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1. Introduction 
 
We welcome the opportunity to make this submission, and appreciate the fact that the 
Irish Department of Agriculture has shown itself to be open to input from a variety of 
stakeholders in the CAP reform process. 
 
We wholeheartedly endorse the objectives of the future CAP as described in the 
European Commission’s Communication on the Future of Food and Farming in 
November 2017: 
 
-   to foster a smart and resilient agricultural sector;  
 
-   to bolster environmental care and climate action and to contribute to the 

 environmental and climate objectives of the EU;  

-   to strengthening the socio-economic fabric of rural areas.  

We are particularly pleased to note that the objective of increasing productivity as an end 
in itself (a primary objective for the CAP up to the present) has apparently now been de-
emphasised (although it does get a brief mention at the top of page 13 of the 
Communication, in a diagram on smart agriculture).  
 
However, we are very concerned that the current pressure on EU farms to concentrate on 
boosting their productivity, regardless of adverse environmental and social consequences, 
will nonetheless continue into the future.   
 
We believe that, to properly address this phenomenon and to work towards achieving all 
of the objectives outlined above, it will be necessary for CAP policymakers to act beyond 
their usual remit.  
 
At present, policies which are intended to green European agriculture are largely proving 
ineffective for a variety of reasons. As described in the extensive research of the EEB1 
and in the Environmental Pillar’s submission on the post-2020 CAP, these include 
incoherent or contradictory policy instruments, perverse incentives and the administrative 
burden these policies tend to place on farmers. 
 
																																																								
1 See “Is the CAP fit for the future of farming?”, EEB, November 2017, downloadable from 
http://eeb.org/not-fit-for-purpose-ngos-present-fitness-check-of-the-common-agricultural-policy/  
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But there are also higher-level systemic dynamics in place that are distorting agricultural 
practice. While improvements certainly could and should be made in the specifics of EU 
policy with regard to farming2, in this submission our focus will be on the need for 
policymakers to look ‘upstream’ in order to address the root causes of the CAP’s 
difficulties in greening agriculture, rather than the symptoms alone. (For this reason we 
are submitting it as a stand-alone document, rather than attempting to answer the 
questions posed on the form on the Department of Agriculture’s website.) 
 
2. Upstream measures to enable the CAP to achieve its new objectives 
 
Below we list several measures which we consider vital to achieving a green and socially 
just CAP. Their importance is equal; they cannot work effectively in isolation from each 
other.  
 
We recognise that these measures cannot be introduced by CAP policymakers 
unilaterally.  Indeed, in most cases the specifics of their implementation would actually 
be managed by other decision-making bodies, including the European Central Bank, the 
WTO and the European Commission, as well as state-level departments of energy and 
finance. However, we believe it vital that CAP policymakers be aware of and advocate 
strongly for these measures in order to achieve the CAP’s objectives.  
 
2.1 Fossil fuel production in the EU, and fossil fuel imports to the EU, need to be 
capped and gradually eliminated over the next three decades.  
 
As Alan Matthews states in his Capreform.eu blog, “there is a huge disconnect in the 
Communication between the insistence that environmental and climate objectives will be 
given greater priority in the new CAP and the lack of any specific commitments in this 
section of the Communication which might deliver on this aspiration.”3 This lack of 
specific commitment reflects (and probably derives from) general EU policy on climate.  
 
A binding cap on fossil fuel production and imports would send a clear signal to states 
and markets and allow farmers, investors, and other parties to make long-term plans and 
investments to support and adjust to the energy transition4, in contrast to the present 
situation whereby targets have been set for overall emissions reduction in the EU 
(following the Paris agreement) but no clear regulatory framework has been established 
in order to help achieve them.  
 
