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Witness: Mr Séan Rickard, Senior Lecturer in Business Economics, Cranfield School of 

Management, examined. 

Q1  Chairman:  Good morning and welcome.  Thank you very much for coming to talk to us 

this morning.  We are being broadcast to the extent that we are being recorded, and this might 

be used at some stage.  Thank you very much too for the written evidence, which I saw 

yesterday and which others of my colleagues have just had the chance to see this morning.  

I think that we did send you a list of possible questions.  Is there anything that you would like 

to add before we start off on the questions? 

Mr Rickard: Perhaps I may say a few words briefly, my Lord Chairman.  First of all, I would 

like to thank you for inviting me to address you.  Second, I apologise for the lateness of my 

written submission, but I was on holiday until this weekend and so had little time to deal with 

it.  I would also like to say that what I say today and what I have written comes from someone 

who believes quite passionately in the benefits of a more integrated and harmonious Europe, 
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and also someone who believes quite passionately in the need and desirability of an efficient 

and effective agriculture industry. 

Q2  Chairman:  And the someone is yourself, I take it? 

Mr Rickard: That is right, yes. 

Q3  Chairman:  I notice in your written evidence that you are of the opinion that at the end 

of the day the EU budget is more likely to be 1.14 per cent rather than one per cent. 

Mr Rickard: Yes. 

Q4  Chairman:  Would you like to enlarge on that?  A very general question first.  Why do 

you think, in the end, that side of the argument will win? 

Mr Rickard: Because I believe that the so-called net contributor countries – Germany, now 

France, and Britain – are responsible and support the commitment that the European Union 

has taken on in enlarging itself towards the east.  I therefore view their attempt to limit the 

budget to one per cent at this time to be tactical.  In other words, I think that, given the huge 

commitment the Community is taking on – if we compare it to earlier enlargements, we have 

to recognise that the new commitments are much greater than they have taken on in the past 

with their southern enlargement, and they have enormous difficulties with these low-income 

countries in bringing them within the European Community – it does not make any sense at 

all to go down to one per cent.  What should be happening is an increase in the budget, but I 

am certainly with those who believe that we should not be spending any more money on 

agriculture.  Indeed, we should be spending less money on agriculture and much more on the 

broader policies of cohesion and convergence. 
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Q5  Chairman:  That leads on to a second question.  Does that mean that you do see a need 

for further reform of the CAP?  What opportunities do you think exist for that as a result of 

the financial perspective negotiations? 

Mr Rickard: I certainly see a need for further reform of the CAP, and indeed one would have 

to say that the reform of the CAP is an ongoing process.  If one wants to pick a date, it started 

in 1992.  Every time it has been reformed, about a year or two later it has been accepted that it 

has not been sufficient and that further reform is needed.  We have yet to remove things like 

quotas; we have yet to move ourselves into a position where we have a modern agricultural 

industry which is operating under free and fair market conditions.  However, having said that, 

I do not think that there will be major reform in the next ten years. 

Q6  Chairman:  You do not think that there will be substantial reform in the next ten years? 

Mr Rickard: No.  I think that what will happen, if history repeats itself, is that hopefully we 

will get a Doha development agreement in 2006-07.  That will come into effect.  As it comes 

into effect, it will be recognised by the Community that its policies will not square with what 

it has been forced to agree to, and then I think that we will see greater pressure to remove 

some of the protection, and indeed the element of payments, for the farming industry. 

Chairman:  You have thrown out some pretty substantial points, which will be picked up by 

colleagues in further questioning. 

Q7  Earl Peel: Perhaps I could ask a supplementary.  Mr Rickard, you said that you would 

like to see the overall spending enhanced but less money on agriculture.  You said that you 

would like to spend it specifically on cohesion – and I forget the other term you used. 

Mr Rickard: Convergence. 

4 



Q8  Earl Peel: Could you expand on that a little, for those of us who do not quite have the 

knowledge of the EU lingo? 

Mr Rickard: Convergence, I suppose, has a fairly similar meaning to cohesion.  It is in all our 

interests that those new members of the European Union, whose incomes are much lower than 

the EU-15 members, who face enormous structural problems within their economies and who 

need a great deal of help, become full and active members of the Community.  We need as 

fast as possible to get their economies moving towards convergence with ours.  In other 

words, increasing their per capita incomes, changing the structure of their industries, and 

helping them to adopt the sort of modern economies that the rest of us enjoy. 

Q9  Earl Peel: In other words, the larger states or the more profitable farming states should 

be subsidising those which are not at the same level? 

Mr Rickard: I would like to leave the word “farming” out of that.  I believe – and in the past 

Germany has a very proud record of this – that the success of the Community, in terms of 

Spain and Ireland in particular, is in no small measure due to the willingness on the part of 

other countries to provide some support to the building of those economies. 

