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Abstract

In this paper we intend to analyse a number ofcalitiral documents to see if they mesh with the
EU’s sustainable development policy. The documéntpuestion were prepared at different times
and involved different organizations which refletthe interests of various social and economic
stakeholders. After demonstrating the still exigtionflict between the Lisbon and the Gothenburg
Strategy, we will summarize the thematic strategescerning EU agriculture. The relationship
between agricultural policy and the two basic sgas may have implications for other sectoral
strategies (e.g. energy, transport, tourism). § U is subsequently able to make headway
regarding its strategies, it will also facilitatesolution of this problem at the national strategy
level. We will review how the documents’ contentncors or differs regarding the EU’s
sustainable development strategy. Finally we wikhlgse the factors causing the differences and
the contradictions and suggest conditions leadirttatmony.
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1. Introduction

During the last 6-8 years one has witnessed a gitrening in the EU’s strategic
approach. The increase in global competition and the pressarclarify and enhance
economic objectives have prompted a long-term e@in of these same objectives. This
has resulted in a number of initiatives, among thieenyear 200QLisbon StrategyLiS),
which was subsequently revised in 2005. Also bexafisominous planetary ecological
threats, it has become imperative to environmgntslirvey the economic and social
processes over a long period of time. To countesdlthreats, the EU created the 2001
Sustainable Development Strategy of the Europeann$DS), later revised in 2005.
Besides these two fundamental strategies, sevidrai documents focusing on medium
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and long-term ideas were at the same time prepdfete we emphasize the"6
Environmental Action Programme of the European drémd the so-called thematic-
strategies, which are closely related to this paogne. However these documents are not
connected by some well-defined principle or clemyid but their relationship is “loose
and many times rather vague” (Bulla — Pomazi, 2203).

Several EU documents emphasize that sustainableslaggment is a concept
encompassing the totality of social and econonfiéicdnd necessarily impacts on all EU
strategic ideas, policies, and activities, inclgdiagricultural and rural development
policies. The principle of sustainable developmedab requires that social and economic
objectives should coincide with environmental-egatal constraints.

However this requirement has many pitfalls. Thedopsoblem lies in the ambiguity of
the key concepts and definitions. While elaboratiagd revising its sustainable
development strategy (including the Lisbon Strajedtye EU has avoided specifying
what sustainable development is and has failedefmelstrategy Both concepts were
interpreted intuitively from a pragmatic point aéw.

Over the last two or three decades it has becomewbthat sustainable development is
an extremely complex, and in many ways ambiguouseut. Implementing sustainable
development is difficult, slow, and necessitatempgmmises. The concept itself has
numerous, sometimes contradictory interpretatianst semains difficult to define the
elements of the problem in an unambiguous way. &palitico players do not always
discern the theory’s contradictions and uncertestiln fact, they are often selective
toward the theory’s various representations, chmgp#iose which suit their political and
economic interests. In EU strategy documents (SDOS, thematic strategies), the
concept of sustainability is usually not definedamly briefly and superficially dealt
with. Generally they quote the Brundtland Repofftrdgon and the vast majority of the
strategies refer to “three pillars,” meaning theedhéo balance economic, social and
environmental objectives. Most of the time theytm®i address implementational
difficulties nor potential priorities. They only grnasize that equal attention should be
paid to economic, social, and environmental devaleq. However the integration of
the three relations into one policy is not equathwihe three-pillar interpretation of
sustainability (Kiss, 2005:7).

However,the concept of sustainable development originated obal ecology Using
this as a basic starting point, the problem canitogly defined without distorting it core
meaning: mankind has interfered in the global ernical cycles to such an extent that
it threatens not only the natural balance developext years but also the existence of
life on earth. It is therefore imperative to chartfgenan consumption and production
patterns. This means that environmental objectihese absolute priority, while
economic and social considerations are subordittatine Earth’s capacity to absorb
human activity. Economic and social consideratiamsalso curtailed by the critical level
of natural capital and other ecological constrasisdefined by ecological economics.
The strategies’ aim is to transform society aneédsnomy to make it possible to comply
with ecological constraints. (Gathy et al., 2006)

It will be shown that the EU SDS and the variousntiatic strategies only partially



embrace this approach. Moreover, the LiS and Eamoegricultural policy basically
ignore this point of view, and this attitude impagteatly on their approach. This partly
explains why their objectives are too cautions aatifar-reaching. Their objectives do
not entail the restoration of global ecologicaladmae, which has been spoilt by humanity,
and they do not fall within natural, environmertahstraints.

