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Chapter 1 - Outlining the Problem 
 
Introduction  
 
The Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) has over the years turned out to be one of the most controversial 

of the European Union’s1 (EU; Union) policies. The CFP has evolved over a period of over 30 years 

but the basic elements of it have not changed fundamentally since they were adopted in the 70s and 

the beginning of the 80s – in spite of the fact that the CFP is in wide circles considered to have been a 

failure. This thesis will explore why the CFP is so resilient towards change. A case in point of the 

resilience of the CFP is the recent reform of the basic regulation and structural provisions.  

 
The ministers of agriculture and fisheries in the Council of the European Union (Council; Council of 

Ministers) agreed on 20 December 2002 on a new basic regulation for the CFP to be effective from 1 

January 2003: Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002 of 20 December 2002 on the conservation and 

sustainable exploitation of fisheries resources under the Common Fisheries Policy. The basic 

regulation was accompanied by a regulation outlining new structural provisions (Council Regulation 

(EC) No 2369/2002) and a regulation providing for an emergency Community scrapping measure 

(Council Regulation (EC) No 2370/2002). The presiding Danish minister Mariann Fischer Boel 

commented the outcome in optimistic terms: “This agreement takes into account the situation 

concerning threatened fish stocks, and ensures a sustainable fishery in the future” (Presidency Press 

Release, 20.12.2002). However, optimism was not universal. The British House of Lords’ European 

Union Committee, just to mention one of many examples, indicated that it had “no confidence that the 

new basic CFP Regulation agreed at that meeting, despite some positive features, [would] meet the 

objectives of sustainable fisheries and prevent irreversible decline in important stocks unless it [was] 

substantially improved” (House of Lords, Select Committee on the European Union, 2003, p. 5).2  

 
The adoption of these regulations was the result of a lengthy process of initiatives from the 

Commission of the European Communities (Commission); discussions with and hearings of different 

groups of stakeholders; hearings of the European Parliament (EP; Parliament); and negotiation within 

the Council, both between the member states and between the Commission and the member states. 

The result was a new basic regulation, which added a number of new features to the CFP but left the 

basic elements more or less intact. Some changes were made in relation to structural provisions but 

they were considerably smaller than originally envisioned by the Commission. The adopted 

                                                 
1 ‘European Communities’ (EC) will be used whenever appropriate. 

2 Also a number of environmental organisations criticised the new basic regulation. Seas At Risk commented the regulation with these 

words: “a disasterously weak compromise framework regulation for the European Common Fisheries Policy” (Seas At Risk Press 

Release, 20.12.2002). 
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regulations and the process leading up to the adoption of them will henceforth be referred to as the 

‘2002 reform’.3  

 

Overfishing 
 
The fundamental problem, which faced and still faces the CFP, is overfishing. The term ‘overfishing’ 

refers to a situation where fish stocks4 are overexploited, which means that catches in the longer term 

could be increased if the fishing effort was reduced (Frost et al., 1998, p. 14). In the European setting 

this is combined with a severe overcapacity in terms of vessels. The problem is popularly described as 

‘too many vessels chasing too few fish’. A more precise expression, which does not reduce the 

problem to merely a question of numbers, would be that ‘a combination of too many, too big and too 

efficient boats are chasing too few fish in too many areas’. The problem is not only present in Europe. 

It is estimated that as much as 70 percent of the world’s fish stocks are overfished, something which 

has led to global stagnation in the marine catch (Symes, 1996, p. 3). Overfishing is undesirable for a 

number of reasons. Firstly, overfishing will in the long term lead to smaller catches, which will lead to 

higher prices for the consumers and / or increased dependence on imported fish products. Secondly, 

although higher prices partly compensate the smaller landings of the fishermen their earnings will 

eventually fall, something that will lead to poor profitability of the vessels.5 Thirdly, the delicate 

balance of the marine eco-system will be affected. Fourthly, recreational fishing will become less 

attractive, since the probability of catching anything will diminish. It is the two (possibly three) first, 

which worry those who manage European fisheries most.6 According to the scientists and the 

Commission (European Commission, COM (2001) 135 final, vol. 1, p. 7) the problems were and are 

most acute in relation to two of the most popular species, namely cod and hake, but also a number of 

other stocks are threatened.7 The Commission stated in 2001: “ [E]conomical and biological benefits 

would accrue from lower exploitation of most stocks”  (European Commission, COM (2001) 135 final, 

vol. 2 (c), p. 9).   

                                                 
3 The reform of the CFP is not limited to these specific regulations and must as such be understood as an ongoing process. Nevertheless, 

other regulations will have to draw their legal base from the new basic regulation.    

4 In EU terms ‘a stock’ means a population of a species of fish living in a defined area (Holden, 1994, p. 264). 

5 Prices will for instance not increase if it is possible to use imported fish instead of domestic. Consumers will also consider other 

sources of protein as substitute for fish. 

6 It should be observed that not all consider the present state of overfishing to be a particularly pressing problem, see for instance Bjørn 

Lomborg: “The Sceptical Environmentalist. Measuring the Real State of the World”, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001, pp. 

106-109 (originally published in Danish, 1998). This does not, however, change the fact that the discussion in Europe has been based on 

the predominant view that overfishing is a real problem. 

7 The Commission’s conclusions in relation to the state of the stocks, which are based on scientific data, are not controversial and they 

even got the support of the commercial fishermen, although they felt that the Commission presented an “unduly negative and 

pessimistic vision of the CFP” (Europêche/Cogeca, 12.7.2001, p. 5).  
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The Political Salience of Fishing 
 
The fisheries sector8 is in macro-economical terms comparatively small in the EU; insofar as in no 

member state does the value of caught fish exceed 1 percent of the gross domestic product (GDP). The 

number of commercial fishermen in Europe (full- and part-time) has, moreover, been steadily 

declining over the years, dropping below 270.000 persons in 1995 (Lequesne, 2000, p. 350).9 There is 

nothing, which indicates that this is about to change. The state of the fish stocks does not allow for an 

increased catch or employment in the fisheries sector and the EU depends increasingly on imported 

fish products, presently amounting to around 60% of the total consumption.10 Employment will also 

inevitably continue to decline due to the increasing efficiency of fishing gear. Nevertheless, the 

fisheries sector remains politically salient despite its decreasing importance as an economic sector. 

This fact can be explained only partly by the use of numbers and necessitates searching on multiple 

fronts.  

 
The first important explanatory factor to the abovementioned paradox is the regional concentration of 

fisheries activities, which are usually concentrated in the peripheral coastal areas of the member states 

where prospects of alternative sources of employment are dim; the most prominent examples include 

parts of Spain, Portugal and Greece (European Commission, DG Fish, 2000, p. 6) but also in other 

member states is it possible to find municipalities, which are heavily dependent on fishing. The 

dependence on fisheries in these outskirt regions causes fishermen to - with some degree of 

reasonableness - claim that measures, which are directed towards lowering the intensity of fishing, 

threaten them on their ‘livelihoods’. More or less substantiated outcries of mass unemployment and 

bankruptcies are the faithful followers of fisheries policy in the EU. Connected to this is the amount of 

money at stake.11 The pot of money is arguably small compared to for instance that of the Common 

Agricultural Policy (CAP). Nonetheless, money is a factor, which facilitates agreement or at least 

partial acceptance from the fishermen. In the words of Lequesne (2000, p. 362) “the Commission, 

                                                 
8 The commercial fisheries sector consists of 1) the fishing vessels and the commercial fishermen, who can be divided into inland and 

marine fishermen (constituting the catching industry), 2) the processing industry, and 3) the aquaculture industry, which can be divided 

into marine and inland. Industries affected by the state of the fisheries sector, for instance producers of fishing-gear, are ancillary 

industries. Recreational fishing forms, in my understanding, its own recreational fisheries sector. The main focus of this paper is the 

catching industry, which is most affected by conservation measures. The processing industry depends increasingly on imported raw 

materials. 

9 The commercial fisheries sector and ancillary industries employed in 1997 526,034 persons (seasonal, full- or part-time) (European 

Commission, 2001, p. 7). 

10 From DG Fish website: http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_publ/factsheets/facts/en/pcp6_1.htm (accessed 21 August 2003). 

11 The aid to the fisheries sector by the Union and the member states in combination amounts to more than one billion euros per year. 

This figure equals approximately 15 percent of the value of caught and farmed fish (European Commission, COM (2001) 135 final, vol. 

1, p. 13). 
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governments, and fishermen has established a compromise around a regime of structural aids, 

conceived as compensation for the social costs of each successive reform”. Social compromises, 

which were formerly a matter between national governments and societal actors, have in the case of 

fisheries (as in the case of the CAP) moved from the national arena to the EU arena (Lequesne, 2000, 

p. 346).  

 
The second factor is the process of modernisation, which has changed the fundamentals of fishing. 

Symes (1996, p. 8) lists three tendencies of modernisation of fisheries, which can be detected also in 

the European setting: 1) the increased importance of capital and turn towards industrial forms of 

exploitation; 2) the move from local forms of management towards centralized forms of management 

by governments or supranational entities; and 3) the intensified competition created by the 

globalisation of the food supplies system. All are tendencies that increase the potential for crises and 

conflicts inside fisheries – between managers and fishermen and among fishermen themselves. This is 

part of the explanation of the cleavage in interest between small ‘traditional’ and large ‘modern’ 

fishing vessels. Even though most segments of fishermen have improved the efficiency of their 

vessels, the largest relative gain has been experienced by the larger vessels, which have increasingly 

become able to fish in waters where small vessels used to have monopoly (Raakjær Nielsen, 1992, p. 

68f12). It is, consequently, predictable that the three processes of modernisation of fisheries will have 

the highest negative impact on the smaller vessels, which will ceteris paribus fall astern in ‘the race 

for fish’13 unless measures are taken to prevent this. The smallest boats are coincidentally closely 

connected to the issue of culture.  

 
Culture must, thirdly, be considered an important factor. It contributes to the political salience of 

fisheries because fishing is seen as something that is part of the cultural heritage of the coastal state: a 

maritime past where fishermen risked their lives to provide food. This admiration is also reflected in 

literature, a prominent international example being Nobel Prize laureate Ernest Hemingway’s “The 

Old Man and Sea” from 1952. A fisheries counsellor (Nov. 2003) from a Southern European14 

member state described it like this, when talking about how his country was perceived by his fellow 

countrymen as a nation of sailors and fishermen: “It was 200 or 300 years ago but not at all now – 

still in many minds it remains”. This inclusion into a common cultural heritage means that (at least 

                                                 
12 Raakjær Nielsen (1992) deals with the Danish fisheries sector. There is, however, no reason to believe that this specific observation 

should not apply to the European setting in general. 

13 The expression ‘the race for fish’ is used to describe a situation, where the harvesting of a scarce common pool resource (or a 

resource rationed by collective quotas, for instance fish) leads to a in economic terms inexpedient competitive race between the different 

users to get to the resource. This leads to both excessive utilisation and overcapitalization.    

14 I define Spain, France, Portugal, Italy and Greece as Southern European countries. 
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certain types of) fishing activities are ascribed a value, which is independent of the actual economic 

value of the catch. This means, moreover, that an externality of the modernisation of fishing is (or at 

least can be seen or depicted as) a shrinking cultural heritage.15 This explains possibly why many 

without a direct stake16 in fisheries are willing to stand up for at least the types of fishing, which are 

considered ‘culturally valuable’.17 The fishermen’s culture is also important in this respect. Fishing is 

typically a male occupation, which has traditionally been attractive to persons who wanted to be their 

own master at least in terms of deciding for themselves how much to work and thereby earn. This 

makes it mentally very difficult for fishermen to be subject to strict micro-management decided in 

faraway Brussels and creates undoubtedly tension. 