Q10  Lord Haskins: You refer to the fact that the reform was not radical enough.  My view 

is rather different: that in two respects the reform is very radical.  If the Commission and the 

Council of Ministers stick to what they have said, i.e. the financial discipline – if they apply 

financial discipline because they need more money for other purposes – then that would be a 

very radical reform.  Second, do you not think that they have kept their powder dry, ahead of 

Doha?  If a big settlement is made in Doha, this would change the very nature of the present 

arrangements so substantially that that will also be a radical reform. 

Mr Rickard: May I take your second point first?  I certainly agree that, if history is to repeat 

itself, they will find that they are forced to accept, in achieving a Doha Development 
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Agreement, measures which go further than they have currently allowed for, and perhaps it is 

good tactics not to show how far you are prepared to go.  Going back to your first point, what 

the reform has said to farmers in effect is, “No matter what happens, we are going to continue 

to give you large sums of money”.  You may say that the financial mechanism will come into 

effect, and perhaps it will; but when and if it does, it will be done at the last moment and by 

the minimum amount – if history is any guide.  They have more or less said to farmers, “We 

are going to go on subsidising you”.  How on earth can anyone believe, in this day and age, 

that telling farmers you are going to do that will make them more competitive, make them 

change, and deliver the sort of vibrant rural economy that we want? 

Chairman:  This is splendidly controversial stuff, and we will come on to it in more detail.  

By the way, you know Brian Gardner, Specialist Adviser to this inquiry.  We have agreed that 

if he wishes to intervene and ask questions, and if other members want to ask him a question, 

so be it.  We now move on to the question of enlargement, and I will ask the Countess of Mar 

to ask the question. 

Q11  Countess of Mar: How do you think that rural development expenditure, Pillar 2, will 

be affected by the recent enlargement and by the next tranche of enlargement? 

Mr Rickard:  Although there is an enormous public commitment at the moment to a rural 

development aspect of farm policy – and perhaps I am a little cynical here – I suspect that 

governments realised long ago that the justification for supporting extra food production had 

vanished.  To be precise, 25 years ago, and they have been moving towards rural development 

as part of the process of justifying the continuance of payments to farmers.  However, when 

push comes to shove, when the budget comes under pressure, and when they have to find 

additional expenditure, they will be under enormous pressure from farm lobbies and 

governments, who will tend to say, “Cut the rural development expenditure; hang on to the 

single farm payments”.  In my experience, privately the farm lobbies will not want all the 
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extra commitments that are attached to things like rural development payments; all they really 

want is a single farm payment.  I know it contains cross-compliance commitments, but we are 

talking about minimal conditions attached to that.  They want to receive a sum of money and 

want to be left alone.  If we have rural development expenditure, not only is there a 

redistribution of some of that funding, which causes enormous political problems for the farm 

lobby, it also calls for co-funding from governments, some of whom have not been very 

willing in the past.  So I would say that on past experience, when push comes to shove, your 

rural development expenditure will bear the brunt. 

Q12  Lord Christopher: There is a potential impact on the rural economy of increasing these 

structural funds and this will be available to Member States at the same time as reducing the 

Pillar 1 payments.  What do you see as the consequences of that? 

Mr Rickard: May I ask for clarification?  Are you saying that you think the rural development 

funding will make a significant contribution towards the economic well-being of the rural 

economy? 

Q13  Lord Christopher: I think that begs the question, in a sense. 

Mr Rickard: Let me answer it in this way.  The answer is no.  What we have to get out of our 

minds is the idea that farming is the backbone of the rural community.  It may have been 

50 years ago.  Farming now contributes just four per cent of the gross domestic product of the 

rural economy in the United Kingdom, and it provides just four per cent of the employment.  

The one thing we know for certain in all of this is that, in the coming years, farming will 

engage fewer people than it does today.  If we want to help younger people to find well-paid 

jobs, so that they can live and bring up families in rural areas, then surely the future lies in 

helping other rural industries to develop – not farming.  My interpretation of the Pillar 2 

expenditure is that it is just backdoor subsidies to farmers to get them away from the WTO 
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constraints.  It can be called “green box”; it is not therefore threatened with being cut.  That is 

why I said in my submission that what should happen – and I think that in the long run it will 

happen – is that rural development expenditure should be taken away from having to vie with 

agricultural expenditure.  It should be placed within the Community’s convergence/cohesion 

budget line and it should be fully utilised to the benefit of the rural societies, not to the benefit 

of farming.  I would go as far as to say that, in pushing all this extra money into farming, most 

of it is a complete and utter waste of public money. 