We specifically advocate a programme called Cap and Share, which would auction a 
limited (and diminishing) number of production or import permits to fossil fuel 
companies annually. This would place a meaningful price on carbon5, allowing markets 
																																																								
2 Such as the proposals made in the Pillar’s submission 
3 http://capreform.eu/decoding-the-cap-communication/ 
4 The cap would be on production/imports, rather than on consumption as in the present ETS, because this 
would make it far easier to administer and monitor. See http://www.capandshare.org and 
http://www.capglobalcarbon.org for more explanations.  
5 It should be noted that Cap and Share, while putting a price on carbon, would not rely on the price alone 
to eliminate emissions. While many argue that a high enough price would do the job of eliminating 
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to adjust to ecological reality, and the revenue generated would be distributed on a per-
capita basis, ensuring that those who use greater than average amounts of fossil fuel 
compensate those who use smaller amounts6. 
 
With regard to agriculture in particular, Cap and Share would result in an increase in the 
price of nitrogen-based fertiliser and other fossil-fuel dependent agrochemicals, an 
increase likewise in the price of heavily energy-intensive farm products such as 
industrially-produced red meat, greater transportation costs for products, particularly 
refrigerated produce, and a corresponding general move away from monoculture and 
towards mixed-use, smaller-scale farms and farm cooperatives in which animal waste 
would be readily available to provide nutrients to plants (gradually replacing the 
unsustainable fossil-fuel-based fertiliser.)  
 
We recognise that these price increases would likely be disruptive to the overall economy, 
at least initially, and would potentially cause severe difficulties for farmers whose profit 
margins are already low. In the sections on measures 2.2 and 2.3 below we will discuss 
some ways to offset these problems.  
 
Organic products, for which demand is already considerably higher than supply in the 
EU7, would become more competitive under Cap and Share, while the price of fossil-
fuel-based farm products would better reflect their true cost in environmental terms. With 
the help of effective management by the CAP and state agricultural departments over the 
next few decades (including the already-planned-for provision of ample access to 
information for farmers8), by 2050 we would be likely to see a marked increase in human 
and animal-based farm labour, boosting rural employment, considerably shorter supply 
lines for staple goods in the EU with a corresponding improvement in local resilience to 
unexpected challenges such as catastrophic weather events or economic volatility, and a 
more vibrant and cohesive rural economy.  
 
Cap and Share could be introduced on the state level or on an EU-wide level, but we 
believe it would be most effective, both from an environmental and a social perspective, 
for the EU to enter into a bilateral agreement to implement Cap and Share, in partnership 
with a bloc of low-emissions countries. We will explain this reasoning further in the 
‘Additional Notes’ section below. 
 
																																																																																																																																																																					
emissions without any further need for regulation, the fact remains that oil is an extremely potent source of 
energy. Even a very high carbon price would not deter climate skeptics who have the means - and 
unfortunately, many wealthy people are climate skeptics - from using fossil fuel profligately, undermining 
the efforts of everyone else to reduce emissions and further widening the gap between rich and poor. A 
binding cap on production and imports, especially if accompanied by per-capita distribution of the revenue 
it generated, would be much more reliable in terms of its effects on actual emissions, and also more 
constructive in social terms. 
6 This per-capita distribution is based on the premise that the atmosphere should be managed as a 
commons, for which everyone is responsible and which ‘belongs’ to all of humanity. 
7 See http://www.ifoam-eu.org/en/news/2016/04/05/new-publication-organic-europe-increased-demand-
organic-food-production-not-moving 
8 As discussed on pages 12 and 13 of the Communication  
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2.2  Universal basic income as a replacement for the direct payments scheme, along 
with results-based payments to those farmers who need additional support in order to 
enable them to adopt environmental practices. The present direct payment scheme is 
broadly supported by farmers but gets far less support from the general public in the EU9. 
While it has undoubtedly helped many farmers to cope with the unpredictability of the 
commodity markets and with other challenges such as extreme weather, pests and 
diseases, it has also drawn considerable (and justified) criticism, both from farmers and 
from other groups. This criticism includes: 
 
- excessive bureaucracy involved in justifying (or attempting to justify) eligibility  
 
- unfairness. The Communication acknowledges that at present, 20% of farmers receive 
80% of payments and that “a more balanced distribution of support should be promoted” 
(page 15). As the EEB’s analysis puts it:  
 
“There are insufficient or missing indicators on farm incomes and assets of farm 
household, and consequently, no indication that DP reach those farmers needing support. 
Payments are insufficiently targeted to lower income farm households, and leak from the 
farming sector to land rent.“10 
 
- ineffectiveness in terms of improving farms’ environmental performance. The study 
cited above states that “a comparison between regulatory law and direct payments for 
ensuring minimum ecological requirements for agriculture illustrates that regulation is 
generally more efficient than subsidies.“11 The Pillar’s submission contains detailed 
information on the ways in which the system seriously undermines sustainability at 
present. Aside from the environmental impacts, there is also the issue (mentioned above) 
of DPs not being used by actual farmers but rather by landowners. 
 