 
The fourth factor, which contributes to the political salience of fisheries, is the importance of the mass 

media. The conflicts in the fisheries sector, especially in the catching industry, are interesting from a 

media point of view. The fishermen are in almost constant conflict with marine biologists, who 

(depending on the angle chosen by the media in question) can be depicted as either ‘out of touch with 

the real world academics’ or ‘protectors of the fish’. The same goes for the bureaucrats of the 

Commission, who in their work are guided by biologists rather than fishermen. One fisheries 

counsellor (Nov. 2003) commented on this: “The projection in the medias of the problems in fisheries 

is much, much bigger than the real importance - mathematically speaking. […] The television news 

comes because the fishermen speak very loud and say they will destroy this or that”. 

 
Finally, a fifth factor, which can explain that fisheries issues has remained salient despite the fact that 

its importance has been declining, is the simultaneous rise of the environmental movement. New 

issues have, consequently, entered the political discussion and reinforced the importance of fishing as 

a political issue; however, with the notable difference from just a few decades ago that it is now the 

fishermen, which are on the defensive.   

 
The political salience of the fisheries sector can, consequently, be explained by the combination of 

member states’ national interests (because of regional dependence), the heavy impact of 

                                                 
15 Johan Galtung, the founder of Peace Research Institute, Oslo, describes how the modern capitalist economic system has a tendency to 

invade and consume other systems, which economists refer to as ‘external systems’ or simply ‘externalities’. One of the other systems is 

the ‘cultural system’ (Johan Galtung, Aalborg University, 15 Sep. 2003). This applies to the fisheries sector. 

16 The tourism sector could be seen as having an indirect stake in certain types of fishing, which contribute to the ‘charm’ of a small 

town. 

17 Political pressure is for instance being exerted to create more favourable conditions for the traditional inshore fishing undertaken 

from small towns in Northern Jutland, Denmark, with no harbours wherefore boats have to be dragged onto the beach (Informal 

conversation with town councillor from the municipality of Løkken-Vrå in Denmark, Aug. 2003).  
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modernisation on the fisheries sector, cultural aspects, the media-contribution, and, finally, the rise of 

the environmental movement.  

 

The Common Fisheries Policy and the 2002 Reform 
 
I have by now touched upon some of the problems, which are present in European fisheries, and the 

reasons why fisheries issues remain politically salient despite the relatively modest macro-economical 

importance of the sector. At this point it seems reasonable to introduce the main elements of the CFP 

and the background of the 2002 reform. 

 
The Elements of the Common Fisheries Policy 

The CFP consists of agreed policies in four main areas: 1) conservation, 2) structures, 3) markets, and 

4) relations with countries outside the European Union. The new basic regulation constitutes both the 

core of the conservation policy and the basic regulation for the entire CFP.18 This thesis will deal 

primarily with the conservation policy and, as a case of political processes inside EU fisheries policy, 

the 2002 reform where the adoption of the new basic regulation figures prominently. The new basic 

regulation does not directly outline provisions for the policies for structures, markets, and external 

relations but must rather be understood as outlining a basic framework for these areas.  

 
The objective of the conservation policy is to protect the fish stocks by limiting the amount of fish 

taken out of the sea each year and to ensure that this is respected. This is done through a system of 

total allowable catches (TAC), which are set for each stock, and national quotas, which are distributed 

on the basis of the core principle of ‘relative stability’. This means that the quotas are calculated on 

the basis of a combination of 1) historic catches, 2) special provisions for coastal communities, which 

are heavily dependant on fishing, and 3) compensation for jurisdictional losses in catches in third 

countries’ waters, which were the result of the creation of 200 miles19 exclusive economic zones 

(EEZ) by the coastal states in the mid-70s (Holden, 1994, pp. 41-45). The TAC system is supported 

by a number of technical measures, which are directed mainly at preventing the (by-) catching of 

juvenile fish or non-target species. The technical measures include: minimum mesh sizes, minimum 

landing sizes, rules as to what fishing gear to be used and where, seasonal bans on fishing, limitation 

on days-at-sea for vessels etc. (Holden, 1994, pp. 71-86). Under the heading of the conservation 

policy figures also the rules of access. The most important element is the core principle of equal 

access for EU vessels to the EU waters, popularly known as ‘the Community pond’, with special 

                                                 
18 The basic regulation figures under the heading of ’Conservation of resources’ in the analytical register of the EUR-Lex database on 

fisheries legislation in force. From European Union website: http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/en/lif/reg/en_register_041030.html (accessed 11 

September 2003). 

19 Miles measured at sea are nautical miles. One nautical mile equals 1.852 kilometres. 



The Common Fisheries Policy – caught between fish and fishermen? 

 12 

provisions applied within the 12 miles zone. The final element of the conservation policy is a system 

for control and enforcement. This part of the conservation policy is essentially the responsibility of the 

member states within their EEZ. The role of the Commission and the EU is as such limited. This fact 

has nurtured the criticism that the CFP is not enforced in a non-discriminatory manner throughout the 

Union.  

 
The conservation policy is to a certain extent supplemented by the three remaining policy-areas. Of 

most importance in relation to the conservation policy is the structural policy, which by means of the 

Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance (FIFG) aims at restructuring the European fleet of fishing 

vessels. In the latest years its main purpose has increasingly become to prevent capacity-increase in 

response to the decline of a number of stocks, something that links this policy to the aims of the 

conservation policy. This is also indicated by the fact that some provisions of the structural policy 

were in relation with the 2002 Reform written into the basic regulation under the heading ‘Adjustment 

of Fishing Capacity’ (Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002, ch. III).   

 
The market policy is among other things aimed at matching supply and demand of fisheries products. 

This means that the market policy outlines intervention prices below which the Union will intervene 

in order to secure the fishermen a steady income and reasonable prices for their products. The market 

policy is of minor importance as the EU is almost always in deficit of fish, which secures that the 

prices for most species do not drop below the intervention price. Fishing in anticipation of an 

intervention is therefore not a major problem in the context of the CFP. The market policy outlines, 

furthermore, rules for trade with countries outside the Union and common marketing standards.20 

 
The last element of the CFP is the policy, which deals with relations with the outside world. The aim 

is to set up fisheries agreements with third countries to grant access for EU vessels and to participate 

in organisations, which regulate fishing outside the EEZ areas, also known as the ‘high-seas’.21 This 

policy is only marginally interlinked with the remaining three policies, an exception being the 

agreements with Norway, which include joint setting of TACs and therefore impinge on the 

conservation policy (Holden, 1994, p. 37). 

 
The Background of the 2002 Reform 

The 2002 reform was necessitated by a number of factors. First and foremost, 2002 was the ‘expiry 

date’ of a number of components of the CFP as stated in the previous basic regulation from 1992 

(Council Regulation (EEC) No 3760/92, art. 14, para. 2), which was repealed on 1 January 2003. This 

                                                 
20 From DG Fish website: http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_publ/factsheets/facts/en/pcp6_1.htm (accessed 19 August 2003). 

21 From DG Fish website: http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/pcp/intro_en.htm (accessed 13 August 2003). 
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necessitated that action was taken at this specific time. Technically it was, of course, possible just to 

agree on a similar regulation – in case the former basic regulation had been working to the satisfaction 

of all or most key players; this was, however, not the case. A number of problems with the CFP had 

over the years become increasingly evident. Most prominently among the problems figured according 

to the Commission the inability of the CFP to: 1) protect the fish stocks; 2) cope with continuing 

overcapitalisation in the fisheries sector; and 3) secure that stakeholders felt sufficiently involved; by 

the Commission outlined respectively as problems of conservation, economy and politics (European 

Commission, COM (2001) 135 final, vol. 1, p. 4). This led the Commission to review the whole CFP, 

starting with hearings of the most affected interests from 1998 and onwards. The first comprehensive 

publication from the Commission regarding the 2002 reform22 was the so-called ‘Green Paper’, which 

was published in March 2001 (European Commission, COM (2001) 135 final). The Green Paper 

outlined the main issues and a number of possible changes to the CFP. In the Commission’s proposal 

for a new basic regulation, published in May 2002, the TAC system was kept, as was the underlying 

principles of equal access and relative stability (European Commission, COM (2002) 185 final). 

Proposals were made, which aimed at strengthening the Commission’s role vis-à-vis the Council, but 

not many of these survived the 6-7 months between the Commission’s proposal and the adoption of 

the new basic regulation in December. The division of competencies between the member states, the 

Council, and the Commission was not changed significantly even though there were adjustments.  

 
The CFP and the 2002 reform are interesting in a number of respects. The reform is interesting as a 

case of EU policy-making, something that is also at the core of this thesis. However, I am of the 

conviction that the fisheries sector is especially interesting due to fact that it illustrates that European 

integration cannot be understood without taking into consideration the factors, which are in technical 

terms external to the legislative process: the nature of the resource, the tradition and culture of the 

affected interest etc. In this way the CFP could be understood as an interesting example of why neo-

functionalism has failed to account for the dynamics of European integration. The fisheries sector, 

which is low politics and rather technical and ought to be a relatively straightforward area to integrate, 

has never become a motor for spill-over but has rather proved to be one of the most demanding sectors 

to integrate successfully.  

 

Aim of the Thesis 
 
This thesis will provide an understanding of the problems involved in EU level fisheries policy-

change. The thesis will in this way provide an understanding of why it is so complicated to make 

                                                 
22 Other reports had been published before but the Green Paper was the first to give an overall idea of the preferences of the 

Commission in relation to the 2002 reform. 
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changes in the Common Fisheries Policy, which has turned out to be one of the European Union’s 

most discredited and controversial policies. An understanding of these difficulties is a necessary 

precondition for (if possible) developing a new and better system, which stands a chance of gaining 

the support of the involved actors.  

 
The aim of this thesis seems possibly rather narrowly connected to fisheries and a few regulations. 

However, this is only partially true. The 2002 reform and fisheries policy in general is a case, which is 

able to illustrate the legislative process of the EU with the involvement of Commission, Parliament, 

Council, individual member states and different constellations of member states. A study of the CFP 

and the 2002 reform will, of course, provide a view into the fisheries policy of the EU but it will, 

furthermore, give valuable case knowledge as to how the different EU institutions act in the legislative 

process and how the member states try to control and guide the process etc. 

 
I will in the following chapter address the methodological considerations, which are an integrated part 

of writing a thesis of this sort. The chapter contains among other things a model of my pre-

understanding of how fisheries policy is made – a pre-understanding, which will be confronted with 

theoretical and empirical contributions in the analysis in the following chapters. 
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Chapter 2 - Method 
 
Introduction 
 
The aim of this chapter is to provide an introduction to my approach to the problem of understanding 

why it is so difficult to make changes in the Common Fisheries Policy. The chapter is divided into 

four parts. I describe in the first part my inspiration from the so-called ‘new institutionalism’ in 

relation to my approach.23 The second part provides a commented graphic model of my understanding 

of how legislative output in the area of fisheries are shaped – a model of the arena and the factors, 

which work within it. Thirdly, an outline of the remainder of the thesis is presented. Finally, I discuss 

the sources of empirical material with special emphasis on the qualitative research interview. 

 

Inspiration from New Institutionalism 
 
It is not possible, I will argue, to explain the difficulties involved in making changes in the Common 

Fisheries Policy in a satisfactory way by focussing on either actors or structures. My approach is in 

this way influenced by new institutionalism, which as a reaction to the behavioural perspectives of the 

1960s and 70s aims exactly at integrating the focuses on both actors and structures (especially in the 

form of institutions). Hix (1999, p. 13f) has expressed the necessary approach in the context of 

understanding how the EU works in these words:  

 
“ [W]e must understand the interests of all these actors, their strategic relations vis-à-vis 
each other, the institutional constraints on their behaviour, their optimal policy 
strategies, and the institutional reforms they will seek to better secure their goals.”  