Q14  Earl Peel: Clearly, opportunities for farmers to develop other means of 

income-generating sources are probably the only way that they will actually remain on the 

land.  What concerns me is this, however: the management of the land.  In the absence of 

farmers – and if one were to take your scenario to its full conclusion, there could be large 

tracts of the countryside where farmers were not actively managing the land for food 

production – who will actually manage that land and look after it, and indeed achieve the 

environmental gains and benefits that the EU and our own government have set such store 

by?  Surely, regarding the cross-compliance conditions that are imposed on farmers in receipt 

of the single farm payment, that money is based on a level of commitment which the farmer 

will make to maintain that land.  So if Pillar 1 were going to be reduced – the monies that the 

farmer would receive under the single farm payment under Pillar 1 – then it is possible that 

the cross-compliance conditions will become overly burdensome, because the money was not 

there to cover the costs of carrying out those responsibilities. 

Mr Rickard: I wish to disagree with almost every point you have just made. 

Q15  Earl Peel: I was not giving an opinion.  I was simply making a statement. 

Mr Rickard: One of the frustrating things about all of this reform is that we are told that we 

have to spend this money in order to look after the land.  I put it to you that you will find no 
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reputable study showing that there is any relationship between the management of the land 

and the number of farmers.  In fact, I would go further than that.  In my opinion, larger-scale 

surviving farmers do look after the land very well indeed.  When I tour round the countryside, 

it is not the large, well-managed farms that concern me.  Where farms tend to be large-scale, 

efficient and intensive, they are the ones that look neat, tidy, which cut their hedges, clear out 

their ditches and fix their gates.  The farms that are in trouble are the smaller, professional, 

family farms that are hanging on by their fingers.  If you want to look for a cause of 

environmental damage in the countryside, it comes down to bad management on the part of 

farmers.  I believe that in removing support we will tend in the first place to remove the less 

efficient farmers.  We will do something else too.  It is not something that is generally 

referred to.  The value of land in this country is probably at least 100 per cent or so higher 

than it would be in the absence of support.  If we removed support from the farming industry, 

we would lower the value of land by 50 or 60 per cent and we would therefore create many 

opportunities for other people to utilise the land, perhaps for greater benefit for society.  I bet 

that there are many young people at agricultural colleges and elsewhere in this country who 

would love the opportunity to be able to utilise land, perhaps for recreational activities, 

perhaps for shooting and other pastime activities.  Many of these things are denied at the 

moment because, unless you are the son of a farmer, you have great difficulty in getting into 

the farming industry. 

Chairman: I have to stress that this is not an NFU/CLA conference.  We are talking about 

CAP reform and we have a lot more questions to ask.  On this particular one, three more 

colleagues have caught my eye: the Countess of Mar, Lord Plumb and Lord Sewel.  Then we 

will move on. 

Countess of Mar: Earl Peel asked my question, my Lord Chairman, so I will opt out. 
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Lord Plumb: As you say, my Lord Chairman, this is not an NFU/CLA meeting, but I find it 

difficult to sit here and accept any comment that says that agriculture or farming is not the 

backbone of this country.  Until Séan Rickard said that when he goes round the country he 

sees what he sees, and he has told us what he sees, I was beginning to wonder whether he had 

been round the country lately and seen what is happening across the countryside.  Surely one 

has to accept – and this has nothing to do with the number of people employed on the land – 

that agriculture is still very much the backbone of the countryside.  What Mr Rickard said was 

fully in support of what we heard from Brian Gardner, our specialist adviser, earlier – when 

he said that Pillar 2 would be the target for budgetary savings.  What Séan Rickard has just 

said in his answer is, if I may say so, contradictory.  You are saying that your concern is for 

the farming community.  Looking at the reformed CAP, I do not think we have yet heard from 

either of our speakers this morning any acceptance that the reform is a radical reform – and it 

is a really radical reform because, when we have talked about reforms in the past, they are 

nothing in comparison with what we face now.  If that is so, and if the pressure by farming 

lobbies will be, as you suggest, on Pillar 2 in order to get money back into agriculture, I find 

this very strange.  Certainly in this country and, in my own experience, in many countries the 

pressure is now on, under a reformed CAP, to move towards Pillar 2, to move towards 

changes for rural development, and so on.  These projects are there and are going on.  One or 

two of the things that you have now said need financing, of course, if you are going to 

encourage their development.  I think that we therefore have to get the balance right between 

what is going into those areas.  It would not be my view that the pressure will be on Pillar 2.  

Far from it: there will be further development in that area, as we see the market forces 

operating in the way that the CAP reform intends them to. 

Q16  Lord Sewel: A slightly different perspective, in that what you have been saying is 

rather more music to my ears than some of what I have been hearing for some time.  What is 
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behind it is this breaking of the equation that rural equals agricultural.  That is fundamental.  

The next question is this.  Does the CAP or can the CAP provide a means and a mechanism 

through reform that addresses rural issues, rather than narrow agricultural issues?  It does 

seem that the rural development, Pillar 2 approach, as you rightly say, is a backdoor means of 

maintaining agricultural support. 

Mr Rickard: Perhaps I could deal with Lord Plumb first. I do not disagree that, in a certain 

respect, the so-called MTR reform was radical.  It was radical in that ---- 

Q17  Chairman: You are going to be quite brief on this point, are you not? 