-  direct payments can be stifling and exclusionary towards the younger generation. As 
Alan Matthews puts it,  “…the Communication is silent on the barriers that the 
CAP…through its direct payments creates for generational renewal by pushing up the 
price of land out of the reach of new entrants, while also incentivising older farmers, who 
are often also in receipt of national pension payments, to hold on to their land in order to 
draw down CAP payments as well.”12  
 
The Communication suggests four remedies for the problems associated with direct 
payments, all of which require a considerable amount of monitoring and bureaucracy 
(thus exacerbating the first problem mentioned above) and none of which would fully 
resolve the issues. 
																																																								
9 “Is the CAP fit for purpose: an evidence absed fitness check assessment: executive summary”, page 18. 
Downloadable from http://eeb.org/not-fit-for-purpose-ngos-present-fitness-check-of-the-common-
agricultural-policy/ 
10 Is the CAP fit for the future of farming?”, EEB, November 2017, downloadable from http://eeb.org/not-
fit-for-purpose-ngos-present-fitness-check-of-the-common-agricultural-policy/ , page 10 
11 ibid, page 11 
12 see http://capreform.eu/decoding-the-cap-communication 
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Our proposed solution may seem counterintuitive, at least initially. 
 
Firstly, we advocate a radical broadening of the scope of unconditional ‘direct payments’, 
in the form of a modest universal basic income with no strings attached, to all members 
of the general public in the EU.  
 
This income would not be funded and administered by the CAP. It would nonetheless 
take over the subsistence function that the direct payments administered by the CAP 
currently provides to many farmers. However, the income would be modest compared to 
that which some farmers receive at present, and would bear no relation to the amount of 
land they farm13.  
 
Such an income would likely have a great many profound effects on the economy and on 
society in general14. We will focus here on its impact on agriculture and the rural 
economy.  
 
A basic income would help to offset the barriers mentioned above to the younger 
generation entering farming by providing them with a degree of financial stability. It 
would support entire farming families rather than being targeted to agricultural 
businesses alone. Importantly, it would also provide stability to everyone within the 
agricultural sector who will be affected by the rising fossil fuel prices brought about by 
the introduction of carbon pricing and restriction measures such as Cap and Share (see 
measure 1). It would ensure that farmers have sufficient energy and time to make 
medium and long term plans, rather than simply trying to get through each day, coping 
with crises brought about by disruptions to supply lines and other challenges that could 
potentially be triggered by the rising fossil fuel prices.  
 
Needless to say, the current benefits provided by direct payments, including the support 
they provide to farmers when dealing with extreme weather events and other unexpected 
problems, would also be provided by a basic income, with the added, and significant, 
advantage that those who buy the farmers’ products - the consumers - would also have a 
financial cushion to help them through hard times. This would sustain a healthy market 
demand for agricultural products even in periods of high unemployment or other major 
income loss.  
 
The bureaucracy associated with a universal basic income would be considerably reduced 
in comparison to that generated by existing direct payments; the simple fact that everyone 
is eligible would mean that far less effort and energy would need to be put into 
establishing eligibility. Farmers (along with everyone else) would be spared the time, 
effort and indignity of having to fill in detailed forms in order to prove that they qualify 

																																																								
13 Suggestions on how basic income could be funded are included under Measure 2.3 inthis submission.  
14 There has been much discussion of this: one could start reading about it at 
http://www.feasta.org/2017/11/30/why-i-put-time-and-energy-into-advocating-universal-basic-income/ and 
http://www.feasta.org/2018/03/16/universal-basic-income-pennies-from-heaven-by-paul-obrien-review/ 
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for relatively modest amounts of income15. 
 
