform did not merely bring a further shift from price support to direct 
aid,, which it was hoped would indirectly have environmental benefits, but it 
alsoo extended the use of the cross-compliance tool, for example. This is a (more) 
specificc instrument to integrate environmental requirements. It has also been 
usedd in the context of the structural/rural development subpolicy in relation to 
thee aid for agricultural purposes, the 'non-environmental aid'. In addition, this 
subpolicyy has been providing for aid specifically for environmental purposes, 
thee 'environmental aid' (e.g. investment aid aimed at environmental protection, 
agri-environmentt measures, processing and marketing aid for environmental 
purposes,, etc.).8 Because of all these efforts, it seems that the CAP is ahead of 
thee other policy areas when it comes to environmental integration. Of course, 
itt should be recalled that stimulating extensive over intensive farming systems 
doess not correspond completely with the situation where the least environmen-
tallyy damaging practices are promoted over the more or most environmentally 
damagingg ones. The reason lies in the special relationship between extensive 
agriculturee and the environment. This form of agriculture actually contributes 
too the conservation and protection of the environment and is therefore an envi-
ronmentallyy friendly practice.9 

AA 'permissive structure for reforms' similar to that in the CAP is also begin-
ningg to emerge in the CTP, that is, for similar reasons, in particular, the grow-
ingg congestion problems. Indeed, integration in the CTP seems to follow the 
samee path as that in the CAP. A strong emphasis in this policy area on realising 
economicc objectives by way of market integration has contributed to a substan-

Itt should be recalled that an obligation for the Member States to specify the environmental objectives 

off  such programmes as the agri-environment programmes would improve the effectiveness of such 

measuress from an environmental point of view. 
99 See also Reply Commission to the Special Report of the Court of Auditors (No 14/2000): final para, of 

summary:'.... This conclusion goes so far as to suggest that on the legislative level, integration of envi-

ronmentall  concerns into the CAP is becoming a reality. In achieving this, agriculture has been ahead of 

thee integration plans in other sectors - which should not be a surprise given the symbiotic relationship 

betweenn farming activities and the rural landscape'. 
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tiall  increase in transport volumes (accompanied by modal imbalance), which is 
noww causing congestion problems. In the past, integration efforts have remained 
limitedd to (mostly deliberate but) non-structural action, mainly the promotion of 
technologicall  improvements so as to make the most environmentally damag-
ingg modes less damaging (mainly by way of emission and noise standards and 
supportt to certain R&D projects) and a few weak efforts to stimulate the least 
damagingg transport modes (rail and combined transport). However, new policy 
wil ll  apparently be directed towards further stimulating the latter and might 
even,, in addition, include demand-management measures (structural action). 
Still,, it is unsure whether such policy changes would have been suggested or 
initiatedd if there had not been a congestion problem. Up til l now, demand-
managementt measures, have not been taken in the context of the CTP, except 
forr the Commission's information exchange initiatives to assist national action 
aimedd at better coordinating transport and spatial planning.10 In sum, up til l 
now,, integration has been rather weak in the CTP. 

Integrationn in the EC Energy Policy mainly results from the existence of 
thee compatible objective to ensure security of energy supply (see also above, 
underr no-conflict situation). In this context, a shift towards less environmen-
tallyy damaging energy sources (renewables) as well as energy efficiency and 
conservationn has been promoted. It appears as if the environmental benefits of 
pursuingg the compatible objective have been increasingly emphasised, instead 
off  introducing new or further efforts to integrate environmental concerns. The 
failuree to introduce a common energy tax is significant in this regard. Other 
integrationn efforts are of a deliberate but non-structural nature (e.g. fuel quality 
standards).. Let me have a closer look now at the instruments that have been 
usedd to integrate environmental concerns into these policy areas. 