Mr Rickard: Yes.  It was radical in the sense that we moved away from partially decoupled to 

purely decoupled support.  Having said that – and trying to address the two questions from 

their Lordships in my answer – what we have to recognise is that farming is contributing, and 

will continue to contribute, a smaller proportion of the rural economy’s economic activity.  

I see no benefit in the long run in pretending to farmers that, somehow or other, they can be 

saved from the growing economic pressures and from the need for them to change radically 

the way they think and act by providing them with large sums of money.  I do go round the 

country and I do make a point of speaking to farmers.  There is a widespread view at the 

moment that, somehow or other, they have been saved; that this single farm payment will see 

them all right.  They may be making a big mistake, for the reasons we have touched on.  What 

we really need to do, however, is to encourage farmers to think outside farming.  Not 

necessarily to diversify, but to think of grouping themselves into farmer-controlled 

businesses, to increase the value of what they receive by moving down the supply chain.  We 

have to stop the belief – and in some respects I think that this underlies a lot of the thinking 

about agriculture – that, somehow or other, they are entitled to a way of life that will be 

protected because they are the custodians of the countryside.  We could protect the 

countryside to a higher degree than we do today with a smaller population of farmers. 
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Chairman: I come back again to the point that we are talking about CAP reform.  We have 

aired views quite strongly over the last 15 minutes, and that is done.  We are now talking 

about CAP reform and whether the money will be there, how it will be spent, and so forth.  

I ask Lord Haskins to take the next question, which is on the financial discipline. 

Q18  Lord Haskins: We cannot argue about policy here.  We have a policy laid down – CAP 

reform.  What we have to explore is, if this policy is implemented, what are the implications?  

What are the things round the corner?  Brian Gardner has said that the budget is going to be 

blown.  I would like to understand what that means.  If that is the case, then a new policy has 

to come into play.  We have to assume that that policy is going to be there, and therefore take 

into account the forces which will impact on that policy over the next two or three years.  I 

have mentioned Doha and all that means – which should theoretically reduce the pressure on 

the budget if it works properly, because there will be less subsidy.  I would also like to 

mention that the decoupling may well reduce the pressure on the budget, in that it may well 

land up with a reduced output from farms in that situation.  If we get to the point that you are 

both concerned about – that the budget is going to get very tight – the question then has to be 

which is going to be the trade-off.  Will it be transfer of funds to the new countries, or will it 

be farmers in the existing countries?  I would like your views on that issue.  One of the 

questions that Brian has raised is the possibility of further subsidies required for the dairy and 

the sugar sectors.  To me, it is incredible that that would be tolerable.  If it did happen, 

however, clearly that would blow the budget. 

Mr Rickard: The two elements we have to focus on here are the two elements of the Pillar 1 

expenditure.  First, there are the direct payments, single farm payments.  In large measure, 

they have been allowed for within the Commission’s budget projections, except for Bulgaria 

and Romania – who at the moment are expected to join in 2007 but no doubt, when they do 
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join and if they do meet that deadline, they will be subject to a transitional period.  So the 

build-up of those funds is perhaps coming more towards the end of the budget period. 

Q19  Lord Haskins: It will not be significant. 

Mr Rickard: Towards the end of the period it will.  It will not be significant at first.  Let us 

turn our attention to the market mechanism.  As you rightly say, if indeed, as I expect, a Doha 

Development Agreement is tougher than the Community currently publicly says it is likely to 

be, we should save money on things like export restitutions.  Built into the recent reform there 

are reductions in support prices, which should also save money.  However, where there is a 

danger of a big mistake is the assumption – we saw this in 1992, and I see it every time there 

is a reform of the CAP – that, somehow or other, what has been agreed is going to halt the 

growth of production.  That would be a more radical assumption.  All the evidence to date is 

that production will keep growing.  There will be more milk or milk products to dispose of; 

there will certainly be more cereals to dispose of; and I very much doubt if we will see much 

in the way of a reduction in beef production.  So I think that the Community has been 

over-optimistic. 

Q20  Chairman: I think that you have slightly to substantiate those views. 

Mr Rickard: Yes.  Let us take the cereals.  Back in 1992, when the MacSherry reforms came 

in – and they involved a 30 per cent reduction of cereal prices – we were told by the great and 

the good, and I include the Government in that, that this would be the end of the growth of 

cereal yields.  If you look on a graph, you will see no change in the direction of production 

since 1992, and there is nothing in this recent reform that will change the upward growth of 

yields for cereals.  I expect to see milk yields continuing to rise at 1½ per cent a year, as they 

have done for over 30 years.  There is nothing in this reform that will prevent efficient 

farmers from continuing to try to improve their productivity.  People claim that under the 
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single farm payment, because farmers will now be paid for doing nothing, they can therefore 

cut back on their beef animals and we will see a reduction in the number of beef coming onto 

the market.  I can only say that the beef market is extremely responsive to higher prices and, if 