It is also surprising that none of the EU documet@scribes the criteria required for a
strategy. In our opinion, the major — and mostlgirelated — characteristics of a strategy
are the followinga comprehensive and systematic view, fundamemelyobjectives, a
long-term approach, and interpretation as a leamiprocess(Gathy et al., 2006, Gathy
— Kuti, 2006)

Many documents use the terms “policy” and “strategg synonyms, but often they fail
to distinguish between a programme, a plan, antlategy. A good example of this is
that the EU integrated the seven so-called thematiategies within the "6
Environmental Action Programme (EAP). This ambigau@pproach may partly explain
the confusion concerning the various time spans. Hd SDS does not specify the time
span for which the strategy was prepared. Onlyi@tend of the document is a period of
50 years mentioned (CoEU, 2006). The time spansnimeal for each specific topic
hardly exceed the "6 EAP’s duration, which is considered a medium-teptan.
However, the thematic strategies linked to it ofemtablish processes for decades to
come. The LiS, which initially extended until 201$gmetimes includes decades long
forecasts and examines the processes for thetionr Several ideas related to given
fields, such as agriculture and rural developmeninbine with budgetary planning
periods from 2007-2013. This amount of time is &wrt when one considers the
previously mentioned period of 50 years for strat@anning.

There are thus two shortcomings. First of all, ¢tbacept of sustainable development is
oversimplied and secondly the concept of “strateigyWague. These two shortcomings
are deleterious as they mean the EU SDS inadegusdeles as a basis for the creation
of other strategies.

2. Synergies between the EU SDS and the Lisbon Sigy — ambition
or reality?

For our field of research investigating the relasbip between the LiS and the SDS is
crucial because this relationship could impact ectaral policies’ content and approach
and on related strategic documents. Regarding reggolicies, the dilemma arises as to
whether harmony can be created between the apm®aftr competitiveness and
sustainability, and if yes how and to what ext&at: this reason, it is useful to compare
agricultural and rural development policy to theotwasic strategies, as it may have
implications for other sectoral strategies (e.grgy, transport, tourism). We emphasize
that the Lisbon Strategy includes inherent conttamhis. Palankai criticizes the Lisbon
programme because it often sets mutually contragicgoals (Palankai, 2006:1047).
Also Halmai and Gacs reveal the ambiguity regarding relationship between the



essential strategic elemenfidalmai, 2006:1057; Gacs, 2005:212)

The ambiguity of the relationship between the Lif ¢he SDS and its consequences has
already been emphasized. For example, accordinghéo EEAC: The unclear
relationship between Lisbon and the SD strategydpced contradictory and
unproductive controversies that were more blockgdian innovative(EEAC, 2006:3).

The contradictory relationship between LiS and Sibfectives also exists between the
national economic and sustainability strategies] @&nstems from the fundamental
conflict between medium-term economic competitigmne and long-term
ecological/environmental interests. One can onlya@ce competitiveness by keeping in
mind market interests. This may also entail maimit@ present consumption patterns,
which are harmful to sustainability and often imphereasing material consumption,
which runs contrary to sustainability. Sustaindypilequires ecological constraints, and
radically changing consumption patterns by altethmgr structure and reducing material
consumption.

EU documents do not emphasize this contradictiororeldver, this fundamental
contradiction is often sidestepped as if harmorniyeen the two was taken for granted.
For example, the important LiS renewal documeriestthe following: The Commission
proposes to refocus the Lisbon agenda on actioat ghomote growth and jobs in a
manner that is fully consistent with the objectwesustainable development. The actions
falling under this strategy should reinforce the itin potential to meet and further
develop our environmental and social objectivig3EC, 2005h:12). The new year 2005
EU SDS also generally overlooks the confliahée' Lisbon Strategy makes an essential
contribution to the overarching objective of sustble development focusing primarily
on actions and measures aimed at increasing coimmatess and economic growth and
enhancing job creation(CoEU, 2006:6). But specifically how can this vggment be
fulfilled and to what extent? Neither the socialesces representatives nor the EU
documents have so far provided a thorough anatyslsgs problem.