33 The nature of the instruments used to integrate: form of 
thee integration 

Intro Intro 
Inn this section, I wil l compare and evaluate the nature of the 

instrumentss that have been used in the respective policy areas to integrate envi-
ronmentall  protection requirements or the 'integration instruments'. I wil l deal 
withh questions such as: have certain instruments been used more than others 
havee and are certain instruments more 'efficient' than others for integration 

Thiss is confirmed in EEA, Environmental Signals 2000, p. 25-26: 'Better coordination of transport and 

spatiall  planning (urban and regional), and the use of telecommunications would also help to increase 

accessibilityy while at the same time reducing the need for mobility. However, these demand-manage-

mentt measures are poorly reflected in the Common Transport Policy. 
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purposes.. I start with a table that gives an overview of the 'integration instru-
ments'' used in the CAP, CTP and the EC Energy Policy. 

OverviewOverview of the integration instruments 

Instrumentss used CAP P CTP P ECC Energy policy 

C&cc regulation: 

y y 
-- to integrate 

+ + 
+ + 

++ + 
++ + 

++ + 
++ + 

Cross-compliance: : 

-originally y 
- too integrate ++ + + + + + 

Financiall aid: 

-- originally 
-- to integrate 

++ + 
++ + 

+ + 
+ + 

+ + 

Fiscall instruments: 

-originally y 
-- to integrate . . 

+ + 
+ + 

+ + 
+ + 

R&D: : 

-- originally 
-- to integrate 

++ + 
+ + 

++ + ++ + 
+ + 

Training: : 

-- originally 
-- to integrate 

+ + 
+ + 

+ + 
+ + 

+ + 
+ + 

Infoo exchange: 

 originally 
- too integrate 

+ + 
+ + 

+ + 
+ + 

+ + 
+ + 

++ instrument used to a limited extent 
++ + instrument used significantly 

instrumentt not used 
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SummarySummary instruments used in the various policy areas 
Onn the basis of this overview, the following observations may be made. The 

mainn instruments used in the CAP to help achieve the environmental objectives 
havee been the instrument of financial aid and the cross-compliance instru-
ment.. The use of the first is not so surprising in view of the fact that, tradition-
ally,, market-based instruments are frequently used in this policy area. Other 
instrumentss employed for integration purposes are support to specific R&D 
projectss and training/info exchange programmes. Few (conventional) regulatory 
instrumentss have been identified in this context. And, finally, no fiscal instru-
mentss have been introduced (except for the milk levy indirectly) for integration 
purposes.. The Community policy maker has chosen to give extra aid to those 
pollutingg less instead of introducing levies for those polluting more. The most 
frequentlyy used integration instrument in the CTP seems to have been the 
instrumentt of direct regulation (air and noise emission standards, etc.). The 
otherr instrument that has often been employed is the R&D instrument. The use 
off  the instrument of financial support (for ITS deployment projects), of train-
ingg (seafarers) and information exchange (spatial planning) is more limited as 
iss the use of the fiscal instruments. The Community policy maker has mainly 
usedd the instrument of direct regulation to integrate environmental concerns in 
thethe EC Energy Policy. This has been supplemented by the more limited employ-
mentt of the cross-compliance, fiscal, R&D, training and information exchange 
instruments. . 

ComparisonComparison between policy areas of instruments used 
Onn the basis of this overview the following conclusions may be reached in 

relationn to the so-called integration instruments. The extent to which certain 
instrumentss are used for integration also seems to correspond with the extent to 
whichh these instruments are traditionally used in the policy area in question,11 

exceptt for the sui generis instrument of cross compliance. Consequently, fiscal 
instrumentss are not used or are only used to a limited extent for integration 
purposes.. In the CAP, their use is non-existing. In the two other policy areas 
thee use of fiscal instruments is limited either because it is optional for Member 
States,, or because it is limited in scope or because it is both. In fact, with the 
exceptionn of the CAP where such instruments are traditionally used, the use of 
anyy market-based instrument is rather limited. Especially in the CTP and the 
ECC Energy Policy, regulatory instruments are more popular for the purpose of 
integratingg environmental concerns. 