there was any reduction in beef production, I think that the response in prices would quickly 

be matched by higher production of beef.  In other words, I really do not expect to see any 

reduction in output over those three sectors.  I think that the Community, in coming to their 

budget figures – it is very difficult because they do not publish all their assumptions – have 

made over-optimistic assumptions about how much they can save on the so-called market 

mechanisms.  I do not think they have allowed sufficiently, and it is almost certain that they 

will have to pay more money than they anticipate in compensation for a sugar reform.  In 

theory, the milk payments are currently built in; but if as a result of a tougher Doha agreement 

there has to be a further reform in the milk sector, that will involve compensation in the form 

of direct payments.  So I go back to the point that the fundamental issue here is whether the 

reform will deliver the reduced output that the Community imagines. 

Q21  Lord Haskins: If all of those things are right, Community rules still allow the single 

payment to come down. 

Mr Rickard: We have a financial disciplinary mechanism but, as I said earlier, that will be 

resisted until the last moment.  I do not think, when push comes to shove, and they have on 

the table rural development payments and single farm payments, they will look first to cut the 

single farm payments.  I suggest that will be their last area of cutting.  The NFU and such 

lobbies are already saying that the budget is protected; that it is sacred; and that they want this 

commitment reinforced.  The farm lobbies will push very hard to ensure that the single farm 

payment is the last thing that is cut, and I believe they will be successful in that. 

Chairman: I know that Baroness Maddock would like to ask a further question on Doha. 
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Q22  Baroness Maddock: On Doha you have probably said it all.  We did not get your 

submission until we arrived today, and I have been trying to listen to what you have been 

saying and to look at what you said in it.  My question was going to be about how any future 

Doha agreement would affect market support and direct subsidy.  I do not know if there is 

anything else you want to add to what we have already discussed? 

Mr Rickard: Let me first apologise for the lateness of my submission.  In my opinion, it does 

the farming industry no good to be party to a system which is so detrimental to so many 

farmers in poorer parts of the world.  I believe that in Europe, and particularly in Britain, we 

have some of the most efficient farmers in the world, and I think that we could still be 

profitable, efficient and effective with smaller budgetary payments within the Community, in 

order to allow greater reform within Doha – but, again, suspect the Community will go for the 

minimum in order to protect farmers. 

Q23  Baroness Maddock: Perhaps I could just follow up on a question I asked before you 

came into the room, which was about fraud in its widest sense.  I was given some indication 

that a lot of the slippage that goes on is concerned with finished products that have a lot of 

different elements, and they try to claim various subsidies on this.  Actually, if we were 

giving less direct subsidy and market support as a result of the Doha agreement, this might 

help reduce some of the money that goes missing, which everyone talks about so much. 

Mr Rickard: I do not claim any expertise on fraud.  It is fairly obvious that if we reduce 

payments we will get less fraud in that area.  What is pertinent to this answer, however – and 

it goes back to the rural development payments, and indeed cross-compliance – is that if one 

were going to enforce the conditions that are attached to those payments, then the 

administrative costs of all this, which at the moment fall on national governments and not the 

Community, would have to increase considerably.  Perhaps what I am really saying is that 

they are not going to be administered to a very high degree. 
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Q24  Chairman: Our specialist adviser, Mr Brian Gardner, would like to ask you this 

question.  In paragraph 16 of your submission – and it is relevant to Lord Plumb’s earlier 

point about the transfer of money from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2 – you say that there is no 

justification for taking money away from the larger farmers in order to free up that money for 

other uses.  This is not a problem really because, if one looks at the figures and the 

projections, it is quite clear that big farmers do not need the subsidies.  They can operate very 

profitably without the subsidies.  It is only those at the bottom, the medium-sized and less 

than medium-sized farmers, who are struggling and who need this money.  You may be right 

in saying that those farmers should be incorporated into a bigger and better structure, but 

would it not be wiser to have a seriously digressive system where you said, “Above a certain 

level of farming we do not pay subsidies at all”, and put that money into Pillar 2?  We know 

that the ideal is somehow eventually to get rid of agricultural subsidies altogether and 

everything that goes with them, but that is a long way ahead.  To be politically realistic, is it 

not better to adopt a policy of moving that money from where it is not needed to where it is 

needed, into the things that you are talking about which need money, i.e. rural development, 

not necessarily agricultural development? 