 
Hix’s recommendations are in line with my approach, although my approach might be slightly broader 

in so far as I wish to look at a broader set of structuring factors than only institutional constraints. The 

difference can probably be explained by reference to the different foci of Hix’s and my analysis, 

which unlike Hix’s is not centred on only the EU institutional system. The framework, which I will 

use to approach the analysis of the problem of making changes in the CFP, will, consequently, include 

assumptions about both the preferences of the main actors, which are assumed to behave rationally24 

in the pursuit of their perceived preferences, and the formal (rules, laws etc.) as well as informal 

(norms, myths etc.) institutional arrangements or - more broadly speaking - structures, which 

constrain and guide the behaviour and understandings of the actors. It is in relation to the concept of 

‘actors’ necessary to stress that I employ a broad understanding of actors, which is also inspired by 

                                                 
23 Hall and Taylor (1996) distinguish between three schools of thought in new institutionalism: historical institutionalism, rational 

choice institutionalism and sociological institutionalism. 

24 However, the actors’ limited information and ability to make correct predictions can result in unintended consequences of perceived 

rational behaviour. 
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new institutionalism. This means for instance that it is possible to view a political institution as the 

European Commission as a political actor in its own right with “standard operating procedures and 

structures that define and defend interests” (March and Olsen, 1984, p. 738). The persons, who 

populate these institutions, will through a process of socialization adopt the institution’s ‘logic of 

social appropriateness’ (Hall and Taylor, 1996, p. 949). The persons in the institutions will then 

ideally act similarly because of corresponding mindsets. March and Olsen indicate in their ground-

breaking article on new institutionalism from 1984 (p. 742) that “ [i] nstitutions seem to be neither 

neutral reflections of exogenous environmental forces nor neutral arenas for the performances of 

individuals driven by exogenous preferences and expectations.” This indicates to me that institutions 

as actors have their own agendas and that political programmes adopted as compromises between 

legislators develop their own meaning in the agencies, which are supposed to deal with them, through 

a dynamic process of interpretation through the norms, logics etc. that dominates the agency. New 

institutionalism insists, consequently, that the distribution of preferences, resources and rules-imposed 

constraints can only be understood as partly exogenous to the political system, which is examined 

(March and Olsen, 1984, p. 739). These factors may initially be exogenously given but they are 

shaped and altered in the political system and process.  

 
A final methodological inspiration from (historical) new institutionalism, which deserves to be 

mentioned, is the idea of path-dependence. New institutionalism sees historical processes as path-

dependent, which means that choices made at an earlier stage influence the choices, which are 

perceived as possible at a later stage. This idea is closely related to the idea of preferences being 

shaped and altered endogenously in the institution. This means that it is necessary to look at the 

historical background to be able to understand present preferences and political processes, in other 

words: “Policies, once adopted, are embedded with rules, expectations, and commitments. By 

affecting attention and aspirations, they affect the future search behaviour of political participants”  

(March and Olsen, 1984, p. 745). In my understanding the path can be broken but this will usually 

demand that an extraordinary event occurs, which creates a window-of–opportunity for ‘path-change’. 

These events, which cause significant institutional changes and breaks in the path, are referred to as 

critical junctures (Hall and Taylor, 1996, p. 942).  Such an event could in the area of fisheries policy 

for instance be the collapse of a major commercial stock, which would possibly result in serious 

rethinking of the entire framework. Nevertheless, there is no guarantee that this rethinking would 

result in changes in the end; path-dependence might be so strong that it is in effect not possible to 

change the system even if it has obviously proven itself inefficient and sub-optimal.25 

                                                 
25 The idea of changes in the path, which are brought about by an external event, resembles the idea of the existence of an ideational 

equilibrium and an ideational life-cycle, which is initiated by a destabilising shock, as outlined by Marcussen (2000).  
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Fisheries Policy-Analysis 
 
I have in this section modelled my understanding of the system in which fisheries policy is shaped / 

made. This model constitutes the pre-understanding, which the policy-analysis will be built upon. 

There are a number of different elements, as the graphic model in figure 1 beneath shows, which 

directly or indirectly provide input to the political process, which eventually leads to a legislative 

output. This legislative output feeds, eventually, back to the policy-making system after a process of 

implementation where the output gets its final shape – the outcome. 

 
   Figure 1: An Understanding of Fisheries Policy-Making  

 

 
I have, as the model shows, placed two factors, which influence the making of fisheries policy, on 

what I have decided to call the super-structural level. Super-structures are, in my understanding, 

independent26 of the processes, which eventually lead to the adoption of fisheries legislation. The 

attributes of the fish-resource do not change and the cognitive structures27 have to relate to them, even 

though interpretations of the attributes can be different. These nature-imposed structures determine so 

to speak the limits to rational policy preferences or options. Developments in the external environment 

are also understood as super-structures, which affect mainly the cognitive structures and the 

institutional structures even though it could be argued that legislative outputs / outcomes in the area of 
                                                 
26 ‘Independent’ means that the factors influence but cannot be influenced themselves by the processes, which goes on at the other 

levels.  

27 The cognitive structures, which can be depicted as filters that structure and sort information, can ideally be divided into three 

competing mindsets or paradigms, which is the term I use at a later stage in this paper. 
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fisheries could influence overall developments in society. I will, however, argue that the influence of a 

relatively small area as fisheries will usually be negligible and that it is reasonable to treat 

developments in the external environment as independent, influencing factors. 

 
I have on the structural level placed the state of the fish-resource, which - unlike the attributes of it - is 

directly or indirectly affected by legislative outputs / outcomes.28 The state of the fish stocks has direct 

implications for the cognitive structures. These structures shape the actors’ preferences, beliefs, 

interests, norms etc. The cognitive structures are also through path-dependence, which I described 

above, affected by the structures of past policy-decisions in the area of fisheries. The institutional 

structures are affected by developments in the external environment, which in this case could be for 

instance treaty changes, enlargements etc., and by past policy-decisions, which could include 

decisions to set up new committees etc. The institutional structures are to some extent independent 

and resemble in this way the super-structures. They do, nonetheless, to some extent depend on past 

policy-decisions in the area of fisheries and I believe, therefore, that it is reasonable to place them on 

this level.    

 
All the structures described above guide (directly or indirectly) the actors’ understanding of their own 

interests, preferences, beliefs, resources, ideas of reasonable behaviour etc., which is gathered to a 

whole on the actor level. On the level of the political process the actors engage strategically with each 

other through negotiation, persuasion, manipulation and so on. The process is guided by the 

institutional structures, for instance in the shape of decision-making rules, and past policy-decisions. 

Finally, the actors reach a decision, which is adopted and becomes the legislative output. The final 

output will eventually become a past policy-decision, which will guide and restrict future processes. 

The final output is though a process of implementation transferred into an outcome, which affects the 

state of the stocks and the relative strengths of the cognitive structures understood as competing 

paradigms.  

 
The political process inside fisheries has a tendency to end up with legislative outputs, which only 

represent marginal change even though the CFP is widely considered a failure. The explanation has 

probably to be found in a combination of factors, which each complicates changing the CFP - or 

possibly work in an inexpedient synergic effect. I will in the following section present an outline of 

the rest of the thesis. This outline should provide the reader with an overview of the thesis and an 

understanding of why I have decided on this specific structure.  

 

                                                 
28 The state of the fisheries sector can be understood as part of these structures and must also be understood as something that has 

implications for the cognitive structures. 
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Structure of the Thesis 
 
Figure 2 beneath outlines the structure of the remainder of this thesis. The overall design of the thesis 

is developed in order to get an understanding of how fisheries policy is created and why it is so 

difficult to make changes in the CFP. In order to do that I need to uncover the factors, which could 

possibly have explanatory value. These are what I have described and connected in the model outlined 

in figure 1. I have already to some extent dealt with the issue of the state of the stocks in chapter 1.  

 
The following chapter, chapter 3, deals with the historical background of the CFP of today. The 

historical chapter takes us in brief though the developments of European level fisheries policy from 

1957 to 2003. This chapter provides a basic introduction to the CFP but it also aims to discover 

elements of path-dependence, which could be relevant for the understanding of fisheries policy 

processes of today. Some of the historically induced structures are, in other words, uncovered in this 

chapter. The chapter provides also the first bits of knowledge on the different actors and on the 

institutional structures and how they have developed inside the field of EU fisheries policy-making. 

 
                  Figure 2: Overview of the Remainder of the Thesis 

 

 
Chapter 4 constitutes the conceptual framework, which is theoretical in essence and deals with 1) the 

attributes of the fish-resource and 2) fisheries conflicts and paradigms. The fish-resource is, as we 

shall see, qualitatively different from most other natural resources, something that imposes structural 

limitations on reasonable policy preferences etc. These structures are, as earlier mentioned, super-

structures, which cannot be changed by the actors in the area of fisheries policy-making – or by 

anybody else. The second part of the conceptual framework outlines a number of fisheries conflicts 

and three (ideally) distinct fisheries paradigms, the cognitive structures, which the different actors can 

draw on. The paradigms ‘accept’ the fundamental attributes of the fish-resource. However, they have 

different interpretations of the consequences of the attributes and of the objectives of fisheries policy; 
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they have therefore different perceptions of reasonable policy-preferences. The conceptual framework 

outlined in chapter 4 applies in principle to fisheries policy in general and is as such not limited to the 

EU, even though I do relate it to the European context through examples. 

 
Chapter 5 relates specifically to the European setting by dealing with the EU actors (power-

relationships, interests etc.) and the legislative processes of the European Union, which also constitute 

structures, as described in figure 1. These are elements, which I have also dealt with in a historical 

perspective in chapter 3. This level provides in effect an analysis of the actors in and legislative 

processes of EU fisheries policy-making in general. 

 
The elements above will be utilised in the case in chapter 6, where I analyse how the different actors 

perceived and related to different elements of the 2002 reform proposals, how the negotiations 

unfolded and what the output was. The case is both a case of EU fisheries policy-making but also a 

case of EU policy-making in general, highlighting the fact that EU policy-making can only be 

understood by looking at the characteristics of a specific policy-area. Finally, in chapter 7 I conclude 

on the thesis and provide an answer as to why it is complicated to make changes in the area of the 

CFP. 

 

Interviews and Other Sources of Empirical Material  
 
Qualitative research interviews are prominent sources of empirical material for this thesis. The 

interviews have contributed with knowledge about 1) the practical formulation and adoption of 

fisheries policy in the EU; 2) factual inside knowledge about the 2002 reform, which could not have 

been obtained otherwise; and 3) knowledge about individual persons’ and institutions’ approaches to 

EU fisheries policy. Information from interviews will, therefore, be utilised throughout the thesis. 

 

I have in connection with this thesis conducted interviews in two rounds. The first round was in 

Brussels in the beginning of November 2003, when I did seven interviews with persons from the 

European Parliament (advisor and MEP), the European Commission’s Directorate-General for 

Fisheries (DG Fish), and from a number of permanent representations, where I met with fisheries 

counsellors who participate in the fisheries working groups under the Council of fisheries ministers 

and as counsellors in the Committee of Permanent Representatives (Coreper). The second round was 

carried through in Denmark in February and April 2004 and consisted of three interviews with 

respectively a representative of the Danish Presidency of the second half of 2002, a member of the 

Danish Parliament, and a fisheries researcher. The interviewees were in general chosen on the basis of 

two criteria: 1) the interviewees had to have been in a relevant position under at least parts of the 
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reform and 2) the group of interviewees as a whole had to reflect different points of view, interests 

and institutions. I experienced that people were very open and willing to contribute with interviews, 

something that contributes to the fact that the final list of interviewees turned out to be relevant and 

broad. I have besides the interviews had a number of inspiring conversations with different persons. It 

will be indicated whenever I refer to one of these conversations and not to an interview.29 

 
Each interviewee was briefed about the topic of the thesis and asked if they would allow the interview 

to be taped. All interviewees agreed given that they would not be mentioned by name in the final 

product, something that I accommodated in order to get honest and rich descriptions. During the 

interviews I used a guide, which contained topics and possible questions. This guide was constructed 

on the basis of pre-knowledge about the 2002 reform and the CFP acquired from other sources. Some 

interviews were more structured than others but in general the situation was informal and the 

interviewees were outspoken and enthusiastic; most of them chose to spend more time than initially 

allotted to me. The tapes from the interviews were, subsequently, transcribed in their full length. 