111 This does not necessarily have to be the case because, for example, legislation using the direct regula-

tionn instrument may also incorporate certain provisions of a fiscal nature for  environmental purposes 

andd the other  way around. 
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EvaluationEvaluation of the instruments used 
Itt is possible to assert that the type of instruments used to integrate environ-

mentall  concerns into a particular policy area may be employed to evaluate the 
strengthh of the integration in that policy area. It has been argued that, compared 
too other instruments, market-based instruments (such as fiscal instruments) 
aree especially effective in bringing about structural changes because they have 
aa more fundamental impact on (economic) activity/behaviour in general and the 
internall  market in particular.12 It has been contended that, on condition that the 
fiscalfiscal instruments are well designed (high enough rate etc.), they may not only 
leadd to a shift away from the most or more environmentally damaging practices/ 
behaviour,, but might even result in more structural changes.1' Since integration 
iss about adjusting other policy areas so as to tackle the root causes of environ-
mentall  problems, it seems that the mix of integration instruments should at 
leastt include such fiscal instruments. Therefore, it appears regrettable that these 
instrumentss have not been used more frequently in the context of the three 
policyy areas examined. The existing fiscal signals are too weak to constitute real 
effortss to internalise environmental costs. They fall short of truly applying the 
polluterr pays principle. 

Ann instrument that also seems very efficient for integration purposes is the 
cross-compliancee instrument. Although it is used in all three policy areas exam-
ined,, the application of the instrument is often optional for Member States or 
veryy flexible. Other integration instruments that all three of the selected policy 
areass have in common are of a more indirect, less 'intrusive' nature, in particu-
lar,, support to particular R&D, training and information exchange programmes. 

Itt may be observed that the failure to use market-based instruments, in 
particular,, fiscal instruments, as well as the failure to use the full potential of 
thee cross-compliance instrument and, on the contrary, the use in all policy areas 
off  more indirect,, less intrusive instruments, corresponds with the above-made 
observationn that the integration efforts have not been so strong, in the sense that 
theyy have not led to radical changes of the policy areas, its objectives and the 
meanss to achieve those. 

111 Deketelaere 1996, p. 10. On the effective use of market-based/economic instruments to tackle envi-

ronmentall  problems, see also: Tietenberg 1990, p. 17,23,30-31; Carlsson & Hammar 2002, p. 365-372 

andd Stewart 2002, p. 9-26. The latter indicates that market-based or economic instruments provide 

incentives,, in many applications, for cost-effective environmental protection that are superior to those of 

commandd regulation (p. 9). He further stresses that 'The virtues of economic instruments for environ-

mentall  protection are not merely theoretical; they have been and are being confirmed by experience' (p. 

19). . 
133 Rehbinder 1993, p. 66-67. See also EEA, Environmental Signals 2000, p. 27. 
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OtherOther innovative instruments 
Forr reasons of completeness, it should be observed that there exist more 

instruments,, then the above, that can be used in order to promote environmen-
tall  objectives. The Commission has, for example, proposed the use of green-
housee gas emission trading.'4 This instrument has not been analysed in this 
studyy because I consider it to be a (new) instrument of environmental policy. It 
iss designed to mainly promote environmental objectives. 

InIn  sum 
Inn sum, two observations may be made about the instruments used to 

integratee environmental concerns into the policy areas examined. First, it seems 
thatt the policy area in question determines the extent to which certain instru-
mentss are used for integration purposes. This appears to correspond with the 
extentt to which the instruments are traditionally employed in the area. Second, 
thee (arguably) most effective integration instruments, i.e. the fiscal ones, are not 
usedd or are only used to a limited extent. This is not surprising in the light of 
thee previous observations on the strength of the identified integration. 

44 lin k with theory: is the integration sufficient? 

Introduction Introduction 
Myy research shows that, over the years, quite a lot of agri-

cultural,, transport and energy legislation has been given an environmental 
componentt (amount of integration efforts). However, it also indicated that a lot 
off  the integration efforts are rather weak, often being integration as a result of 
thee pursuit of compatible objectives (no conflict situation) or (incidental and 
deliberate)) integration of a non-structural nature (conflict situation). In addition, 
itt was concluded that the corresponding, most effective integration instruments 
havee not been used. This part wil l examine whether these integration efforts are 
neverthelesss sufficient in light of what the integration principle, as laid down in 
Articlee 6 EC, requires. In other words, the question is whether the Community 
observedd this principle when (further) developing and implementing the CAP, 
CTPP and the EC Energy Policy. 