Mr Rickard: No, I disagree.  Let us think of the farming industry as consisting of three 

elements and let us use the United Kingdom.  In the United Kingdom, 85 per cent of the value 

added in agriculture comes from 20 per cent of the farms.  They are the larger, and in my 

opinion the more efficient farms, and the ones you were perhaps talking about when you said 

they could survive without subsidy.  About two-thirds of the holdings in this country produce 

less than three per cent of output.  They are hobby or, lifestyle farms.  They very largely earn 

their incomes in other sectors of the economy.  There will of course be some people on those 

farms who struggle, who are very hard-up, but there are also many people who own small 

farms who are very affluent, who live on them as a way of life.  Indeed, their numbers have 
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been increasing quite markedly over the last 15 years.  So they do not seem to be put off by 

the CAP regime.  I do not want to subsidise those people: that is their way of life.  There is 

this group in the middle, who are small family farms and who, I admit, are struggling.  I 

would say they struggle because they lack economies of scale.  I would go further and say 

that, in many instances, they are probably not very well managed.  Suppose we were to take 

money away from the larger farms and to devote more of it to those middle-sized farms.  All 

we would do is to prolong their agony.  We will not, in the long run, be able to offset their 

removal from the industry.  What do we do in the interim, however?  These larger farms, who 

in my opinion are the backbone of the agricultural industry and on whom we will depend to 

continue to farm the bulk of the land area – and indeed to put up with all the competitive 

pressures – would benefit in some respect by the smaller farms leaving the industry.  If they 

are dairy farmers, they will be able to take up some of their milk production.  If they are 

cereal farmers, they will, either through contractors or share farming or purchasing, be able to 

increase their area of land and spread their costs.  We must not discriminate against larger 

farms by subsidising smaller people.  What you are really talking about is a social policy, not 

an agricultural policy.  By that sort of modulation we do nothing to help the economic well-

being of the industry.  It would be kinder, in my opinion, to make it abundantly clear to 

smaller farms that, no one is going to bail them out and, they could then make their 

dispositions accordingly.  In many instances, if they were to recognise their true economic 

position, they would probably decide to sell up and go. 

Chairman: Mr Rickard, you have a great ability to stir up my colleagues.  Three have caught 

my eye and wish to speak to you, and they will in a second.  But I must make the point again 

that we are not here to discuss the sort of paradisiacal form of farming that each one of us 

might differently like to see.  That has been done.  We are here to discuss the EU financial 
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reform, whether it will work, whether or not they will be able to pay for it and, if not, what 

will happen instead.  That is the subject of our inquiry. 

Q25  Earl Peel: I hear what you say, my Lord Chairman, but clearly one of the principal 

objectives of the decoupled system that is now in place is to deliver a better environment.  

That is one of the principal objectives.  Mr Rickard, you said that, regardless of whether it is 

small farmers or large farmers – and I can broadly agree with you on that point – these 

cross-compliance conditions have been imposed on the back of the single farm payment with 

a specific view of delivering environmental gains.  They are built on the back of, whatever it 

is, 18 or so directives that have been imposed, plus the fact that there are additional 

cross-compliance conditions that farmers have to abide by.  That seems to me a perfectly 

reasonable objective and it is a fundamental part of the reform.  I would suggest that if there 

were to be a reduction in the single farm payment to any substantial extent – and bearing in 

mind that there are likely to be additional environmental directives imposed over the next five 

or six years – then there will be an imbalance regarding the money available for those who are 

responsible for the management of the countryside delivering those objectives.  If the money 

is not there, they simply will not be able to do it in a cost-effective way.  If Pillar 1 were to be 

undermined, would you accept that that could have considerable environmental 

consequences? 

Mr Rickard: I have to accept that that could be an outcome, but I do not think it is the most 

likely outcome.  I believe that a lot of these cross-compliance elements come down to good 

farming practices.  I think that the sort of farmer who would be likely to survive is much more 

likely to engage in good farming practice.  I want to see an environmentally friendly and 

developed rural economy.  We lack sufficient evidence to be able to be absolutely categorical 

on this, but I suspect that we might deliver a much better countryside if we said, when push 

comes to shove in the budget, “Take down those single farm payments, but do not cut 
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payments to the rural areas – because I want them in a broader sense not just agriculture.  Let 

people come forward with schemes, and we will provide the funding on the basis of the 

delivery back to society of the maximum value rural payments”.  I think that there is a fair 

chance that this would deliver a much better countryside and a better rural economy than 

concentrating on saying, “We must pay farmers this money.  We must not cut it because; if 

we do the countryside will be damaged”.  I really do not think that the evidence is there for 

that.  We have seen farming support reduced over the last 20 years, and I would argue that we 

have seen a rise in the quality of the countryside – partly due to policies, but also due to 

greater awareness on the part of farmers as to what they need to do. 

Q26  Lord Plumb: I would like to go back to Doha, and Doha is WTO.  WTO, of course, is 

freeing up world trade.  That is the ultimate aim and objective of the Doha Round: to give 

developing countries a better opportunity in the world market.  There are developed countries 

that are expanding tremendously.  Does not Séan Rickard accept that China is very much an 

expanding economy?  Does he not accept that a lot of the cereals grown in Europe and 

America will be going towards China, because the mouths are there to feed as the standard of 

living increases?  In addition, we are still living in a hungry world.  Does he not accept 

therefore that that is the real key to the future, and the operation of a market-led organisation 

within Europe which, on the basis of a world market, will benefit from that ultimately – in 

addition to the advantages one gets from all the rural development process funds that will be 

there and available? 