During the process of transcription the interviews were by necessity reformulated from spoken words 

to written text. This process entails the dilemma of how much to reformulate. Following Kvale (1997, 

p. 171) I formulated the transcripts in the way I would expect the interviewees to have formulated 

them. Whenever I quote from an interview it should be noted that the quotation has been reformulated 

in this way. I have also translated quotations in case the original interview was not in English.  

 
It is reasonable to view the research interviews as the ‘backbone’ of my empirical material. 

Qualitative research interviews are, however, not the only sources of empirical material. I have in the 

process of writing this thesis used a number of other sources of empirical material, such as speeches, 

position papers, regulatory publications, websites, informal conversations, and press releases30, as 

well. Especially the various regulatory documents (legislative proposals, minutes of meetings, law 

texts, internal working papers, reports etc.) have been valuable sources, which have been able to 

expand on the information provided by the interviewees. This is especially true in relation to the case 

(chapter 6) where texts of the relevant regulations and preparatory papers relating to those are of vital 

importance.  

 

                                                 
29 Interviews will be referred to like this: job description, month and year of interview; the reference (MEP, Nov. 2003) indicates, for 

instance, that the information is from an interview with an MEP carried out in November 2003. 

30 Regarding press releases, an official from a non-governmental organisation (informal conversation, Feb. 2003) informed me that it is 

not unusual to make changes in them or remove them altogether from the websites of the organisation after publication. The reason is 

that press releases are usually made in a hurry and sometimes need polishing or that they give - in hindsight - the ‘wrong’ picture of the 

organisation.  
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Much of my empirical material is accessible through the homepage of the European Union, which I 

have used extensively. A few documents were provided to me by a permanent representation at a time 

where the same documents were still treated as confidential by the Council Secretariat. The staff of 

this permanent representation provided me also with some of their own minutes from Council 

meetings, something that I am grateful for. A list of all documents, which I have used as references, is 

provided in the list of references in the end of the thesis. I have whenever possible provided a direct 

internet-link to the document in question.31 All references to EU documents are to the English 

versions. However, it is (usually) possible to find the documents in all the official languages (at the 

time of publication). The list of references is divided in a number of sections. The first and broadest 

section contains books and articles etc., including a couple of external studies funded and published 

by EU institutions. The following sections list various documents related to the different EU 

institutions: Commission, Parliament and Council. I have after these sections listed the relevant EU 

legislative acts. Finally, a list of a few of the most important internet-sites is provided.  

 

 

 

                                                 
31 Commission proposals are obtainable in both ‘pure’ versions (in the Official Journal of the European Communities) and versions 

including justifications from the Commission. The links in the list of references are to the Commission’s commented versions. 
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Chapter 3 - The History of the CFP 
 
Introduction 
 
The following sections will provide basic knowledge about the history of fisheries policy in the 

context of the European Union and the main changes, which were the consequence of the 2002 reform 

– especially as a consequence of the adoption of a new basic regulation. This chapter provides basic 

knowledge about the history and actual functioning of the CFP with a focus on the conservation 

policy, something that is a precondition for understanding the problems that the CFP faces today. The 

choices that have been made over the years create, furthermore, a certain degree of ‘path-dependence’, 

which guide the actors’ choices and own perception of possible choices. 

 

The First Years 
 
The requirement to adopt a common policy in the area of fisheries was provided already by the 

founding Treaties from 1957 by including products of fisheries in the definition of agricultural 

products, for which the Treaties require that a common market shall be established.32 However, 

nothing much happened in the context of fisheries until the end of the 1960s, much unlike in the area 

of ‘classical’ agriculture. This can be explained by a number of factors. Shackleton (1983, p. 358) 

outlines three factors, which explain this. Firstly, fishing was at that time subject to a ‘high seas’ 

regime, which meant that the fish outside a 3-mile coastal strip belonged to whoever caught them. The 

waters under the jurisdiction of the member states were in effect rather insignificant and the five 

member states with an interest in fisheries33 caught over 90% of their fish outside their national zones 

(Holden, 1994, p. 17). Secondly, an alternative organisation already existed, the North East Atlantic 

Fisheries Commission (NEAFC), which was meant to give advice on the conservation and rational 

exploitation of the fish stocks in the area. However, the recommendations were not binding and the 

organisation did not have the necessary authority to make the members comply. Thirdly, the six 

original members of the European Union did not have catching industries of vast importance and there 

was, furthermore, a significant difference between the French and German industries, of which the 

German was far more effective leading to a French opposition to creating a common market in the 

area when this was eventually proposed by the Commission in the late 1960s. Holden34 (1994, p. 17) 

adds a fourth explanation, namely lack of resources in the Commission, which prevented it from 

                                                 
32 This is still the case today where fish are dealt with as agricultural products in the Consolidated Version of the Treaty Establishing 

the European Communities (art. 32(1)).  

33 Luxembourg is landlocked and the country’s interest in fisheries policy is negligible.  

34 It is necessary to be aware that Mike Holden held different posts (ex. Head of Unit (Conservation) and Advisor to the Director-

General) in the Commission from 1979 to 1990 and therefore could have a personal interest in putting the activities of the Commission 

in a positive light.  
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working on a CFP even if it wished so. The Commission was heavily loaded with work on the 

Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). As the member states in the 1950s and early 1960s, as just 

mentioned, had little interest in the creation of a common fisheries policy, they needed only refraining 

from making a budgetary post available for it. In this way the member states indirectly prevented the 

Commission from working on a common fisheries policy, which they had little interest in but 

nonetheless had - perhaps without considering the implications - obliged themselves to establish. That 

the Community largely depends on the member states to provide funds for its functioning puts the 

Commission as representative of the Community in a difficult position.  

 

Structures and Markets 
 
Having explained the ‘delayed’ issue of fisheries on the European agenda let us now turn to what 

happened in the end of the 1960s and led to the first secondary legal acts on fisheries being agreed in 

1970. The Commission issued the first report regarding the prospect of a common fisheries policy in 

1966 and two years later concrete proposals were presented. It was, however, impossible to agree on 

anything not least because of the aforementioned differences between the fisheries sectors of 

especially Germany and France. Germany, which was (and is) a major contributor to the Community 

budget, did not see much point in subsidizing its competitors through a structural policy and France 

had, as earlier mentioned, a problem with the idea of a common market based on the competitiveness 

of its industry. This effectively deadlocked the negotiations until an external development interfered. 

The negotiations on a common fisheries policy picked up momentum by the prospect of four new 

member states: Denmark, Norway, Ireland and the United Kingdom (UK). All four countries had 

comparatively important fishing sectors, something that made the majority of the six original member 

states favour agreement on a common fisheries policy before the accession of these states.35 The basic 

principles of the CFP were, consequently, agreed on 30 June 1970 - one day (!) before negotiation 

with the applicant states began. The content of Council Regulation (EEC) No 2141/70 on structures 

and Council Regulation (EEC) No 2142/70 on markets became as a result part of the acquis 

communautaire36, which the applicant states were obliged to accept in order to be able to join the 

Community (Shackleton, 1983, p. 358f). No conservation policy was agreed, partly because it had not 

been requested by any of the six member states and partly because a conservation policy needs to 

                                                 
35 Germany and the Netherlands preferred waiting until the matter could be discussed with the four applicant states (Shackleton, 1983, 

p. 359). 

36 The acceding countries disputed this on the ground that the regulation did not enter into force before after the negotiations had 

started; consequently, they claimed that it was not part of the acquis communautaire. However, the point of view of the original member 

states prevailed, even though especially the UK continued to view the procedure as unjust and the regulation as illegitimate (Shackleton, 

1983, p. 360 and Holden, 1994, p. 19). 
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cover the whole area, which is inhabited by a fish stock, to be effective. This was hardly the case 

under the prevailing ‘high seas’ regime (Holden, 1994, p. 39f). 

 
Especially one provision in the regulation on structures (Council Regulation (EEC) No 2141/70, art. 2 

para. 1) was problematic in the eyes of the four applicant countries: the principle of ‘equal access’, 

which meant that Community vessels would have equal access to the waters of all Community 

member states. This was especially problematic for Norway, which caught more fish than the six 

original member states together and the vast majority of it in its own zone37, and the UK and Ireland, 

which questioned the legality of the act altogether and, in the case of the UK, under no circumstances 

considered it as legitimate. Nonetheless, the Act of Accession was finally agreed in December 1971. 

The Treaty contained a temporary derogation until the end of 1982 from the principle of equal access 

insofar as the member states were granted the right to exercise an exclusive zone of six miles and 

restrict the sharing of fishing rights between six and twelve miles to vessels, which had a historic 

record of fishing in that area. The Act of Accession contained, furthermore, a requirement to establish 

a conservation policy inside six years after the enlargement. It took more time than that but it 

contributed to bringing the issue of protection and (perhaps more importantly) allocation of resources 

closer to the surface (Shackleton, 1983, p. 359f and Berg, 1999, p. 25). 

 
The result was that Denmark, Ireland and UK joined the Community as from 1 January 1973; whereas 

Norway following a negative referendum, in which the issue of fisheries played an important role, 

stayed outside. The following three years did not produce substantial developments in the area of 

European fisheries policy. However, the discussions continued and external events were soon again to 

influence the Community’s fisheries agenda.  

 

The Changing International Setting 
 
Third countries began towards the middle of the 70s to extend their national fishing zones to 200 

miles due to the rising awareness of the risk of overfishing.38 This step was eventually legitimated by 

the Third Conference of the United Nations on the Law of the Sea, which was launched in 1973. This 

necessitated action from the now nine member states, if they were to prevent third countries’ vessels 

from turning increasingly to the waters around the Community member states, which were still more 

or less subject to a high seas regime. This led the nine member states to decide at a meeting in The 

                                                 
37 The states, which fished in the North Atlantic, had in 1964 through the European Fisheries Convention agreed to give the coastal 

states exclusive fishing rights inside the six miles zone. Between 6 and 12 miles the coastal state was obliged to share the fishing rights 

with those states, which had traditionally been fishing there (Shackleton, 1983, p. 350). 

38 In 1971 the world catch of fish failed to increase – for the first time ever. The intensity of fishing and increasingly effective gear used 

caused overfishing (Shackleton, 1983, p. 350f). 
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Hague in November 1976 to extend their EEZs to 200 miles as from 1 January 1977 (Lequesne, 2000, 

p. 349 and Shackleton, 1983, p. 352 and 361). Following the provisions of article 2 of the regulation 

on structures a Community sea with equal access was automatically created, something that made the 

adoption of a comprehensive conservation policy a de facto possibility for the first time.  