As with existing decoupled direct payments, farming outcomes would be entirely 
separated from the basic income that farmers would receive.  
 
Some might fear that this would lead to a dangerous abuse or neglect of vital 
environmental (and social) goals, as is happening with the present direct payments 
system. It should be borne in mind though that we advocate basic income in the context 
of the implementation of Cap and Share, which would impose a general regulatory 
framework for fossil-fuel-derived emissions reduction, and that the other, equally 
necessary measures detailed below would also help to ensure that environmental 
safeguards were respected.  
 
As the Pillar’s submission suggests, CAP-derived funding should be earmarked to 
provide support for those farmers who can demonstrate that they are farming their land 
sustainably. We support the implementation of the four specific funding instruments 
suggested in the Pillar submissions (“Space for Nature” payment, Nature and 
Biodiversity Instrument, Transition Instrument for Sustainable Farming and Sustainable 
Food Instrument.16) We would urge that this funding be entirely separated from basic 
income funding and that it be made wholly conditional on sound agricultural practice. 

There remains the issue of how best to transition away from the extreme inequality and 
unsustainability of existing direct payments. The fairest answer - although undoubtedly a 
difficult one to achieve politically at the time of writing- would be simply to abolish 
unconditional direct payments at a stroke, replace them with basic income (which, in the 
case of some farmers, would represent a significant loss of income), and then introduce 
results-based payments on the lines described above. The rationale would be that if those 
farms which currently receive large payments are economically viable, they ought to be 
able to survive respite the reduction in payments, and if they are not, it would be better 
for them in any case to break up into smaller entities.  
 
If such changes were introduced abruptly they would likely be disruptive however, and 
might trigger more widespread economic problems. In the short to medium term 
therefore, degressive payments, which are listed as one of the solutions on the 
Communication, could be introduced to help achieve a relatively smooth transition 
towards the implementation of a universal basic income programme along with results-
based CAP-funded payments.  
 
A universal basic income that provided equal income to all would likely reduce the 
suspicion and mistrust with which the farming community is sometimes viewed by the 
general public in the EU, as farmers would no longer be getting special treatment 
																																																								
15 There is a considerable body of work that can be drawn from to support this analysis; for the past few 
decades in the Global South – where cash transfers are a huge and growing phenomenon - there has been a 
lively debate as to whether ‘unconditional’ or ‘conditional’ (targeted) cash transfers are more effective, and 
it is leaning increasingly towards the unconditional transfers. See for example 
https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-files/9828.pdf 
16 Environmental Pillar submission on the post 2020 CAP consultation, pages 10-11   
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compared to everyone else.  
 
However, a potential problem with basic income remains to be discussed: the effect it 
could have on land prices. As mentioned above, this is already a problem with existing 
direct payments. This brings us on to our next proposal: 
 
2. 3 Introducing a land value tax to generate revenue from the rental value of land, 
inhibit land value inflation and encourage investment in labour and capital.  
 
As already mentioned above, direct payments can have a disruptive effect on land values, 
making it harder for the younger generation to become established as farmers and 
distorting the economics of agriculture and of rural land in general. These problems 
might also apply to basic income.  
 
In common with some other basic income advocates, we believe a land value tax to be a 
necessary complement to basic income as it would ensure that any increased rental value 
of land that was triggered by the inflow of basic income into a region would be ‘skimmed 
off’ by taxation; the landowners would not be able to profit from it.  
 
Among the advantages of land value tax are the fact that, unlike taxes on labour or on the 
improvement of property, it does not penalise economic activity, and unlike value-added 
tax, it is not socially regressive. It is also impossible to evade, as land cannot be moved to 
the Cayman Islands. The revenue generated from the tax could be used to partially or 
even (depending on the rate imposed) totally fund the basic income. 17 
 
Other resource-based taxes, such an income from the use of the electromagnetic spectrum 
and concession fees from banks for money creation (see below) could be equally 
progressive in social and environmental terms and could also contribute to the basic 
income. Revenue from Cap and Share would likewise contribute, although it is important 
to note that this would be temporary in nature and would be phased out when fossil fuel 
production is phased out.  
 