Mr Rickard: On balance, I do agree that China will become the world’s biggest economy, if it 

keeps growing at its present rate.  There will be an enormous increase in living standards in 

east Asia and perhaps other parts of Asia, and there will be enormous opportunities for 

Europe to export food and agricultural products.  To the extent that those opportunities are 

realised in the near future, it counts against the need for farm support, because we are as good 
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as saying that the world market, the growing population and affluence around the world, will 

take up some of the opportunities which are available to efficient and effective farmers here.  

In a sense, therefore, there is an imbalance between saying that there will be an enormous 

demand for our food but we must continue, no matter what, to make these payments to 

farmers.  I say yes, take those market opportunities; do not support farmers so much, but do 

put more money into rural development.  If one has to make that sort of choice, it is quite 

obvious to me what should be done, but experience makes no less sanguine. 

Chairman: We will come on the rural development as a final subject in just a few minutes. 

Q27  Countess of Mar: Following immediately on the points Lord Plumb has made, is not 

this market an artificial market because of 100 years of cheap food policies?  We demand 

cheap food, as consumers.  If the consumer were to pay the market price for his food instead 

of paying for it in taxes and subsidies, would not that solve the problem? 

Mr Rickard: I am very conscious that I will be ticked off if I stray away from the budget here, 

so let me just give a brief answer.  I think that if we removed a lot of this support you would 

get cheaper food.  So you are paying for it twice. 

Q28  Countess of Mar: Yes. 

Mr Rickard: I am sorry.  I misunderstood your question. 

Q29  Lord Christopher: Do you think – and I think that I know what your answer is – that 

the spending ceilings on the proposals are likely to be exceeded and, if so, what will be the 

consequences? 

Mr Rickard: One has to enter a caveat here that things have not turned out to be as expensive 

as people, four or five years ago, would have thought they would be vis-à-vis the budget – 

partly due to exchange rates and world events.  However, as we sit here today, it would seem 
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to me that this budget looks very vulnerable.  It strikes me that it will come under pressure.  It 

would be a brave person who said by how much but, if we accept that the Commission gets its 

way and, on average, achieves 1.14 per cent of GNI, I think that there will be reductions – but 

they will not be that massive.  More than the rural development budget, I agree, but, in the 

great scheme of things – what is it, more than 100 billion euros or whatever? – we are talking 

about at the most perhaps 20 billion excess, and probably less than that if things turn out as 

past experience would suggest. 

Q30  Lord Christopher: Suppose there is that shortfall, in realpolitik terms where do you 

think the money will be found?  From which of the pillars? 

Mr Rickard: In reality, I think what would happen is that there would probably be a severe 

reduction in the rural development element; there would be some reduction in Pillar 1, via the 

financial disciplinary mechanism; and I think that there would probably be reductions 

elsewhere in the budget. 

Q31  Lord Lewis of Newnham: In the negotiation stance of the net contributor countries, 

they have made the point that they would like to restrict the budget to one per cent of GNI.  If 

you were to look at this particular figure, how do you think this would affect the needs of 

rural development and the promotion of agricultural reform in the EU as a whole? 

Mr Rickard: If I take that position at face value, it strikes me that, by the time we get to 2013, 

we are down something like 100 million euros.  In that situation, it would be incredibly 

difficult to keep the development budget at all.  In fact, I suspect that people would then say 

that perhaps it should be absorbed into the cohesion/convergence budget line, as it were, and 

then one could hide away or perhaps move money round within there to keep some such 

policies going.  The point I made at the beginning is that, given the enormous demands on the 
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budget following the enlargement, it would be irresponsible, in my opinion, to force that 

through.  I assume that it has been done to stop people pushing the other way – I hope. 

Q32  Lord Plumb: You have already said that the rural development budget should be 

increased.  Do you think that it should be increased significantly by, say, 2013 – because we 

are moving in that direction?  If the spending is to be increased in that area, is that to come 

from Pillar 1 or is it to be new money – which is something you have just touched on?  

Second, there is the regulation on the financing of the CAP.  Will that improve the 

distribution of the funds to rural areas or will it be another bureaucratic intervention, which 

may delay rather than improve the payment out?  If we are talking about projects for rural 

developments – and you have already mentioned a few – what are those projects?  Would you 

include non-food crops as something more than just diversification?  That could almost be a 

new business in the countryside, as we see the progress and the development of many of those 

crops which are already being grown in many other countries.  There is one further point that 

I might make, which is not unrelated.  If one is making the comparison between inputs into 

the farming operation, there are many young farmers going from this country to France and, if 

they are under 40, they are getting a grant to help them get started of the equivalent of 

£25,000.  They can borrow money at two per cent for a considerable amount of time.  There is 

in addition a retirement fund of something like £10,000, which many farmers are taking 

advantage of if they are over 65.  If we are talking about subsidies for farming, how can we 

move towards a level playing field when we have that situation in one country, as well as the 

huge gap between the high value of sterling against the lower-value euro which, over a period 

of something like five years, has created a loss to agriculture in this country of £2.4 billion? 