 
A number of other important decisions (or decisions not to decide anything) in relation to the CFP 

were taken at the meeting in The Hague. Firstly, the Commission was granted the right to negotiate 

agreements with third countries and represent the member states in relevant international fisheries 

organisations, something that was expected to improve the member states’ bargaining positions 

(Lequesne, 2000, p. 349f and Shackleton, 1983, p. 362f). This established a Community external 

fisheries policy leaving only the (pivotal) conservation policy to complete the establishment of the 

four-pillar structure of the CFP that we know today; policies for market and structures were, as 

previously outlined, agreed in 1970. Secondly, the Commission failed to get agreement on the system 

of TACs and quotas (the first proposal for a conservation policy) that it had proposed introduced in 

the newly established Community sea to protect and allocate the fish resources. The key of allocation 

of resources was going to become one of the main issues in the discussion leading up to the agreement 

on the conservation policy in 1983. It was, furthermore, not possible to agree on a common regime 

introducing coastal zones under the control of the respective member states, instead an interim limited 

right to national conservation measures was agreed – the second major discussion theme leading up to 

1983. A final element of the Hague Resolutions was to become important, namely what was to 

become known as the ‘Hague preference’, in which the Council recognised that certain regions were 

particularly dependent on fishing and ancillary industries and therefore needed preferential treatment. 

These regions were Ireland and parts of northern UK (Holden, 1994, p. 43 and Berg, 1999, p. 29).  

 
The main reason for the deadlock on a number of issues has to be found in the process leading up to 

the accession negotiations with the three new member states. Ireland and especially the UK, which 

had suffered considerably by the creation of 200-mile EEZs as UK fishermen had been used to fishing 

in what had become third countries’ waters, felt that they had been presented with an unjust fait 

accompli regarding equal access and that a twelve mile zone was simply to little. On the other hand, 

especially France argued for full equal access in line with the provisions of article 2 of the regulation 

on structures - popularly referred to as ‘fishing to the beaches’. Eventually the question turned into a 

full-blown Anglo-French dispute (Shackleton, 1983, p. 362f, Holden, 1994, p. 40f, and Lequesne, 

2000, p. 350). This conflict was resolved partly by the intervention of the European Court of Justice 

(ECJ), which in July 1980 ruled against the UK’s creation of an extended preferential fishing zone as 

a unilateral conservation measure (Berg, 1999, p. 28 and Shackleton, 1983, p. 367); a ruling which 

helped facilitate agreement on a basic regulation and a conservation policy in 1983.   
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Establishing the Conservation Policy  
 
A number of steps towards the establishment of the conservation policy were taken in 1980 when the 

Council among other things established overall TACs (by species and zone39) for the year. However, 

the tricky question of division of catches (national quotas) was not addressed. A number of measures 

relating to control were also agreed, which effectively established the framework for international 

control (Shackleton, 1983, p. 364).  

 
The first basic regulation of the CFP, Council Regulation (EEC) No 170/83, was agreed on 25 January 

1983 together with 11 other regulations of comparatively lesser importance. The question of access, 

which had been one of the main obstacles to agreement, was resolved with provisions almost identical 

to those outlined as a temporary derogation to equal access in the Act of Accession of Denmark, 

Ireland and the UK40, which was meant to expire by the end of 1982. The only change compared to 

the provisions of the Act of Accession, which have been described earlier, was the creation of the so-

called ‘Shetland box’ where only a limited number of licensed vessels were allowed to fish. The 

derogation to equal access was, as already indicated, mainly the result of a compromise between on 

one side the UK and Ireland, who felt that they were contributing unreasonably much to the fisheries 

resources of the Community and thus favoured larger national zones, and on the other side the 

remaining member states, who either favoured smaller or no national zones and referred to the 

provisions concerning equal access in the regulation on structures (Holden, 1994, p. 40f and Berg, 

1999, p. 27f).41  

 
Whereas it was possible to draw on the provisions of the Act of Accession in resolving the question of 

access, no precedent existed as to how the member states could share the resources between each 

other. Based on the agreed principle of equal access between 12 and 200 miles it was clear that some 

system to limit the catches was necessary to prevent overfishing in the Community waters. The 

system agreed was to be that of TACs broken into national quotas, mostly because a system of TACs 

was familiar to fisheries administrators from the NEAFC. It was agreed that the TACs should be set 

on the basis of scientific advice from the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), 

which is the organisation that promotes and coordinates marine research relating to the North 

Atlantic42, and the Commission’s Scientific and Technical Committee (Berg, 1999, p. 28f and Holden, 

                                                 
39 ICES divides the North Atlantic and neighbouring waters into a number of maritime zones (Lequesne, 2002, p. 358). 

40 As from 1981, when Greece joined, the Community consisted of ten member states. This, however, did not have much impact on EC 

fisheries policy, as the CFP due to the lack of 200-mile EEZs and other factors does not apply to the Mediterranean, where the Greeks 

concentrate their effort. However, a CFP for the Mediterranean is on the drafting table at the present. 

41 The rules on access were made temporary, expiring by the end of 1992 (Council Regulation (EEC) No 170/83, art. 6 (1)). 

42 From International Council for the Exploration of the Sea website: http://www.ices.dk/ (accessed 10 September 2003). 
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1994, p. 42). However, the issue of allocating the catch possibilities between the member states 

proved hard to settle. Again especially the UK was facing the rest of the member states demanding a 

high share based on the fact that the UK provided over half of the 200-mile zone of the Community 

and that the UK had suffered comparatively much from third countries’ establishment of 200-mile 

EEZs. One counterargument from the other member states was that it should not be a disadvantage 

that a country had historically been fishing mostly in its own zone (Shackleton, 1983, p. 364ff).  

 
The outcome of the negotiations was the establishment of the principle of ‘relative stability’ meaning 

that the member states were allocated a specified share of the TACs for the different stocks.43 Relative 

stability remains today a core principle of the CFP. Three elements were used to determine each 

member states’ share of the TACs: historic catches, the Hague preference and compensation for 

jurisdictional losses (following third counties’ establishment of 200-miles EEZs). The main problem 

with using the historic catch record was the question of agreeing on a period to use as reference. The 

period from 1973-1978 was proposed by the Commission and agreed by the member states – mostly 

because it suited no one. The Hague preference, which was connected to the Hague Resolutions, was 

included and secured the relevant regions a higher share, something that was necessary to secure 

acceptance from Ireland and the UK, who treated this as a ‘package-deal’ with the question of access. 

The last element included was the compensation for the losses of catch suffered by the member states 

in relation to the creation of 200-mile EEZs. Mainly Germany and the UK benefited from this 

(Holden, 1994, pp. 42-45).44 Two other elements are pivotal in the building of a conservation policy: 

technical measures and measures to secure efficient control and enforcement.  

 
Agreement on technical measures proved relatively easy, which can basically be explained by the fact 

that it represented nothing more than status quo as the provisions were basically the same as those 

recommended by the NEAFC and that these measures had been utilized in different regulations in the 

period from 1977, something that created a precedent (Holden, 1994, pp. 51-54 and 71f). The 

technical measures, which were part of the first basic regulation, included the possibility to adopt: 

minimum landing sizes, zones with restricted access or restrictions on gear, and standards of fishing 

gear (Council Regulation (EEC) No 170/83, art. 2, para. 2(a)–(c)). This spectrum of measures has not 

changed significantly over the years. However, the concrete application of the measures has, of 

course, changed. It will, however, lead too far to go into this in this context.   

 

                                                 
43 It was and is impossible to guarantee the member states a specific catch tonnage as the catch possibilities (TACs) fluctuate because 

of natural to some extent unpredictable causes beyond human control. 

44 It will go to far to go into the actual mathematics of allocation, which is rather complicated and technical. For those especially 

interested in this topic, see Holden (1994, pp. 45-51).  
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In regard to control and enforcement the key-question is: whom has the responsibility, the member 

states or the Community represented by the Commission? The member states were granted this right 

and the Commission was left with rather weak and limited powers in the first regulation on control, 

which was adopted in 1982 before the CFP package of 1983 (Holden, 1994, pp. 54f). Control and 

enforcement has turned out to be a significant weakness of the CFP and the Commission’s powers are 

still today weak. Community inspectors would not be susceptible to accusations of favouring their 

own nationals as national inspectors are. Technological advances have changed the context of control 

and enforcement. This is for instance the case with satellite monitoring, which is today an important 

control measure. 

 
The regulations of 1983 completed the establishment of a CFP with the introduction of a conservation 

policy - seven years after the Commission had first proposed one. It is not possible to point out a 

single event, which caused this to happen at exactly the time it did, rather a number of events, internal 

as well as external, contributed to it: enlargement, recognition of scarce resources, spill-over from the 

provisions of the policies on structures and markets, the creation of 200-mile EEZs, court rulings etc. 

Whatever the reasons, it is worth noticing the heavy impact of national interest on all discussions, a 

trend that has continued to complicate fisheries negotiations in the following years. It is also worth 

noticing that the question of protection of resources became tightly connected to the question of 

allocation of resources.    

 
Consolidating and Adapting the Policy 
 
Many of the contours of the present CFP became clear with the adoption of the first basic regulation 

in 1983. Nonetheless, a number of developments from 1983 to 2002 deserve recognition, something 

that will be provided in the following. Subsequently, I will provide an overview of changes, which 

were the result of the 2002 reform. 

 
The Period of Consolidation 

The negotiations leading up to 1983 had taken approximately six years. This led the Commission to 

take a cautious approach when proposing TACs (in the sense of not setting them ‘provocatively’ low). 

The TACs were, consequently, based on the existing rates of fishing mortality45, which were too high 

from a scientific point of view. The prime objective of this exercise was to ‘school’ the member states 

in agreeing on TACs and quotas for the following year before that year started46 – and in general 

accept the idea of TACs and quotas as natural. According to Holden (1994, p. 58) this was a 

successful attempt by the Commission to create a precedent, which the member states would have 
                                                 
45 The ‘fishing mortality rate’ is defined as the proportion of fish dying each year as the result of fishing (Holden, 1994, p. 264). 

46 This was achieved for the first time in 1984 when the TACs and quotas for 1985 were agreed on 19 December (Holden, 1994, p. 59). 
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difficulties escaping at a later stage. However, the Community failed to approach the problem of 

overfishing in the period from 1983 to 1986 efficiently and other items were in the following years to 

fill the agenda; this aggravated the problem (Holden, 1994, pp. 56-60).  

 
Spain and Portugal joined the Community on 1 January 1986. The ten member states, which were 

ready to welcome the two newcomers, managed to agree on TACs and quotas for 1986 before the 

accession. Yet, setting high TACs was necessary to facilitate agreement on the change in the 

allocation key in relation with the accession. This did not help to resolve the problem of overfishing 

(Holden, 1994, p. 60). The accession of Portugal and Spain raised the profile of the policies on 

structures and markets as their fleets had a need for modernisation. It also raised the profile of the 

external role of the EC as both countries had a number of bilateral agreements with third countries - 

agreements that were transferred to the Community (Lequesne, 2000, p. 347f).  

 
The period from 1986-1989 was characterised by the continuing failure to act in relation to 

overfishing. The agenda was filled with other matters and debates47, which prevented the question of 

conservation from being prominent (Holden, 1994, pp. 61-66). Rather, the problem was worsened by 

the fact that some of these issues could only be solved politically by setting TACs that were higher 

than those recommended by scientists. In other words, not enough was done to approach the problem 

of overfishing in the first years after 1983 despite the fact that the Community had adopted a 

conservation policy. According to Holden (1994, p. 67f) this changed slightly around 1990-91, when 

personnel changes in the Commission and the Advisory Committee on Fisheries Management 

(ACFM)48 led the Commission to propose TACs, which were in strict accordance with scientific 

advice. This underlines that the Commission, as well as member states’ governments, basically 

consists of humans who can change their strategies.  

 
The 1992 Review  

The framework of the CFP was changed by the adoption of a reformed basic regulation, Council 

Regulation (EEC) No 3760/92, which entered into force on 1 January 1993, whereby the first basic 

regulation was repealed. This midterm review was the result of the provisions in the first basic 

regulation (Council Regulation (EEC) No 170/83, art. 8, para. 1), which required the Commission to 

                                                 
47 Some of these debates were linked to the nature of the fisheries resource. This was for instance the case with the western mackerel, 

which for no apparent reason began to migrate further and further into Norwegian waters from around 1981, something that was 

problematic as EC management was (and is) based on stocks in certain zones (Holden, 1994, p. 65f). Fish move freely and fisheries 

management has to adapt to this. 