LinkLink  to the most plausible interpretation 
Too be able to answer this question it is important to know what the principle 

inn Article 6 EC (more or less) requires. In Chapter II above, various possible 
interpretationss were identified. I concluded that the most plausible interpreta-
tionn resulted in a requirement for the Community policy maker to take the envi-

COM(20OI )J8 II  (see also above, Chapter  VII) . 
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ronmentallyy friendly way of pursuing the policy-specific objectives in question 
or,, if this is not possible, to pursue these objectives in the least environmentally 
damagingg way available. It might even require that certain of these objectives 
aree abandoned depending on whether they are essential for the achievement 
off  the principal objectives of the Community. In other words, integration is all 
aboutt combining objectives. It consists of adopting measures that contribute to 
thee achievement of several objectives. If objectives are incompatible, it requires 
thatt a balance or compromise is found or reached. 

Inn other words, it seems that, the most difficult question in relation to Arti-
clee 6 EC is nott whether there should be integration or not but rather how much 
integrationn there should be. How strong does the integration have to be in light 
off  the provision in this Treaty article? It seems it wil l depend on the policy area 
inn which the environmental protection requirements must be integrated. In 
particular,, it depends on the nature of the policy-specific objectives. If these are 
'compatible'' with the environmental objectives, integration is (almost) inherent 
inn action relating to that policy area. The more incompatible the policy-specific 
objectivess are, the more integration is needed or rather the stronger the integra-
tionn must be. Otherwise, it wil l be impossible to reach the required balance 
betweenn the different principal objectives of the EC. 

Consequently,, the question that I wil l try to answer here is whether the CAP, 
CTPP and the EC Energy Policy have been sufficiently defined or redefined so 
ass to reach a balance between the various types of objectives involved. In what 
follows,, it wil l be argued that, in neither of the three policy areas, a balance 
betweenn the various objectives has been reached (yet). 

IsIs there sufficient integration in the CAP? 
Thee CAP was first developed and implemented in the 60s and 70s on the 

basiss of the specific objectives in the relevant Treaty title. This occurred in such 
aa way that certain environmentally damaging trends in the sector (intensifica-
tionn and concentration) were reinforced. Clearly, there was no balance between 
thee agricultural and the environmental objectives. There was not even a balance 
betweenn the various agricultural objectives for that matter. Still, the fact that 
theree was no balance with environmental objectives was not contrary to any 
principlee for the simple reason that there was no principle yet. There were 
nott even environmental objectives. Such a principle and such objectives did 
exist,, however, as of 1987 (when the SEA entered into force) so the integration 
effortss made in the context of the 1992 reform were a few years late. In addi-
tion,, because other factors and concerns determined the policy changes, many 
integrationn efforts were not specific enough. 