An analysis of the EU documents illustrates tha telationship between the Lisbon
Strategy and the EU SDS is not clearcut. Someprg&ations suggest that the LiS and
the SDS are on the same level. According to theseevSDS: EU SDS and the Lisbon
Strategy for growth and jobs complement each 6tf@EU, 2006:6). The medium-term
Lisbon Strategy review and the 2005 EU SDS revigferrto the Lis/SDS relationship as
“Being mutually reinforcing, they target complemeyntactions..”. (CEC, 2005a:4;
CEC, 2005h:4-5).

However, other sentences in these documents reféhet pre-eminence of the SDS:
“Lisbon remains_an essential componeftthe overarching objective of sustainable
developmerit(CEC, 2005a:4; CEC, 2005h:4-5); the Lifs ‘also to be seen in the wider
context of the sustainable developmemgjuirement (CEC, 2005d:2); the two strategies
must be coherent under the overarching objectivieraj-term sustainable development.
In this way ‘Lisbon’ can be an important step the way to sustainable development, but
it cannot be a substitute for a long-term sustalaatrategy (CEC, 2005b:5).

Most of the quoted paragraphs are located in thialinntroductory parts of the
documents and the statements remain at a geneml ey are not supported by
arguments or concrete examples. An even biggeigrols that when reading the LiS no



elements can be found referring to SDS objectives/en its spirit.

Again we have to emphasize that the EU documentsialoeven discuss the basic
contradictions between the LiS and the SDS. They sidestep existing tensions and, as
far as their content and approach are concernasdgahstitutes a shortcoming.

Both strategies can potentially fulfil the EEAC vagment in our view the annual
Lisbon process should be sharpened in scope anectdin so that it becomes the
occasion for a true annual assessment and stockgasf the progress of the Union
towards the long-term goals defined by the sustdenaevelopment strategy. It is not
sufficient for the Lisbon process to focus on therow traditional economic goals of
growth and competitiveness. The sustainability lelhgle makes it imperative to focus on
a broader and longer term concept of the well-beangl social health of society and its
relationship to the natural environment as the tgmal. Conversely the SD strategy
needs to take full account of the economic dimensaad to help identify the
technological and economic opportunities that vaitise in the transition to a more
sustainable society in the futuréEEAC, 2006:3)

In the following section we summarize the factsaredgng the LiS/SDS relationship in
the following manner. First of all, both strategmre viewed as intrinsic to the European
Union since their initial purpose was to set theinm@ndencies for EU long-term
development. Despite this, the two processes ruallpkh and their contradictions are
obvious, although efforts have recently been madieat them in a uniform way. For
some interest groups strengthening economic groiwtiieasing competitiveness, and
creating a knowledge-based society seem utmostharsdthey receive greater emphasis
in the EU documents. Those representing anothesosabf thought have a different
view. They rightly respond thagtobal ecological sustainability is more importantand
that objectives and instruments must be subordinateo this when revising the
Lisbon Strategy.

Unfortunately, even the recent SDS Review process earried out separately from the
Lisbon Strategy. According to Wijkman, “the logicould be to merge these two
strategies. Instead we are continuing to discisgesrelated to economic growth, social
development and environment protection on paraeks.” (Wijkman, 2006:6)

However, we contend that future revision processast complement each other. The
sustainability strategy was designed for a peribdlexades while the Lisbon Strategy
originally was projected until 2010. Any future iew should insist that the Lisbon
Strategy adjust to the longer term requirementthefformer strategy. Both strategies
should serve as a basis for sectoral and othdegies that focus on smaller fields and
problem areas.

3. The development of a strategic approach for agzulture

Since the end of the 1990s the strategic appraacugiicultural and rural development
problems has been reinforced within the EU. Previagricultural strategies focused on
price support schemes and paid little attentiosttoctural transformation programmes.
(Szabg, 2001)



The European Union lacks a definite (long-term, poghensive, documented) agrarian
strategy. Some researchers have recently emphasiizedecessity of an agricultural
strategy at both the national and the EU level.oiding to Judit Kiss, the absence of an
EU agricultural strategy gives Hungary the oppdtiurto elaborate its national
agricultural strategy according to its own interastl conditions (Kiss, 2006). Here we
also share Gabor Szabd’s view which emphasizesi¢essity of an EU agricultural
strategy determining the right direction and apphotor national agricultural strategies
(Szabd, 2006).
Regulation of EU agriculture is determined by then®nhon Agricultural Policy (CAP).
However, agricultural policy objectives rarely appéin an explicit way in the official
documents” (Fe#t, 1999:32). It is nevertheless important that adnical objectives be
clearly established, and. Fégmphasis the following:
= They have to be meaningful to the agricultural pbl
= They present agricultural problems which the gorent deems important to
those involved in the debate,
= They serve as a guideline to officials participgtin implementation;
= They ensure a starting point and a basis for coisgarin evaluating
agricultural policy. (Fett, 1999)

Creating an agricultural and rural developmenttegy and formulating agricultural
policy objectives are necessary due to the needofuy-term, strategic thinking. The
CAP laid down fundamentally important strategicemtives and these objectives have
been achieved.