48 ACFM is responsible, on behalf of ICES, for providing scientific advice on fisheries resources and their harvesting in the North 

Atlantic. From International Council for the Exploration of the Sea website: http://www.ices.dk/iceswork/acfm.asp (accessed 11 

September 2003). The Commission draws heavily on the advice of the ACFM when it proposes TACs and quotas. 
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draw up a “report on the on the fisheries situation in the Community, the economic and social 

development of the coastal areas and the state of the stocks and their likely evolution”. This report 

should form the basis upon which the Council had to decide on possible changes in relation to access, 

in casu the 12-mile derogation from equal access and the so-called Shetland box (Council Regulation 

(EEC) No 170/83, art. 6, 7 and 8, para. 2). However, the review came to cover more than that, 

although without fundamentally changing any of the core elements of the CFP (Berg, 1999, p. 46).  

 
The exceptions to equal access were not changed by the 1992 basic regulation; instead they were 

prolonged until 31 December 2002, when the Council should decide “on any necessary adjustments to 

be made” (Council Regulation (EEC) No 3760/92, art. 14, para. 2) on the basis of a report from the 

Commission, which should also deal with the implementation of Regulation 3760/92 (cf. article 8, 

para. 1 of the first basic regulation, which does not require this aspect to be included), thus mandating 

a wider reform in 2002 than in 1992 (Berg, 1999, p. 46). New management instruments, which were a 

result of the provisions of Regulation 3760/92, included the possibility to set TACs on a multi-annual 

basis (art. 8, para. 4), days-at-sea to limit fishing effort (art. 8, para. 1) and a Community licensing 

system for fishing vessels (art. 5). The licensing system has been elaborated in a number of later 

regulations (Berg, 1999, p. 38ff). The possibilities to set TACs on a multi-annual basis and to limit 

days-at-sea were not utilised by the Council. The Commission did publish a discussion paper on how 

to proceed but the Council never gave it any support (MEP advisor, Nov. 2003). 

 
The issue of control and enforcement was also addressed by the 1992 review of the CFP. This was 

done by the adoption of Council Regulation (EEC) No 2847/93, which was required by the 1992 basic 

regulation (Council Regulation (EEC) No 3760/92, art. 12). This regulation is still in force.   

 
The 2002 Reform 

The public preparation for the 2002 reform, a reform provided for by article 14 of the 1992 basic 

regulation, started in 1998 with the hearing of the most affected interests through questionnaires and 

regional meetings.49 The first comprehensive formal publication regarding the 2002 reform was the 

Green Paper (European Commission, COM (2001) 135 final), which was published in March 2001 

and constituted the report, which was required by article 14 of the 1992 basic regulation. The first 

proposals, which were related to the 2002 reform, were subsequently presented by the Commission in 

May 2002, among them the Commission’s proposal for a new basic regulation (European 

Commission, COM (2002) 185 final). The Council agreed on the basis of the Commission’s proposal 

on the new basic regulation on 20 December 2002 (Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002). I will 

not at this point go further into the process, which is going to form a case at a later stage of this thesis. 

                                                 
49 From DG Fish website: http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/reform/index_en.htm  (accessed 9 January 2004). 
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Nonetheless, it seems reasonable at this point briefly to describe some of the main elements of the 

2002 reform of the basic regulation. In relation to this it is necessary to point out that it is difficult to 

evaluate, which elements of a legislative act that are going to be important and which are not. This is 

in many ways only possible in hindsight when it is possible to see how the provisions has been 

interpreted and applied (or not applied) in practice.   

 
Most noteworthy in relation to the 2002 reform are quite possibly the elements, which were not 

changed. The system of TACs and quotas allocated on the basis of relative stability remains the 

cornerstone of the conservation policy and the CFP. Nor the rules of access have been changed; rather 

the exceptions to equal access have once more been prolonged by ten years, now until the end of 2012 

(Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002, art. 17, para. 2). Control and enforcement remains largely 

the responsibility of the member states, as was the case before the 2002 reform. Although, the 

Commission’s role in this area have been slightly strengthened and some movement towards more 

uniform control and sanctioning can perhaps be expected (Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002, 

art. 26 and 27).  

 
An innovative element of the 2002 reform is that the new basic regulation provides the legislative 

basis for the creation of Regional Advisory Councils (RAC), which should be established in order to 

provide advice on management in fishing zones covering areas under the jurisdiction of at least two 

member states. Representatives of the affected interests, be they commercial fishermen, 

representatives of aquaculture or processing industries, environmentalists, consumers, regional 

administrators, or scientists, have the right to participate in the RACs (Council Regulation (EC) No 

2371/2002, art. 31 and 32). The RACs are part of a larger attempt by the EU to improve governance50 

by giving a higher priority to participation, which is expected to lead to increased “quality, relevance 

and effectiveness of EU policies” and “create more confidence in the end result and in the Institutions 

which deliver policies” (European Commission, COM (2001) 428 final, p. 10).51 Specifically in 

relation to the problems faced in the fisheries sector, this new creation is directed at removing the 

feeling among the affected interests – especially the commercial fishermen, who feel that the EU does 

not take due account of their experience-based knowledge - that EU fisheries policy is unnecessary 

top-down, command control and created by faraway central institutions (Grieve, 2001, p. 13). No 

decision-making powers are to be delegated to the RACs and it is an open question whether the 

                                                 
50 “‘Governance’ means rules, processes and behaviour that affect the way in which powers are exercised at European level, 

particularly as regards openness, participation, accountability, effectiveness and coherence” (European Commission, COM (2001) 428 

final, p. 8, footnote).  

51 The emphasis on governance is also indicated by the fact that ‘good governance’ has its own paragraph in the article dealing with the 

objectives of the regulation (Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002, art. 2(2)). 
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construction will be sufficiently to give the commercial fishermen a feeling of true responsibility the 

CFP.  

 
A second new element is the obligation or possibility of the Council to adopt multi-annual recovery or 

management plans for certain fish stocks, which are respectively “outside safe biological limits” 52 or 

“at/or within safe biological limits” (Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002, art. 5, para. 1 and art. 6, 

para. 1). The importance of the possibility to set multi-annual management plans for stocks at or 

within safe biological limits seems questionable insofar as the Council only “as far as necessary” 

(Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002, art. 6, para.1) is obliged to adopt them, whereas the 

obligation to adopt multi-annual recovery plans for stocks outside safe biological limits must be 

considered a real new element. Linked to this is the introduction of fishing effort as a policy 

instrument in relation to the management plans. However, the provisions are much weaker than those 

proposed by the Commission and the final wording became: “Recovery plans shall include limitations 

on fishing effort unless this is not necessary to achieve the objective of the plan” (Council Regulation 

(EC) No 2371/2002, art. 5, para. 4, my underlining).53  

 
Certain changes in the objectives of the basic regulation can also be considered improvements in 

relation to the conservation of the fish resources. Most notable is the commitment to the principle of 

sustainable exploitation54 and the application of a precautionary approach55 (Council Regulation (EC) 

No 2371/2002, art. 2, para. 1). Although this provides a stronger legal basis for the protection of the 

resources the case remains that it is the Council, which will have to decide on action, something that it 

does not have a perfect track record on: a number of TACs have over the years been set higher than 

advised by scientists and proposed by the Commission (European Commission, COM (2001) 135 

final, vol. 1, p. 8). Nevertheless, the Council’s commitment to these principles will provide other 

actors with an enhanced possibility to use the ECJ as a final resort if the Council fails to act in order to 

protect the resources. 

 

                                                 
52 ‘Safe biological limits’ is defined as the point where the indicators of the state of a stock predict a low risk of transgressing certain 

‘limit reference points’, for instance values of biomass or fishing mortality rate, which are to be avoided (Council Regulation (EC) No 

2371/2002, art. 3(j) and (l)).  

53 The first multi-annual recovery plans were adopted for the most depleted cod stocks by the Council in December 2003 and did 

include fishing-effort limitation (European Commission, DG Fish, Press Release, 22.12.2003). 

54 ‘Sustainable exploitation’ is defined as “the exploitation of a stock in such a way that the future exploitation of the stock will not be 

prejudiced and that it does not have a negative impact on the marine eco-systems” (Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002, art. 3(e)). 

55 Application of a ‘precautionary approach’ to fisheries management “means that the absence of adequate scientific information 

should not be used as a reason for postponing or failing to take management measures to conserve target species, associated or 

dependent species and non-target species and their environment” (Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002, art. 3(i)).  
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Even though the 2002 reform resulted in some changes to the conservation policy the overall picture is 

that the changes were relatively small and did not impinge on the core elements of the policy. TACs 

and quotas remain the cornerstones of the CFP, the rules of access were not changed, and the member 

states held in general onto their responsibility for control and enforcement. The 2002 reform of the 

basic regulation cannot be said to have been a very wide-ranging reform, especially considering that 

this was the first major overhaul of a policy, which was formulated in 1983 and has increasingly failed 

to protect the resources and secure a steady income for the fishermen. Nevertheless, it would be unfair 

to pass sentence on the new basic regulation at this early stage. Some elements in the new regulation 

do have the potential to make a difference. This is for instance, as outlined above, the case for multi-

annual management, RACs and fishing effort.   

 

The Future of the CFP 
 
The Union is facing great changes in the coming years. These changes will also affect fisheries policy. 

An enlargement with 10 countries will take effect in May 2004 and even though the first attempts to 

agree on a constitutional treaty failed in December 2003 the last word is not said on that matter.  

 
Ten new member states are joining the European Union. It is extremely difficult to predict how this 

will affect the Union’s fisheries policy. Of the new member states the most important in terms of 

fishing capacity is Poland but the increase in fishing capacity should be manageable. Another issue, 

which was raised by an MEP during my interviews, is that the Union will after enlargement have 

more member states without any immediate interest in fisheries. Today this is only the case for 

Austria and Luxembourg, which are both landlocked. The enlargement will bring in the landlocked 

countries of Hungary, the Czech Republic and Slovakia. Also the Slovenian interest in fisheries policy 

is negligible.56 This combined with the fact that agricultural and fisheries councils since 2002 have 

been held together is potentially worrying, since it increases the possibility that votes in fisheries 

matters will be traded for concessions in agricultural matters, a practice usually referred to as ‘log-

rolling’ (Hix, 1999, p. 57). On the positive side the meeting frequency of the Fisheries Council has 

been increased by this change, something that might increase the possibility for discussion and 

thereby thoroughly considered decisions.  

 
At least two elements of the European Convention’s draft treaty will have direct impact on fisheries 

policy. Firstly, the Convention suggests that areas where the Parliament presently has the right to be 

consulted, e.g. fisheries, will be transferred to co-decision in the future (Peers, 2003). This will 

                                                 
56 The Slovenian fleet counted just over 100 mostly small vessels in 1998. From homepage of the Republic of Slovenia: 

http://www.sigov.si/ops/datoteke/pi/ang/8.doc (accessed 9 January 2004) 
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potentially change EU fisheries policy-making significantly by giving the Parliament real influence. 

How the change in practice will be is hard to say but presently it can be said that the Parliament’s 

opinions most often reflect the interests of the catching industry more than the proposals of the 

Commission, which are to a large extent reflections of scientific advice. The Southern European 

countries have a strong position in the Parliament’s Fisheries Committee. However, how this will be 

after the enlargement is impossible to say and also the mere fact that Parliament’s Fisheries 

Committee possibly gets more power could change this. It is, however, fair to say that the prospect of 

a more powerful Fisheries Committee was more wholeheartedly welcomed by Southern Europeans 

than North Europeans or the Commission during my interviews. Secondly, the decision-making rules 

of the Council will also change so that it will become easier to take decisions by qualified majority. 