We’ll reiterate here that we are well aware that the CAP is not directly responsible for 
taxation, any more than it would be responsible for introducing a universal basic income 
or for capping fossil fuel production. However, we consider these measures to be vital to 
achieving the objectives of the CAP and we believe that CAP policymakers could use 
their influence to help to bring them about.  
 
While the three measures we have described so far would help in stabilising the climate 
and in achieving a more equitable and more generationally balanced rural economy, they 
would not directly address the fundamental problem that we mentioned in the 
introduction to this submission: namely, the pressure on the agricultural sector (along 
with virtually all other sectors of the economy) to expand production as a top priority, 

																																																								
17 For a more detailed discussion of the advantages of land value tax – along with much other useful 
information, including (in the first chapter) an explanation of why Irish farms became so livestock-centered 
– see The Fair Tax, ed.Emer Ó’Siochrú, published by Feasta and Smart Taxes, 2012.  
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endangering the climate and biodiversity. To address this threat we will need to look more 
closely at its cause.  
 
2.4 Financial system reform 
 
Owing to various accidents of history and to incoherent or unrealistic planning on the part 
of financial decision-makers in the past, we currently have a financial system which is 
almost completely dependent on the continual expansion of the overall economy in order 
to survive.  
 
This is because most money is issued on a basis of debt. When private banks make loans, 
they create the vast majority of the money that is currently in circulation18.  
 
In times of economic contraction, the money supply is choked off because of the inability 
of debtors to service their debts and one of the basic functions that money performs in the 
economy  - acting as a means of  exchange – is badly undermined. Additionally, paid-off 
debt simply ceases to exist as money. This means that new debt needs to be constantly 
created in order to have enough money circulating for the economy to function.  
 
The need to pay interest on the debts exacerbates inequality –one study found that 40% of 
prices derive from interest, due to its compound nature19. It undermines social cohesion 
and acts as an energy drain on the economy as a whole. And these problems are just the 
tip of the iceberg – in fact there is a whole array of bizarre and destabilizing secondary 
effects triggered by our current system of money creation20.  
 
Importantly, the pressure on the economy to constantly expand in order to keep its money 
supply functioning is a major driver behind the difficulties we are experiencing in 
phasing out the use of fossil fuels, particularly oil. Oil is vital to the transportation sector 
as there is no simple replacement for it as a transport fuel. As long as the economy needs 
to expand in order to keep the money supply going, there will be huge pressure on the 
transport sector to expand as well – as it is currently doing at breakneck pace. There will 
also be huge pressure on farmers to use fossil-fuel-derived inputs on their land. 
 
We have argued above that a diminishing cap be placed on fossil fuel production 
(measure 1) and that a price be placed on carbon. However, a rising price of fossil fuel, 
and the restriction of its supply, threatens to crash the global economy under the present 
financial system. This is a very grave problem. 
 
To quote our submission to the Citizens’ Assembly last year, “the financial system is 
currently the tail wagging the dog, requiring continually increasing GDP output in order 
																																																								
18 This may seem an odd assertion to those who have not previously come across it, as there is a widespread 
assumption that money is created by governments or by central banks, but in fact the debt basis of money is 
well-documented and (like the emphasis on production discussed above) increasingly controversial. See 
http://positivemoney.org/how-money-works/how-banks-create-money/ for a useful summary. 
19 Interest and Inflation-free Money, Margrit Kennedy, 1995. Downloadable from http://userpage.fu-
berlin.de/~roehrigw/kennedy/english/Interest-and-inflation-free-money.pdf 
20 See http://www.workableeconomics.com/the-debt-based-economy/ for a discussion of these 
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to continue functioning, and this is putting enormous pressure on the climate (among 
other things). This unhealthy dynamic could be changed in the Eurozone if euros were 
issued without debt. Euros need to be issued on a fiat basis i.e., spent or distributed into 
the economy …rather than created by private banks21 on a debt basis as is currently the 
case, in order to begin the necessary task of decoupling the financial system from 
economic growth22. (Obviously, other currencies in Europe and around the world will 
also need to follow suit.)”23 
 
2.5 Changing the priorities of international trade organisations. The CAP’s adoption of 
new objectives needs to be reinforced by a corresponding shift in objectives on the part of 
the WTO and other international trade bodies (or alternatively, by their replacement 
altogether with new institutions). Otherwise, their actions risk undermining much of the 
hard efforts of all those seeking to improve EU agricultural practice. 
 