The CAP which, prior to the Treaty of Rome was arse of debate, is now a major
common policy and is paramount in forming cooperatvith the EU. Articles 39 of the
Treaty of Rome summarized CAP objectives in fivings(1st: to increase agricultural
production; 2nd: to ensure a suitable standaravirfd for those involved in agriculture;
3rd: to stabilize agrarian markets; 4th: to guaransafety of food provision; 5th: to
ensure consumer supply at an acceptable pricen@ialR004:15)). However, among
these agri-environmental directives did not appéar.1962 the CAP was initially
launched as an EU support policy, and was impleatetihrough the price support
scheme. Its primary objective was reducing foodrtsiges and ensuring rural Europe’s
livelihood, and thanks to the CAP these problemeevegther diminished or solved. But
with the CAP came a growing number of negative@§ (e.g. an increasing produce
surplus, market distortion due to price suppoBs)day-Santha, 2003ommon agrarian
market rules had negative effects both on the Conityy and the world market, and
proved expensive to maintain.

The 1992 CAP reform was a watershed, and it wasratd by both internal and external
factors. Among external factors was the GATT Uryguaund. Among internal factors
were a distorted market balance, growing expershtuand agriculture’s impact on the
environment. The reform’s main merit was changihg system from a price-support
policy to an income-support policy. The reform’sygonmental impact was ambivalent.
Although it did not encourage intensive productianalso failed to reduce input
consumption and thus did not bring about significarogress. Thanks to the reform
dealing with the market surplus became cheaper,tlaanks to decreasing prices EU
produce became more competitive on the world ntarkeom an environmental



standpoint, the reform included some importantstépese were introducing regulations
for agricultural environmental management supp2078/92/EEC) and for afforestation
of agricultural land (2080/92/EEC ). These werduded in the so-called 'accompanying
measures’. (Katonaneg, 2006)

After the 1992 reform, other reform measures wewmptly called for in agricultural
policy. Again these were inspired by market anduicing problems. In July, 1997 the
Commission published a document called AGENDA 2@6@:h — among other things —
comprised detailed plans for a new agriculturaligyolDue to external and internal
factors radical CAP reform again became necessay this caused the Commission to
act. The external factors were growing world mardemand for food products,
adjustment to international market liberalizatiendencies, and the Eastern expansion of
the EU. The internal factors were uncertainty rdgey market balance, the Treaty of
Amsterdam, meeting customers’ expectations, dealedtion, and a demand for
enhanced perspicuity.

AGENDA 2000 had several aims. Among them were eireg market control, and
accelerating competitiveness in international markehich meant bringing EU prices
closer to world market prices. Other aims werengfifeening the EU position in WTO
negotiations which entailed cutting back exportinefs and further transforming market
subsidies to direct ones. AGENDA 2000 also soughprepare the EU for new EU
member states and to further integrate environrheaitas into agricultural policy.
Finally, AGENDA 2000 strived to create uniform rum@developmental regulations, a
second CAP pillar. AGENDA 2000 also described theopean Agricultural Model
which aims to implement multifunctional agricultu(Angyan, 2001; Szabd, 2001)

The WTQO'’s 2003 Cancun negotiations brought abotitalgural reforms and these were
sparked by overproduction that still existed desmiteventive reforms and limits on
long-term financing. The Cancun round’s major otijec was to make fundamental
changes in agricultural financing. To do this itswessential to decouple subsidies and
production and to simplify regulations. It was algsoportant to establish cross-
compliance between sustainable agricultural prodnand consumer demand. Another
aspect of reform was reinforcing rural developmand this entailed modulation, and
expanding the range of rural development suppartiast it was deemed necessary to
promote agricultural production competitiveness &maneet WTO requirements while
maintaing agricultural budgetary discipline. (Ki2603)

As previously mentioned, the Union, in the narroense of the term, lacks an
agricultural strategy. Ongoing CAP reforms werenppted by market and financing
problems associated with external and internalsores. However, environmental and
sustainability issues were only complementary. @hethe reasons for the lack of
strategic planning may be extremely powerful lolrigrests, which hinder a major
breakthrough in agricultural policy. The reformedRCand AGENDA 2000 determine
EU agricultural priorities, but they can only palty substitute for an overall agrarian
strategy.