The impact of this change will depend on the precise rules and is hard to predict.   

 

The Resilience of the Core Principles 
 
Two elements of the conservation policy, namely the 12-mile derogation from equal access (access to 

waters), which secures some sea territories for the almost exclusive use by the member state in 

question, and relative stability (access to resources), which ensures the member states a fixed 

percentage of fishing opportunities for commercial species, are particularly resilient to change. These 

two measures are examples of what Lequesne (2000a, p. 782) calls the territorial principle of the CFP. 

These measures are both aimed at protecting the respective member states’ more or less fisheries 

dependent local communities from outside competition and represent the result of very delicate and 

complex compromises. These measures - although in contrast to the idea of a common market - are 

popular in most member states (especially the nine members, which were involved in the drafting of 

them) because they to some extent guarantee status quo. However, this nationally motivated 

protection of communities has come under pressure in shape of the so-called ‘quota hopping’. 

 
Quota hopping refers to the situation where economic actors in the form of shipowners - invoking 

Community laws giving them the right to exercise their activity in any of the member states - buy up 

used or license new vessels in other member states allowing them to fish on those member states’ 

quotas – this has especially been the case with Spanish and Dutch shipowners. Although some 

successful countermeasures – in the shape of demands for a ‘real economic link’ - have been taken by 

the targeted member states, the phenomenon of quota hopping highlights the problems of upholding a 

territorial logic of an economic sector within a single European market (Lequesne, 2000a). The EU 

framework does in this way create a push toward more market based management options – a sort of 

spill-over. 
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Anyway, it is at present hard to imagine that the 12-mile derogation and the principle of relative 

stability will be up for change in the near future even though that quota hopping represents a 

challenge. That these principle are so important for a vast majority of the member states has important 

implications for the changes, which can be envisioned – or at least have a reasonable chance of 

becoming reality. The resilience of the two abovementioned principles makes a move away from a 

TAC based system, which is a way of controlling fishery by limiting the output in terms of tonnes of 

fish, very complicated because TACs are relatively easy to divide in quotas between the member 

states. One tonne of cod is one tonne of cod no matter how you view it. Opening the whole discussion 

on each member state’s share of the resources, which as described was extremely difficult from the 

outset, is seen as problematic compared to just sticking to status quo. 

 
When talking about resilient principles it is also worth mentioning the issues of control and 

enforcement of the fisheries policy - competencies that are in general in the hands of the member 

states. One of the perceived shortcomings of the CFP has been the fact that it has not been enforced or 

controlled uniformly by the different member states, something that have enabled for instance Danish 

fishermen to mentally ‘justify’ breaking the rules since other member states’ fishermen were allegedly 

allowed to fish almost uncontrolled. A way to solve this problem would be to strengthen the power of 

the EU (in the shape of the Commission) in the area of control and enforcement. This is, however, 

problematic because this raises more fundamental issues of sovereignty and competencies of the state 

vis-à-vis the Union. One fisheries counsellor (Nov. 2003) explained his country’s opposition to 

stronger Commission control measures by referring to the Ministry of the Interior, which opposed the 

idea that any other than nationals should have police-like authorities in the member states’ EEZ; the 

opposition did not originate in the Ministry of Fisheries but was determined in a ‘higher ranking’ 

ministry by reference to a more fundamental national interest. Another fisheries counsellor (Nov. 

2003) told that the Ministry of Justice was usually critical to more centralized control measures. 

Nevertheless, it is not unlikely that some member states actually speculate in keeping control and 

enforcement at national level to be able to give favourable treatment to their own fisheries sector. This 

constitutes a more pragmatic and less ideological reason for why control and enforcement are resilient 

national competencies. 
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Chapter 4 - Conceptual Framework 
 
Introduction 
 
The following chapter will constitute a conceptual framework based on primarily theoretical 

contributions regarding the nature of the fish-resource and the nature of fisheries conflicts understood 

as interactions between different fisheries paradigms. I am with this chapter beginning to close in on 

the problems in CFP negotiations and the 2002 reform, which I touched upon from a historical 

perspective in chapter 3. The conceptual framework applies to fisheries policy debates in general and 

could in principle be applied to national fisheries policy debates as well as European. The more 

specific characteristics of EU fisheries policy-making will be dealt with in chapter 5, although I will 

relate the following chapter to the European setting through examples. 

 

The Fish-Resource 
 
When trying to determine the difficulties involved in changing European fisheries management, it is 

necessary to take point of departure in the nature of the fish-resource. The attributes of the fish-

resource determine so to speak the limits to what is practically possible or reasonable. In this way the 

attributes of the fish-resource constitute structures, which guide and restrict actors in the process of 

changing the CFP. 

 
The fish-resource is in theory often referred to as a ‘common-pool resource’ (CPR). Ostrom (1990, p. 

30) defines a common-pool resource as: “a natural or man-made resource system that is sufficiently 

large as to make it costly (but not impossible) to exclude potential beneficiaries from obtaining 

benefits from its use”. The system can be divided into the ‘resource system’, which in the case of EU 

fisheries is the CFP covered Community waters or more specifically the commercially exploited 

fishing grounds or areas, and the ‘resource units’, which equals the fish caught. Ostrom refers to those 

who extract units from the system as ‘appropriators’, in casu the European fishermen in waters 

covered by the CFP. The resource system is common to all the appropriators but it is a key-element of 

a common-pool resource that the resource units are not jointly used. This is an element that 

distinguishes common-pool resources from ‘public goods’. Problems of free-riding may be prominent 

in both cases but a public good does not become smaller when it is ‘consumed’ by someone, examples 

are weather forecasts or public security; this results in the fact that “’ [c]rowding effects’ and ‘overuse’ 

problems are chronic in CPR situations, but absent in regard to pure public goods” (Ostrom, 1990, p. 

32). This is exactly what has been experienced in European fisheries. 
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Fish57 is a natural resource, which is used for a number of purposes, among them human consumption 

as the most important.58 Fish contain proteins and valuable oils etc. and a large number of species are, 

furthermore, very tasteful and sold at high prices. Fish are also caught for industrial purposes, for 

instance fish meal and oils. Three pivotal characteristics define fish as a natural resource.59 These are 

summarised in table 1 beneath:  

  
Table 1: Characteristics of the Fish-Resource 

Characteristic Explanation 

Fish is a renewable resource Fish reproduce and grow 

Fish is a mobile resource Fish swim around 

Fish is a complex marine resource Fish is a part of the marine ecosystem 
 
Let us look closer at the implications of each of these attributes. That fish is a ‘renewable resource’ 

means that it is possible to harvest a share of fish each year after which the resource will recover to the 

point where it is possible to do the same the following year. The condition is that too much has not 

been harvested the first year; and here lies the problem: if too much is harvested year after year the 

stock will decline. That the resource is renewable is not the same as being inexhaustible – it can in the 

most severe cases become extinct.60 That a resource is renewable, as opposed to expendable (like solar 

energy), means that it is subject to rival consumption, which indicates that one fish caught is one fish 

less in the sea to grow, reproduce or catch. The actions of one fisherman have thus negative 

externalities on other fishermen. An important goal of fisheries management becomes therefore to 

                                                 
57 My definition of ‘fish’ includes fish, molluscs and crustaceans (the two latter groups are not technically fish).  The focus on this 

paper is on saltwater species in areas where the CFP applies. 

58 Recreational saltwater fishing is also an important fishing activity. Here the value of the fish is not so much in the nutritional aspects 

but in the recreational aspects; much of the recreational fishing in especially the UK and the USA is actually of the ‘catch-and-release’ 

type. Recreational fishing is – in contrast to the situation in the EU - a large, recognised industry in the USA, where recreational fishing 

interests influence fisheries management decisions through their representation in the Regional Fishery Management Councils where 

they hold on average over 1/3 of all seats (Okey, 2003, p. 193). The eight Regional Fishery Management Councils “make virtually all 

decisions involving the management of US federal fisheries” (Okey, 2003, p. 197). The economic importance of recreational fishing in 

the EU is unknown but in the USA recreational anglers are estimated to spend 35.6 billion dollars per year on their hobby (at least 8.4 

billion on saltwater angling) (U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2002, p. 8).  
59 At this point it is reasonable to distinguish between two types of fish: ‘wild’ fish, which are caught, and ‘farmed’ fish, which are bred 

(aquaculture). The characteristics in table 1 are linked to wild fish since this paper will focus on problems surrounding the exploitation 

of these. Aquaculture does not pose the same problems as fishing and is in reality more related to agriculture. Nonetheless, it is worth 

noting that in 1999 aquaculture amounted for 31% of the total value of the EU fishery production (European Commission, 2001, p. 14). 

This figure is in light of the state of the wild stocks expected to rise in the coming years.  

60 This is in general not the case for the fish-specie as such but it can become ‘extinct’ for commercial purposes. Usually other species 

will take over, since the total biomass in the sea is expected to be constant, but it is not certain that the new species will prove to be 

commercially valuable. 
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determine and facilitate the capture of the most preferable amount of and mix of big and small fish to 

accommodate the interests of the fishermen, the consumers and the marine environment in the long 

term. The preferable amount can be defined in different ways and it is around this issue that an 

important debate on fisheries management has taken place, namely the discussion between the 

strategy of ‘maximum sustainable yield’ and ‘economic optimality’, strategies which we will look 

closer at in coming sections. Conditions of successful managing are therefore mechanisms, which 

secure that too much fish is not taken out of the sea, in other words controlling the fishing mortality 

rate. To be able to do that it is necessary to have trustworthy biological data or ‘instinctive’ 

knowledge, the political will to act on these data, and means of enforcing decisions.  

 
The second characteristic is mobility - the fact that fish swim around.61 Fish do not seem to have 

respect for the established EEZs. Some stocks are shared with other countries, as it is the case with the 

EU and Norway, which set joint TACs. This, of course, complicates matters. Even more problematic 

is it when stocks are ‘shared’ with the high seas, where everybody has the right to fish and the 

organisations, which try to control the rate of exploitation, have little or no enforcement powers. What 

is the point of protecting a stock inside your own EEZ if you know that vessels just outside your EEZ 

are overfishing that exact same stock? In the EU many of these problems have been solved with the 

creation of the Community pond but the issue remains prominent in connection with third countries, 

the high seas, and the 12-mile zones around each of the member states with a coastline.  

 
The third and last characteristic, namely that it is a complex, interacting marine resource, is as much 

connected to the marine ecosystem as to the fish-resource.  

 
Firstly, what we are dealing with is a very complex system, which we can only partially understand 

the dynamics of. One obvious reason is that fish eat each other. This means that if you fish more of 

one species then you might threaten other species, which depend on the caught species as prey. 

Conversely, another species might bloom if the species you are targeting is a predator. This might 

have negative consequences if the blooming species dines on species, which are used for human 

consumption. Pollution is also a factor, which impacts the marine ecosystem. Pollution can to some 

extent be controlled but only on the long term - and it does constitute complicating factor. Also 

weather, which is beyond human control62, influences the fish-resource; an example could be the 

reoccurring ‘El Niño’ phenomenon. Another example could be the oxygen-decrease, which occurs in 
                                                 
61 Not all species are equally mobile. In general pelagic (mid-water) species tend to be more mobile than demersal (near bottom). Some 

fish-resources are more or less sedentary. The question of the degree of mobility of the exploited stock has important implications for 

choosing the most successful management regime. Furthermore, some species travel in shoals, which also have implications for the most 

suitable management regime. 