We are not against all international trade on principle. But the core assumption made by 
the WTO and international accords such as TTIP and CETA – namely, that increased 
trade should always be a priority goal in the global economy – undermines ecological and 
social stability. Combined with the systemic flaws in the financial system that are 
described above, its effects are potentially catastrophic.  
 
Again quoting our submission to the Citizens Assembly: “… the extraordinary notion that 
corporations should have the right to sue countries in secret tribunals on the grounds that 
the countries’ environmental regulations represent a threat to the corporations’ profits is 
unfathomably short-sighted and dangerous.”24   
 
The WTO and other international trade negotiating bodies could draw useful lessons from 
the re-directing of the CAP’s priorities.  
 
3. Additional notes:  
 
3.1 The Sustainable Development Goals. For a useful general overview of the CAP’s 
current influence on the SDGs we refer policymakers to the EEB’s Fitness Check 
assessment.25  

 
There is a potential for the first of our suggested measures listed above, Cap and Share,  
																																																								
21 There is debate as to whether money should be created by governments (or central banks) or by private 
banks as it currently the case. Were private banks to continue to have the authority to create money, it 
seems only fair that they would have to pay a concession for the privilege. The revenue generated from 
these concessions could contribute to a universal basic income.  
22 For a more thorough discussion of money creation and reform see  
http://sensiblemoney.ie/home/ and http://positivemoney.org/ 
23 Feasta submission to the Citizens’ Assembly, August 2017. http://www.feasta.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/08/Feasta-Citizens-Assembly.pdf 
24https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/may/19/proposed-eu-trade-treaty-threatens-progressive-laws-
say-campaigners 
25 “Is the CAP fit for purpose: an evidence based fitness check assessment: executive summary”, page 18. 
Downloadable from http://eeb.org/not-fit-for-purpose-ngos-present-fitness-check-of-the-common-
agricultural-policy/ 
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to contribute significantly to furthering the SDGs.  
 

Were Cap and Share to be implemented by the EU in partnership with a bloc of Global 
South countries that had a roughly equal population to the EU but considerably lower 
emissions, this would effectively mean that the EU would be subsidizing the other 
countries’ energy transition. It would represent a step towards climate justice and the 
addressing of historical grievances, and would also ease the migration crisis by helping to 
tackle its causes at their root. Equally importantly, it would be a significant stepping stone 
towards the imposition of a global cap on fossil fuel production – which is what we 
actually need if we are to succeed in eliminating greenhouse gas emissions from fossil 
fuels altogether. 

 
The Feasta climate group’s CapGlobalCarbon initiative made a submission to the 
Citizens’ Assembly in August 2017 in which it describes in more detail how Ireland could 
implement Cap and Share bilaterally in partnership with a Global South country. This 
model could be scaled up to the EU level26.  
 
3.2 Risk management. We share the concern expressed by the Pillar in their submission 
that the introduction of publicly financed risk management instruments could be 
counterproductive in many ways and is best avoided.  
 
Instead, we suggest that policymakers focus on minimizing risk in concrete, practical 
ways. The recent Beast from the East’s visit to Ireland showed how quickly supermarket 
shelves can empty when supplies are threatened. Had the snowstorm lasted a few more 
days we might have seen real panic and much more widespread looting and chaos.  

 
The measures outlined in section 2 will all help to lessen 
risk: 

Cap and Share will help to mitigate climate disruption risk, 
and the revenue generated by it will provide a financial 
cushion during crises (particularly if, as discussed above, it 
is applied in partnership with countries in the Global South 
which are especially vulnerable to climate disruption). 
Moreover, as described above, the gradual phasing out of 
fossil fuel supply under Cap and Share, if judiciously 
managed, will encourage a natural shift towards shorter 
supply-lines and away from just-in-time deliveries of staple 
goods, which will lessen the risk of a financial collapse or 
other unexpected crisis triggering food shortages.  