It became obvious that the EU desperately needeyacultural and rural development
strategy, and thus following the EU budgetary pkridouncil Regulation 1698/2005/EC



created the Common Agricultural and Rural Developint@ind. The primary aim of the
decree is to harmonize rural development policyhwihe Gothenburg and Lisbon
Strategy objectives even though the relationshipvben the objectives is often unclear.
The Union thus intends to allow old and especialyy member states the opportunity to
establish agricultural and rural development pe#ciThese policies need to conform to
the new market-oriented agricultural policy, meeistainability requirements, and
encourage structural transformation. Furthermadne, EU sets strategic member state
priorities so the member states can prepare thatromal agricultural and rural
development strategies (EC, 2005) This regulatsoan important step, as it attempts to
integrate the objectives defined in the two main Etdategies into its functions.
However, it does not establish which strategy eseprinent as the various objectives
receive equal emphasis.

4. Thematic strategies regarding agriculture

The EU level lacks a document that could be come@tlean agricultural strategy.
However, other than the agricultural policy outtiney decrees and programmes, there is
a new type of instrument that supports agriculaustainability. In the past few years the
EU reinforced its sustainability strategic approaghpreparing seven so-called thematic
strategies related to the 6th EAP. Three of thetesgies are closely related to agriculture,
while the other four contain a few references toicatjural and rural development
processes.

Table 1 summarizes the most important data of tltedyaed documents, and helps to
compare them. Next we examine to what extent trets®egies’ objectives are in
harmony with the SDS of the EU.

First of all, it is outright odd that the themasitategies are not directly connected to the
SDS of the Union, but rather subordinated to theBtvironmental Action Programme.
To a large degree this fact clearly illustrates thematurity of the EU strategic
documents system. The thematic strategies focua specific aspect of a topic and
rightly ignore irrelevant information. However, rkmains necessary to create common
ground, a “0 strategy” of which the objectives abskrve as a basis for the thematic
objectives so that they can be coherently adaptelfl the EU SDS does not fill this role,
and responsibility is subsequently given to a sfiginded environmental programme
such as the 6th EAP, there is a danger that thmatie strategies will either fail to
promote sustainability or do so inadequately. @ineady observes this dilemma in the
chosen time span. In some cases the thematic ggastebjectives’ time span exceeds
those of the 6th EAP. (Table 1) In other words, nhéure of the problem necessitates a
long-term approach, which is an important charastierof strategic thinking.

In the following section agricultural thematic ségies are analysed according to the
critical aspects mentioned above, meaning theie span and objectives.



Table 1: Some characteristics of the documents argfrategies in the EU

Number Number
. Publication Time span of
Title of documents of L
date a0es (year) objectives/
pag measures
Thematic Strategy on the sustainable use of natur 25 4
resources %1'12'2005' 23 (2006-2030)| measures
. . . 15 6
2
Thematic Strategy on air pollution 21.09.20p5 13 (2006-2020)| measures
A Thematic Strategy on the prevention and recyclin 10 3
of waste 21122005 32 (2005-2015)| measures
A Thematic Strategy on the Sustainable Use of 12.07.2006 13 i 5
Pesticides T objectives
. . . non final
Towards a Thematic Strategy for Soil Protection 0462002 35 -
strategy
. . 5 6
Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment 11.a1620 12 (2006-2010)| measures
Thematic Strategy on the Protection and 24.10.2005 9 15 overall
Conservation of the Marine Environment T (2006-2021)| objective
Environment 2010: Our Future, Our Choice — 10 4
6"Environmental Action Programme 22.07.2002. 15 (2001-2010)| objectives
A Sustainable Europe for a Better World: A 4
European Union Strategy for Sustainable 06.2001. 17 - N
objectives
Development
Review of the EU Sustainable Development Strate 50 4
— Renewed Strategy 9.06.2006 29 (2006-2055)| objectives
Common Actions for Growth and Employment: 20.07.2005 10 6 2
The Community Lisbon Programme T (2005-2010)| objectives
The new Lisbon Strategy — An estimation of the 01.2006 122 5 5
economic impact of reaching five Lisbon Targets ' (2006-2010)| objectives