InIn subsequent years, more (specific) integration efforts were made. Thus, 
thee question is whether a balance has finally been reached between the agricul-
turall  and the environmental objectives and whether the integration principle 
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iss properly adhered to? Unfortunately, it does not seem so. Although quite a 
lott of (deliberate) integration efforts have been made over the years, these are 
mainlyy situated in the structural/rural development subpolicy and not in the 
markett and price subpolicy. Indeed, it seems that the environmental objectives 
aree systematically pursued in the context of the structural/rural development 
subpolicyy (mostly in the form of optional aid for environmental purposes and 
compulsoryy cross-compliance requirements - cfnew rural development regula-
tion),, although it should be added that certain provisions for aid do (still) breach 
thee polluter pays principle. The integration efforts in the context of the market 
andd price policy, however, do not seem to amount to a systematic pursuing of 
thee environmental objectives. The deliberate integration efforts are limited to a 
couplee of environmental premia (e.g. extensification premium) and an optional 
cross-compliancee requirement. This imbalance is especially problematic because 
thee budget available for the first subpolicy is a lot less than that available for the 
secondd subpolicy. Although some progress has been made over the years, a lot 
off  the aid given in the context of the market and price subpolicy is still produc-
tion-relatedd while studies show that such production-related aid is not necessary 
forr the achievement of the agricultural objectives and thus the corresponding 
principall  objectives. The polluter is not required to pay, on the contrary in fact, 
thee polluter is (still) paid to pollute. Consequently, this guaranteed 'negative' aid 
underr the market and price policy severely undermines the effectiveness of the, 
mainlyy optional, 'positive' aid under the rural development policy. At the same 
time,, application of the cross-compliance tool is still optional in the context of 
thee market and price subpolicy. Not only must the negative aid in the market 
andd price subpolicy be phased out. At the same time, more funds must be made 
availablee for the already existing integration measures in the context of the rural 
developmentt subpolicy. However, phasing out negative aid would already go 
aa long way. Or, as the Commission itself indicated some time ago: 'Changes to 
marketmarket regimes which alleviate pressure on the environment are likely to have a more 
generalgeneral environmental impact than agri-environment measures, which are usually 
appliedapplied on a limited area.'1*  In addition, it would help, in my opinion, if the envi-
ronmentall  objectives to be achieved by the latter were better specified (see evalu-
ationn of agri-enviroment programmes, under Regulation 2078/92, and forestry 
programmes,, under Regulation 2080/92). 

Itt should be added to this that, although necessary, further reform, espe-
ciallyy of the market and price policy, wil l be difficult. The plans presented by the 
Commissionn in the autumn of 2002 for the next reform round have met with 
greatt resistance, especially from countries such as France, which is a net receiver 

Commissionn Report on the application of Council Regulation 2078/92 on agricultural production 

methodss compatible with the requirements of the protection of the environment and the maintenance 

off  the countryside, COM(97)620, p. 27. 
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off  CAP funds. It seems it wil l be difficult to reach political agreement on the 
proposalss in their current state. Reform appears necessary, not to say fundamen-
tal,, however, not only for environmental but also for budgetary, enlargement, 
(international)) trade and development cooperation reasons. 

InIn conclusion, integration in the CAP seems to have come a long way. 
However,, it may be argued that the integration efforts fall short of having 
establishedd a balance between the economic/agricultural objectives on the one 
handd and the environmental objectives on the other hand. Especially the market 
andd price subpolicy is problematic in this regard. It should be emphasised that 
integrationn efforts by the Community in the context of its agricultural policy are 
alll  the more necessary and important because of the near exclusive competence 
off  the Community in this area. 

IsIs there sufficient integration in the CTP? 
Itt is difficult to determine what the right balance is but it seems that under 

thee CTP no balance is achieved either. It seems that, again, more weight has 
beenn given to economic objectives than to environmental ones in this policy 
area.. It might be difficult to argue that Article 6 EC requires the Community 
too give up on its aim of market integration, both in general and specifically in 
relationn to the transport markets. This aim has been regarded as one of the 
coree means to stimulate economic growth, competitiveness and employment 
inn Europe, or, in other words, to achieve the economic objectives of Article 2 
EC.166 It is less difficult, however, to hold that, on the basis of Article 6 EC, the 
Communityy should have tried to achieve the specific aim and, thus, the general 
objectives,, in less environmentally damaging ways, or even in the least envi-
ronmentallyy damaging ways possible. This means that it should have promoted 
thee use of the least environmentally damaging transport modes over the most 
environmentallyy damaging ones so as to provide for the mobility needed by 
businesss and individuals. In particular, Community action should have focused 
firstfirst or mainly on the liberalisation of the railway sector. Or, it should have at 
leastt ensured that this and other less environmentally damaging transport 
modess were not put at a disadvantage so that they could compete properly 
withh the other, more/most damaging, modes. The liberalisation of transport 
marketss should not have been based on a modal approach with an emphasis 
onn achieving equal competitive conditions within each mode but rather on an 
integratedd approach to transport, as the Commission itself admitted. Technical 
standardss for rails should have been adopted more quickly, the legislation on 
infrastructuree use charging and allocation of capacity for railways should have 
beenn completed sooner, etc. That way the Community might have counteracted 