This shortening of supply lines could be significantly 
supported by CAP policies which promote farmers’ 
markets and community box schemes. The contrast in 
ecological footprint between supermarket produce and 

																																																								
26 http://www.capglobalcarbon.org/2017/08/11/submission-to-the-citizens-assembly/ 

Figure	1:	empty	supermarket	
shelves	during	the	recent	'Beast	
from	the	East'	weather 
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farmers’ market or box scheme produce can be dramatic27, and local food schemes are 
also far more resilient to supply crises than heavily centralised food warehousing.  

As mentioned in the Pillar submission, any kind of subsidy for fossil-fuel-based 
agriculture needs to be phased out in order to minimise climate-disruption risk. 
Additionally, in contrast to the current situation whereby the expense of organic 
certification must be met by organic farmers (and ultimately, by the consumer of organic 
products), the CAP could accelerate the transition to sustainable agriculture by paying for 
organic certification. (The farmers would of course still have to prove that their output is 
organic in order to earn the certification, as at present.) 

Basic income will add to the financial cushion for individuals and households provided 
by Cap and Share and will help to ensure that the market remains viable for agricultural 
produce even during periods of economic downturn. Land value tax will stabilise the land 
market, ease generational transfer and encourage employment and innovation. Debt-free 
money will likely ease (although not completely eliminate) the ‘casino’ nature of global 
financial markets, alleviating the risk of catastrophic financial collapse, and, crucially, 
will remove an important source of the pressure on the agricultural (and wider) economy 
to expand recklessly.  

3.3 Better measurement of agricultural costs. Here again we will include some text from 
our August 2017 submission to the Citizens’ Assembly: 

“It is important to re-examine the way in which agricultural costs are measured. The 
Sustainable Food Trust is developing an accounting method, the True Cost initiative, that 
we urge [policymakers] to consider as it takes many different kinds of values, including 
impacts on health, into consideration when calculating the ‘true price’ of food. For 
example, ‘the European Nitrogen Assessment has estimated that collectively, the costs of 
nitrogen-related damage range is as high as €320 billion, or up to €750 per person 
every year throughout the EU, about two-thirds of which relates to agriculture’ (our 
emphasis)28. The statistics revealed by Dr Pete Myers29 could also help guide our 
approach to the future of food production, as could the valuable work of the Stockholm 
Resilience Institute on planetary boundaries”30.  

 
 
 
 
 

																																																								
27 http://www.321energy.com/editorials/church/church040205.html  

28 http://sustainablefoodtrust.org/key-issues/true-cost-accounting/ 

29 http://sustainablefoodtrust.org/articles/agricultural-chemicals-impacts/  

30 http://www.stockholmresilience.org/research/planetary-boundaries.html  
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4. Conclusion 
 
Our proposals could be summarised as follows:  
 
4.1 The CAP needs to not only reform its own practices along the lines of the proposals 
made in the Environmental Pillar’s submission, but also to work ‘upstream’ in order to be 
able to achieve its new objectives. In collaboration with other high-level EU and global 
bodies, it should establish a basic core framework to redirect European agriculture - and 
indeed, the EU economy in general - away from its current dangerous and volatile course 
and towards an economy of greater environmental and social resilience.  
 
This framework would include: a Cap and Share programme, preferably in partnership 
with a group of Global South countries, in order to completely eliminate fossil fuel 
production over time and to work towards climate justice; universal basic income; land 
value tax and other resource-based taxes; debt-free money; and radical changes in the 
priorities of the international trade organisations. It would also introduce financial 
instruments to promote biodiversity and other vital goals (which would not be covered by 
Cap and Share), as per the suggestions made in the Pillar’s submission.  
 
4.2  The CAP should then let the farmers, who know their local environments and 
conditions best, work out the details of exactly what to do on the ground. This ties in with 
the emphasis on subsidiarity described in the Communication on the Future of Food and 
Farming.  
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