Source: Facts collected by the authors

4.1. The time span

An important criterion of the strategic charactserthe long-term approach. This is

especially true when coming up with solutions taremt and potential ecological

problems based on principles of sustainability. Tihvee it takes ecological processes to
change and the need to protect future generatiensssitates a decades-long vision.
First, by utilizing the two fundamental strategies illustrate factors regarding the time
span. It is noteworthy that no concrete time span indicated in the 2001 strategy of the

Union. The reviewed document has this to say:

“The Commission should elaborate a concrete andsteavision of the EU on its way to

sustainable development over the next 50 yearr §ugsion should be prepared in a
participatory manner and should identify the maamd-term objectives and describe

intermediate stages and steps towards their achmewt.” (CEC, 2005a:25)




During revision of the Lisbon strategy there wasoah shift towards a long-term
approach. At the very beginning of the documeny grmphasize the long-term negative
social and economic impact of the social problerhs:Europe must address the
challenge of ageing populations which in the long-will result in a considerable
shrinking of the working-age population while inaseng the share of retired persons.”
(CEC, 2005d:2). Thus the document raises the need@ flong-term approach toward
economic growth and employment. The document alscudses how social problems
can create social and economic tensions. Someestthocial problems are an ageing
population and a decrease in the working-age ptipalavhich will accentuate over the
next decades.

Appropriately, the problem of choosing the timerspéso arises for thematic strategies.
This issue is highly important because the timensymald indicate how long the strategy-
makers think they are able to influence the praze$s a given area. The majority of
strategies that specify their time span — diffefaegween 5 and 25 years — usually fail to
explain why they chose the given time period. la thematic strategies’ objectives and
measures there is little mention of other EU progres’ objectives and target dates (e.g.
6th EAP, Lisbon Strategy).

It is a complex topic and the Thematic Strategytiier use of natural resources states the
following: “To address the environmental concerns relative hi® tise of natural
resources (e.g. raw materials and land), the stggteill put in place actions that will
track and monitor the use of natural resources tigto their whole life-cycle — “from
cradle to grave” — and develop the actions necegdar reduce their environmental
impacts. The focus of the strategy is to identifjuring the 25 year timeframe — the most
serious environmental impacts related to the usenatiiral resources and promote
solutions and actions to overcome them by increpkmowledge of them and providing
easy access to it.(lCEC, 2005f:16)

Moreover, in the thematic strategies there is hermteference explaining the selection of
time spans. However, explaining the selected tipa <ould also provide important and
useful information about the strategic objectiverHaps the organizing principle could
be the time needed for ecological processes, e tiorizon for technological change, or
the period necessary for changing social procemsggustoms.

Overall, in the thematic strategies there is noarclenk between time span and
sustainability. However, one does detect movemanatd a long-term approach. (see:
Thematic Strategy on sustainable use of naturaluress).

4.2. Objectives

The thematic strategies usually focus on one gfiedd such as natural resources, soil,
and use of pesticides. They also establish geobjattives regarding these areas. They
link measures and objectives, of which the relatgn with the EU SDS can also be
analysed. The SDS determines four main objectiieistware environmental protection,



social equity and cohesion, economic prosperityd aneeting our international
responsibility. There are also seven main challendenong them are climate change
and clean energy, sustainable transport, and sablai consumption and production. The
other challenges are conservation and managemematofal resources, public health,
social inclusion, demography and migration, an@lfinGlobal poverty and sustainable
challenge.

Most of the thematic strategies strive, at leapesdicially, to mesh with SDS objectives,
but a firm relationship is still difficult to disce. One of the reasons for this could be the
disjointed relationship among the documents, ag #ne originally connected to the SDS
via the EAP. However, they should serve as itsrenmental dimensions.