Mr Rickard: One element on which I would have difficulty in answering you is the change to 

the financing of the Community.  I cannot pretend to have studied how that might change 

matters.  However, let me try to deal with your other points.  Yes, I do believe that, in an ideal 
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world, more money should be available for, let me call it, the rural economy.  That was what I 

tried to stress.  I think that there is a lot of money needed to help not just the central and 

eastern European countries but also lagging parts of the existing EU to develop.  I would like 

to see more money moving into those areas.  Apart from all the non-agricultural things, 

I believe that there is a lot to be said for being able to produce fuel from renewable resources.  

I would like to see that officially encouraged to a greater extent than it is currently.  Of 

course, it will depend on policies other than the budget.  I would like to see the funds that are 

available used to maximise the benefits for employment and social well-being in rural areas.  

The thrust of my answers here today is that, if we want to achieve these outcomes, we would 

give less to agriculture and more to other rural enterprises.  It is certainly true that we do not 

live in a world with a level playing field, and we never will.  But I do not think that trying to 

match French subsidies – which incidentally are only there because they are massively failing 

to keep people in agriculture – would be a better way forward.  It is much better in the longer 

term to try to provide what funds are available to new businesses which will employ people 

and pay them.  As I said at the beginning, I am a big supporter of agriculture, but we do not 

need to believe that everyone has to be in agriculture.  I can see many opportunities – 

certainly now, with things like the Internet and so on – for other service businesses to move 

into rural areas, to employ people, and to pay them quite well.  Even a large farm will now 

only employ one or two people.  A small service business will probably employ several times 

that, and probably give them a better standard of living. 

Q33  Chairman: I would like to ask you a final question, which follows on from 

Lord Plumb.  It is something that you said earlier, Mr Rickard, and which is in paragraph 12 

of your written evidence.  You are very keen on the rural development programme being, as it 

were, amalgamated into the cohesion/convergence structural funding programme.  However, 

one of the subjects we have not talked about at all today is fraud, misuse of money, and so 
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forth.  If that were to happen – and we have heard your arguments in favour of it – is there not 

a real worry that individual countries would find it easier to manipulate how the money was 

used, because of lack of clear definition and suchlike?  A term such as “cohesion/convergence 

structural funding” is a terrible description.  One really does not know what it covers.  Would 

it make any sense if rural development were to be put into that as well? 

Mr Rickard: Of course there is always a risk of fraud, and one has to be realistic and accept 

that quite a lot of it goes on in Europe, and perhaps would go on in any system which 

provides ---- 

Q34  Chairman: We are part of Europe. 

Mr Rickard: I am sorry? 

Q35  Chairman: You said “goes on in Europe”.  We are part of Europe. 

Mr Rickard: It certainly does.  However, I think that there is another argument to be placed 

against that.  When I talk about being in favour of helping – and I am sorry to use the phrase 

again – convergence and cohesion, I believe it should be in ways that conform with the 

concept of subsidiarity.  I think that it is better not to be too prescriptive, not to say, “This is 

how this money will be spent”, or whatever.  In my opinion, it is much better to give a rather 

broad framework, which then allows people at a regional or a local level to say, “In our view 

it would be better if we spent more money on this particular scheme here, and less on that”.  If 

one accepts that there is this move towards allowing decisions to be made at a more local 

level, we should seek as far as possible to try to put in place checks and balances so that the 

funding is not abused; but we should also accept that the people who might have the greatest 

interest in ensuring that it is used efficiently and effectively are those who operate at that local 

level. 
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Q36  Lord Haskins: We have spent a lot of time talking about payments to farmers and the 

quality of those.  We do not spend very much time talking about the quality of the payments 

that are coming out of this rural fund side.  We just say that it is 20 per cent of what we are 

talking about.  I have seen many examples of grotesque schemes under the rural development 

side which are just a waste of money.  I think that you answered that by saying if we tried, 

from the centre, to establish schemes – like Leader I and Leader II and all that sort of thing – 

we are creating a problem for ourselves.  I think that what you are saying is that it is much 

better to have a straightforward fiscal transfer and be done with it.  That is what the structural 

fund was about basically, was it not?  It was to bring them together as one, rather than to 

muddle them up with the CAP.  We need to watch very carefully how this money will be 

spent under the rural development side.  I have my doubts. 

Mr Rickard: You will be happy with this, my Lord Chairman.  The answer is yes. 

Chairman: Thank you very much for coming to talk to us this morning.  Even if members of 

the Committee may not have wholeheartedly agreed with all your comments, you have 

certainly stimulated us – which is a very good thing. 