Notee that internal market and mobility are not end-objectives, but rather means to achieve end-objec-

tivess (or long-term objectives) such as economic growth, competitiveness, a high standard of living, etc. 
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thee modal imbalance trend. Instead the Community did exactly the opposite. 
Itt is only more recently that serious action has been adopted and implemented 
aimedd at stimulating transport by rail for example. However, as was already 
indicatedd above, this is not occurring purely for environmental reasons. The 
actionn is designed also to contribute to the fight against congestion on the roads. 
Thee main integration efforts that were made in the context of the CTP over the 
yearss consisted of efforts to make the most harmful modes less harmful (by way 
of,, for example, air and noise emission standards). This appears insufficient in 
lightt of what the integration principle in Article 6 EC requires. Indeed, it seems 
thatt the requirement to strike a balance between the various objectives desires 
aa lot more. As already indicated above (Chapter VI, Section 4.4.4), a better 
reflectionn of transport costs, including environmental costs, by way of fiscal 
instrumentss could lead to a (further) shift towards the less damaging modes 
andd might even help reduce transport volumes (demand management). It seems 
unlikelyy that such a policy (change) would endanger the achievement of the 
non-environmentall  principal objectives of the Community. It might even be 
arguedd that structural action is required. In fact, this is what the idea to decou-
plee transport growth from economic growth is all about. In other words, the 
demandd for transport itself should be tackled. This view has also been defended 
inn literature,17 

Itt should be added that the failure to integrate environmental protection 
requirementss when the policy areas were first developed is less 'acceptable' in 
relationn to the CTP than it is in the context of the CAP. The reason lies in the 
factt that the true development of the first (especially the liberalisation process) 
tookk place at a time when the integration clause had already been formally 
introducedd into the Treaty. In other words, the Community legislator was under 
thee formal obligation to pursue environmental objectives in the context of this 
policyy area. 

IsIs the integration sufficient in the EC Energy Policy? 
Thee EC Energy Policy is not as mature as the CAP and the CTP. Taking 

togetherr the action in relation to the energy sector does not yet amount to a 
commonn policy. The Community is still in the process of developing this policy 
area.. However, it seems that the same mistake is being made as in the CTP. The 
liberalisationn process is not accompanied by measures resulting in true internal-
isationn of external costs, such as environmental ones. The integration principle 
inn Article 6 EC probably does not require for the market integration goal to be 

177 See, for  example, Winter  1996, p. 140:'... Beyond this competence definition, the integration clause 

raisess a substantial duty to take atmospheric pollution into consideration when working out the 

commonn transport policy and to undertake a thorough search for  ways to reduce it, i.e. means of trans-

portt  avoidance must also be considered'. 
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abandoned.. After all, it may be regarded as an important means for achieving 
somee of the principal objectives of the Community. However, it seems that the 
liberalisationn process and its potentially negative effects on the environment do 
requiree extra integration efforts. That is why I believe that the current integra-
tionn efforts are inadequate in light of what the integration principle requires. 
Althoughh it includes demand-management measures (see energy efficiency and 
conservationn measures), these seem insufficient, in my opinion, to realise a true 
balancee between the various (conflicting) objectives. Thus, although, unlike 
inn the CTP, the least environmentally damaging behaviour and practices have 
beenn stimulated even before the beginning of the market integration process in 
thee EC Energy Policy, the efforts seem insufficient. Fiscal measures could have 
aa more fundamental impact on the market. However, factors such as fears to 
losee the right to determine their fuel mix and of jeopardising the competitive 
positionn of their industries, or in other words, of endangering the achievement 
off  political and economic objectives, arguably prevent the adoption of such more 
fundamentall  action. 