In the following section those thematic strategmgectives which are closely connected
to agriculture are analysed, with special emphasgistheir relationship with SDS
objectives. Investigating the thematic strategielted to agriculture indicates that,
although they are not clearly linked to the SDSgytmevertheless endeavour to
harmonize their objectives with the sustainabilstyategy. This statement is further
supported through analysis of three thematic gjiase

The Thematic Strategy on the sustainable use of naturaksourcesmeshes with some
SDS general and concrete objectives. Examples f dhe the conservation and
management of natural resources, plus Sustainablesuinption and Production. It
highlights that The sustainable use of resources, involving sustdénproduction and
consumption is hence a key ingredient of long-tprasperity, both within the EU and
globally” (CEC, 2005f:4). The importance of preparing a thi#rsdrategy is justified by
the 8" Environmental Action Programme and the objectivkthe Lisbon Strategy: ,...
the EU Strategy for Growth and Jobs endorsed bySimeng Summit of 2005 gives high
priority to more sustainable use of natural resasclt also calls for the EU to take the
lead towards more sustainable consumption and ptoi in the global economy.
Europe therefore needs a long-term strategy thigtgrates the environmental impacts of
using natural resources, including their externaimdnsion in policymaking. This
Thematic Strategy on the sustainable use of nattesburces is a response to that
challenge.” (CEC, 2005f:4) It should be said that the themstiategy consistently and
repeatedly emphasizes a long-term approach, ondghef main requirements of
sustainability.

In the introduction only a brief sentence refershte fact that a thematic strategy. “has

to be seen in context with the recently reviewestewuable Development Strategy (SDS)
and contributes to it"(CEC, 2005f:4), which could suggest that therends close
connection between the two strategies. Howevergtaildd analysis proves that the
objectives of the document are in perfect harmoiti whe objectives of the reviewed
SDS.

One of the most important SDS objectives is thesgmation of natural resources:
“Safeguard the earth's capacity to support life linta diversity, respect the limits of the
planet's natural resources and ensure a high le¥grotection and improvement of the
quality of the environment.{CoEU, 2006:3). And it expresses its general dhjecas
follows: “To improve management and avoid overexploitatidnnatural resources,



recognising the value of ecosystem servi¢€SEU, 2006:13).

The thematic strategy is even more specifltie strategic approach to achieving more
sustainable use of natural resources should leadr dime to improved resource
efficiency, together with a reduction in the negatenvironmental impact of resource
use, so that overall improvements in the envirorirgerhand in hand with growth. The
overall objective is therefore to reduce the negatnvironmental impacts generated by
the use of natural resources in a growing economyCEC, 2005f.5).

The two strategies share responsibilities in alei@nd efficient manner. The EU SDS
sets the general and operative objectives. Thegetokes include improving resource
efficiency, the promotion of eco-efficient innowats, and improving management. They
also include avoiding overexploitation of renewahbgural resources, and halting the
loss of biodiversity. They also focus on elabomatad new plans and programmes, and
they ensure that various agreements are fulfillée thematic strategy is more concrete.
It is more futuristic and, besides describing thgeatives, it determines how they can be
achieved. To achieve the objectives, the strategludes measures téimprove our
understanding and knowledge of European resour@® is negative environmental
impact and significance in the EU and globaltyevelop tools to monitor and report
progress in the EU, Member States and economimmsectoster the application of
strategic approaches and processes both in econseators and in the Member States
and encourage them to develop related plans andraromes; raise awareness among
stakeholders and citizens of the significant negagnvironmental impact of resource
use.” (CEC, 2005f:5-6)

CAP reform has continually emphasized the needséthe natural resources in a more
sustainable manner. From this the thematic stratbgys the following conclusion:
“Recent reforms in certain policy areas, particdlathe fisheries and farming sectors,
have gone a long way towards taking the environale@nipacts of resource use into
consideration. Indeed, the Sustainable DeveloprS&ategy was adopted in response to
this need for consistent, joined-up policy makingroas economic, social and
environment fields.{CEC, 2005f:7)

Overall, the Thematic Strategy for the sustainalde of natural resources corresponds
with the EU SDS as it further elaborates its oliyest and specifies concrete steps to
achieve the goals. The relationship is bilateralttes previously illustrated strategic
objectives strategies complement each other.