Whetherr support for nuclear energy so as to ensure security of energy supply 
(aa so-called compatible objective) constitutes a breach of the integration princi-
plee is uncertain. Insofar as the use of this energy source is promoted by action 
basedd on the Euratom Treaty, it could be argued that this is not contrary to Arti-
clee 6 EC. The reason lies in the simple fact that the principle in this article does 
nott seem to apply to action taken under the Euratom Treaty, as was concluded 
inn the chapter on the content of the article. To the extent that one regards this 
energyy source as one of the most environmentally damaging instead of one of 
thee least environmentally damaging sources, a policy encouraging it may be 
consideredd unfortunate from an environmentally point of view. But this is not 
thee same as a policy in breach of the Treaty provisions. 

OverallOverall conclusion 
Thee overall conclusion is that in the three policy areas examined some 

integrationn has taken place but more is possible and probably even required on 
thee basis of the integration principle in Article 6 EC. Although it is difficult 
too establish what types of integration the clause exactly requires because the 
Communityy institutions do seem to have a substantial amount of discretion in 
applyingg it, it appears that, overall, the identified integration in each one of the 
policyy areas examined is insufficient. It does not seem as if the Community 
policyy maker has succeeded in founding a balance between the environmental 
objectives,, on the one hand, and the various policy-specific objectives, on the 
otherr hand. The dynamics of and the interests associated with a certain policy 
areaa are not radically changed to accommodate for environmental concerns. On 
thee contrary, the extent to which environmental concerns are integrated is deter-
minedd by the policy area in question and its specific objectives. 
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Thee fact that fiscal instruments have been insufficiently used resulting in a 
systematicc failure to guarantee the internalisation of environmental costs may 
bee regarded as a breach of the integration principle in that it constitutes a failure 
too systematically apply the polluter pays principle- More efforts should have been 
madee in all the policy areas examined to apply fiscal instruments so as to adhere 
too this environmental principle. The Commission itself has indicated that: 'The 
lacklack of progress in coming to terms with unsustainable production and consumption 
patternspatterns can largely be attributed to a failure to internalise environmental externali-
tiesties into economic activities'.1*  Intentions and proposals in this direction should 
bee worked out and adopted as soon as possible (see energy taxation proposal, 
proposall  for a directive introducing special tax arrangements for diesel fuel as 
welll  as the plans for possible Community legislation on the taxation of passen-
gerr cars, etc.). As to other means of strengthening the integration in the CAP, 
CTPP and EC Energy Policy, I refer to the respective chapters where relevant 
suggestionss for future action were made. 

DataData on environmental effects confirms this conclusion 
Finally,, as already appeared more or less from the comments on the net 

balancee in each one of the sectoral chapters, the above conclusions on the insuf-
ficientficient integration in light of Article 6 EC are confirmed by empirical data on the 
statee of the environment. Data does in fact show that environmental gains from 
technologicall  improvements and other measures are being offset by increasing 
demandd in the various economic activities examined. If growth was moderate, 
non-structurall  measures might suffice. Then technological improvements could 
possiblyy keep up with increases in demand/consumption. Under the current 
situation,, however, such non-structural action needs to be supplemented by 
moree fundamental action, which tackles the root causes of environmental 
degradation.. The ultimate criterion is whether the link between environmental 
pollutionn and economic activity is broken or not (decoupling economic growth 
andd pollution).19 If the overall burden on the environment continues to grow, no 
reall  balance has been achieved. 

Commissionn Communication 'Ten years after  Rio: Preparing for  the World Summit on Sustainable 

Developmentt  in 3002', COM(aoor)53, p. 10. 
199 It has been suggested that policy should move away fiom attempting to regulate negative outputs. 

Insteadd it should shift towards 'improvin g the efficiency and productivit y of energy, materials and 

otherr  inputs'. The reason for  this lies in the fact that 'unless and unti l the environmental intensity of 

economicc activity is reduced at a rate faster  than the rate of growth, the overall burden wil l continue 

too grow' (see letter  to The Economist by Owen Cylke of the National Environmental Policy Institut e in 

Washingtonn - The Economist October  27th 2001). 

473 3 



INTEGRATIO NN OF ENVIRONMENTA L PROTECTION INTO OTHER EC POLICIE S 

474 4 