However, theThematic Strategy for the Sustainable Use of Pesittes fails to
harmonize with the EU SDS. Although the documerdstit refer to the sustainability
strategy, the objectives laid out in the themaiiategy correspond with the SDS’s main
environmental protection objective. This is supedrtby the thematic strategy’s
objectives:“Increasing awareness of consumers and societyaiae about the possible
risks from the use of pesticides has recently &igd actions by certain retailers and
governments, as well as the Community, to suppornd of agriculture and pest
management methods that restrict or better targetuse of plant protection products,
such as organic farming, integrated pest managemanthe use of less susceptible
varieties. It is important to encourage a ratioreatd precise pesticide use, as well as



appropriate crop and soil management practices.tikemmore, it will be important to
improve the behaviour of pesticide users (in pattic professional users), who are
responsible for a number of misuses including osesuby ensuring better training and
education.”(CEC, 2006b:6)

In several ways the thematic strategy’s objectimessh with the EU SDS general
environmental objectives. They strive to minimizesiicide hazards and risks to health
and environment and to minimize pesticide use amdemcourage pesticide-free
cultivation. It is essential to point out that ordy the list of relative policies is the
relationship with the CAP mentioned (see: CEC, 2006

The final version of th&@hematic Strategy for soil protectionis still being elaborated.
Based on the draft version we can only draw comaiti conclusions regarding the future
document. The first EU SDS stressed the signifieanot soil protection:“The 6th
Environmental Action Programme published by the @asion in 2001 established the
objective to protect soils against erosion and gidn while the Sustainable
Development Strategy, also published in 2001, nttatsoil loss and declining fertility
are eroding the viability of agricultural land.(CEC, 2002a:4; CEC, 2001a:4)

The document notes thdh May 2001, the Commission indicated soil losslaleclining
fertility as a main threat to sustainable developim@s it erodes the viability of
agricultural land.” (CEC, 2002a:6). On the basis of the above merdiahean be
expected that the thematic strategy under developst®uld be in harmony with the EU
SDS.

The document still does not contain objectives, Wathave to emphasize that it often
refers to CAP objectives (see: CEC, 2002a:4; 8, 23)



5. Conclusions and lessons for Hungary

1 First of all, we have to emphasize that the EurnopBaion is a world leader

regarding environmental sustainability issues. Nbep area pays such strict
attention to sustainability principles. A recentample of this is the Union’s
initiative to create a common energy policy (semnéergy package”), the results of
which have prompted our paper to focus on the cerigs of European strategy
design.

2 Over the last couple of years the system regar#idgstrategies have evolved.

There are now endeavours for improving their reteghip, but there is not
sufficient harmony among them. This inconsistenksp a&xists in Hungary. The
national sustainable development strategy is stilan unofficial, draft version.

While the second National Development Plan andNh&onal Agricultural and

Rural Development Strategy 2007-2013 are still arkwmm progress. These
documents meet EU requirements, and although theyetter harmonized than
previous materials, there is still room for improwent.

3 The sustainability strategy and the economic gisatéhe Lisbon processes) still

reveal contradictions, which significantly decre#ise chances for success for both
sets of objectives.

In Hungary, the conflict is even more obvious ae ftbolitical elite prefers
increasing competitiveness and job creation toasuable development.

4 Economy and environment represent a basic contradicand within this

contradiction Global ecological sustainability imflamental. The ongoing revision

of the Lisbon Strategy’s objectives and instrumantsst give prevalence to this

phenomenom.

In Hungary, it will be very difficult to fulfil the requirement as sustainability takes
second place, and sustainability is often misinmttga.

5 What is necessary is a long-term, comprehensivacudmral and rural

development strategy, and the CAP should suppststnategy. Such a strategy
should be based on the two basic strategies and s a foundation for the

thematic strategies relating to agriculture.
In Hungary, based on EU Regulation 1698/2005/Epraprehensive agricultural

and rural development strategy is being preparexveyer, the time span is set
according to the EU budgetary period, and it iskdful whether it is possible to

enact a viable approach that will satisfy SDS dipjes.

6 Rather than on the"6Environmental Action Programme, the thematic stgits

7

should be directly based on the basic and agri@alltustrategies.
In Hungary, as in other EU countries, this is nonfal institutional system
corresponding to the EU thematic strategies. Tlaeeeonly partial strategies and
they are more or less independent from one othértla@se strategies need to be
more cohesive.

In Hungary and the EU it is important to createnmamy in terms of basic
principles, time spans, objectives and instruments.

In Hungary and other EU member states, it is ¥itat the various macro-level strategies



complement each other. In every country there a@mnshortcomings in this field. If the
EU is able to make headway in this area, it witlilfftate solving this problem at the
national strategy level. And if these strategiesceed at a national level, this could pave
the way for a broad cohesive EU strategy.
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