62 The so-called ‘greenhouse-effect’ is possibly an example of manmade changes in long term weather conditions.  
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the inner Danish waters in warm and calm summers. Conventional fisheries science will claim that it 

is possible to determine a point of equilibrium (in terms of the amount of mature fish or ‘spawning 

biomass’), which fisheries management should aim at. In order to do that it is necessary to have 

knowledge about for instance the age-composition of the stock. In theory this strategy should be able 

to give the same catch potential year after year (at least if we do not take into consideration the 

factors, which are beyond human control). It is clear that obtaining the data and carrying out 

calculations to establish this point and subsequently pursue and evaluate it on a yearly basis are 

difficult, costly63 and to some extent uncertain.64 Fisheries management must therefore solve this 

dilemma. However, the assumption of predictability has been challenged by the so-called ‘chaos 

theory’, which claims nature (and fish stocks) to be unpredictable (although not random) inside certain 

limits (Symes, 1996, p. 7). I will not go further into the details of this theory, but it is an important 

point that even the (super-) structures of fish attributes are presently (and increasingly) under debate. 

This is one of the factors, which gives rise to political debate over the scientific advice that biologists 

provide to policy-makers.  

 
Secondly, fish is a marine resource and the seas cover an enormous area of over 70% of the world. 

Also the ‘local’ EU sea and the areas inside the 12-mile limits are enormous. This makes control very 

difficult. Just monitoring the landings is a very big task with almost 100,000 European fishing vessels 

in 1998 (European Commission, 2001, p. 10). New satellite monitoring systems have increasingly 

made it possible to locate vessels and in this way see if they are at sea. However, what they do at sea 

is almost impossible to check efficiently. The vast area of the seas requires from fisheries management 

that it does not give fishermen too great incentives to cheat, as at-sea behaviour is costly and difficult 

to monitor. 

 
It is clear that the nature of the fish-resource imposes structural limitations on what is practically 

possible or perceived reasonable to do in relation to European fisheries management. For instance, the 

fluctuations in the fish-resource - due to factors beyond human control and uncertainties involved in 

predictions - make it impossible to guarantee a certain size of TACs and quotas each year. This is 

something that management has to take into account. The same goes for the problem of efficient 

control. Finally, it is also worth keeping in mind that the knowledge about the attributes of the fish-

resource and the possibility of predicting future developments are increasingly under debate, which 

creates leeway for political debate.    

 

                                                 
63 In the case of small stocks the cost of managing them in this way could possibly exceed the value of the landings. In the EU these 

stocks are managed by means of ‘precautionary TACs’, which are based on historic catch data, as opposed to ‘analytical TACs’. 

64 The uncertainties are sometimes very substantial. 
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Fisheries Conflicts and Paradigms 
 
Fisheries policy discussions can be understood as the interaction between different actors with a 

complex of different conflicts. The new basic regulation can in this context be understood as a 

formalized settling of parts of these conflicts for a period of time. Charles (1992, pp. 380-383) has 

developed a typology of fisheries conflicts. The provisions of the new basic regulation touch, as we 

will see later on, upon a number of these conflicts. Charles (1992, pp. 383-386) outlines three 

conflicting fishery paradigms, which each offers a set of policy objectives. I will in the following 

introduce Charles’ categories of conflicts and the different fishery paradigms in order to at a later 

stage be able to understand and analyse these conflicts in relation to the 2002 reform process. Finally, 

I will introduce the theoretical basis of each paradigm and the practical consequences of each 

paradigm in terms of fisheries management.  

 
Conflicts and the Idea of Paradigms 

Charles’ (1992, p. 381) typology divides fisheries conflicts into four main groups each divisible into 

three subgroups. I will not in the following go into the specific content of each of the 12 subgroups. 

The four main groups of conflicts are not mutually exclusive and conflicts can therefore figure under 

more than one heading. However, all fisheries conflicts should be included by the typology.65  

 
Table 2: A Typology of Conflicts in Fisheries 

Fishery 
jurisdiction 

Management 
mechanisms 

Internal 
allocation 

External 
allocation 

Property rights Management plans 
‘Gear Wars’ 

conflicts 

Domestic v 

foreign 

The role of 

government 
Enforcement conflicts 

User group 

conflicts 

Fishermen v 

aquaculture 

Intergovernmental 

conflicts 

Fishermen / 

Government interaction 

Fishermen v 

processors  

Competing 

ocean users 
  From Charles (1992, p. 381) 

 
The first group, fishery jurisdiction, includes the very fundamental conflicts over issues as ownership, 

access, and government involvement. The second group, management mechanisms, contains more 

short-term conflicts over the practical application of fisheries management provisions such as the size 

of TACs or types of measures. The third group, internal allocation, contains conflicts over issues of 

allocation within a fishery system between for instance different segments of fishermen. The fourth 

and last group, external allocation, includes conflicts between fishermen and actors outside the 

specific commercial fishing system such as foreign fleets, recreational fishing and tourism (Charles, 

                                                 
65 However, not all conflicts inside the area of fisheries policy are fisheries conflicts.  
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1992, p. 381). This typology gives us a framework for organising the different conflicts in European 

fisheries, a framework which can be utilized in the analysis of the 2002 reform process.  

 
Charles’ article outlines, furthermore, an introduction to three different fisheries paradigms, which can 

help us understand and uncover the positions of different actors in relation to the conflicts. Charles 

(1992, p. 384) places his three paradigms, the ‘conservation paradigm’, the ‘rationalization paradigm’, 

and the ‘social-community paradigm’, in a ‘paradigm-triangle’, which he describes as “an integrated 

framework within which fishery policy debates may be analysed”.      

  
      Figure 3: A Paradigm Triangle 

 

      From Charles (1992, p. 384)  

 
The 2002 reform process is exactly a very complex fisheries policy-debate. Not all groups of conflicts 

presented in table 2 are relevant in the context of the reform of the basic regulation but generally it is 

clear that since we are dealing with a basic regulation most of the conflicts will be directly or 

indirectly relevant in the reform process.66 Connected to each of the paradigms are specific policy 

objectives and appropriate measures. Fishery conflicts can be seen as tensions between the three 

corners of the triangle. Extreme policy proposals will, consequently, be near corners and compromise 

proposals will be closer to the centre.  

 
The following three sections will outline my understanding of the contents of the paradigms inspired 

by Charles, other sources and my own interviews. I will, moreover, relate the model more specifically 

to the European setting. I will also introduce theory, which is fundamental to each paradigm. The 

conflicting paradigms are mutually exclusive in their extreme forms and it is, furthermore, difficult for 

any paradigm to reach is policy-preferences once it dominates, since supporters of the two dominated 

                                                 
66 I will use Charles’ terms for the different paradigms but it is necessary to stress that none of the proponents of either paradigm would 

argue against conservation of resources; calling one of the paradigms ‘conservation’ seems therefore slightly inappropriate or even 

biased even though supporters of this paradigm take their point of departure more in the conservation of resources than the other two 

paradigms. 
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paradigms will continue to obstruct the dominating paradigm’s goals. It should, however, be noted 

that extreme positions are rare in the real world, in general the case will be mixes with different 

emphasis. Charles (1992, p. 393) describes the problem of balancing the preferences in this way: 

 
“Whereas ‘sustainability’ is multi-faceted, each of the fishery paradigms presented here 
is uni-dimensional, typically focused on just one component of sustainability. We can 
draw the key conclusion that an overemphasis in policy formulation on any single 
paradigm will likely lead to an unsustainable fishery.”  

 
I will in the coming sections focus on the conflicts over fishery jurisdiction since these are very 

fundamental. In general it is possible to say that supporters of the conservation paradigm tend to 

favour centralized systems, where the government plays a prominent role. Supporters of the 

rationalization paradigm tend to favour market-based systems, where the individual actor plays a 

prominent role as an economic actor. Finally, supporters of the social-community paradigm tend to 

favour systems with more involvement of the fishermen or communities themselves. At this point it is 

necessary to stress that this is, of course, a generalization, which it has to be since we are creating a 

model that can simplify something very diversified. The three paradigms do, nonetheless, seem to 

cover the involved policy-preferences.  

 
The Conservation Paradigm 

Supporters of the conservation paradigm have a preference for policies, which take their point of 

departure in conservation in the meaning of resource maintenance. Fisheries managers (and biologists) 

have traditionally favoured this approach and the paradigm has thus been the dominating in practical 

fisheries management. However, policy-instruments, which are favoured by proponents of the 

rationalization paradigm, have increasingly been considered and utilized (although not on large scale 

on EU level) by fisheries managers, which have usually applied the policy-instruments prescribed by 

the conservation paradigm (Charles, 1992, p. 385).  

 
The theory of the ‘tragedy of the commons’ (and related theory) is the philosophical basis of the 

conservation paradigm and it is reasonable to take a closer look at this in the following. The same 

theory is also the philosophical basis of the rationalization paradigm.67 The fact that these two 

paradigms share philosophical basis is possibly part of the explanation of why managers have 

increasingly begun to combine the policy-prescriptions of both paradigms. The social-community 

paradigm does not fully share the philosophical basis of the other two paradigms, something that helps 

explain why supporters of this paradigm have such difficulties influencing fisheries management. 

 
                                                 
67 It is reasonable to argue that the philosophical basis of these two paradigms is older than Hardin’s paper from 1968, which contained 

a theory of the processes; implicitly an understanding of the processes has been present for a longer time.  
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Considering the way the supporters of respectively the conservation and rationalization paradigm have 

approached each other and in some cases been able to combine their policy-prescriptions it is 

questionable if it is possible to continue to talk about two different paradigms. It might at least be 

more correct to picture the triangle as not being symmetrical but rather with a short side between the 

conservation and rationalization paradigms and longer sides to the social-community paradigm. 

Nevertheless, ideally three paradigms exist. 

 
Tragedy of the Commons 

The logic of the ‘tragedy of the commons’ as outlined by Garrett Hardin in a groundbreaking article 

from 1968, which actually dealt with the population problem, is simple but has nonetheless turned out 

to be a lasting contribution to science. Hardin (1968, p. 1244) starts out by imagining a pasture, which 

can be used freely by all herdsmen. Each herdsman will try to have as many cattle as possible on the 

common pasture, the commons. This does not pose a problem as long as the pasture is able to carry 

the number of grazing cattle. At some point in time, however, the number of cattle will exceed the 

carrying capacity of the land as herdsmen continuously add cattle to their herds. Hardin then goes on 

to analyse what the herdsmen will do in this situation. Each herdsman will more or lees consciously 

make an analysis of what the utility of adding one more cattle to his herd will be even in a situation 

with overgrazing. The positive utility of adding one animal to the herd will be almost plus one since 

the profits of the sale of the one extra animal will go to the herdsman himself. The increased 

overgrazing / the negative utility, however, is only a fraction of minus one since the negative utility is 

shared with every other herdsman using the commons. Most of the negative utility for the individual 

herdsman is thereby diverted in the form of an externality of his actions. Each rational herdsman using 

the commons will arrive at this conclusion and the inevitable result will be ever increasing 

overgrazing. No herdsman will be compelled to remove an animal to reverse the tendency of 

overgrazing since the negative utility in this case would be almost minus one for the thoughtful 

herdsman and all herdsmen would share the positive utility of plus one. The result is according to 

Hardin (1968, p. 1244, my underlining) depressing: 

 
“Ruin is the destination toward which all men rush, each pursuing his own best interest 
in a society that believes in the freedom of the commons. Freedom in a commons brings 
ruin to all.”   

 
Although the principal issue of Hardin’s article is population growth he does point to the relevance of 

the tragedy of the commons to fisheries by including a reference to maritime nations’ insistence on the 

freedom of the seas, which brings “species after species of fish and whales closer to extinction” 

(Hardin, 1968, p. 1245). 
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Hardin’s solution to the problem of the tragedy of the commons is coercion but not in the meaning of 

“arbitrary decisions of distant and irresponsible bureaucrats […]  The only kind of coercion I 

recommend is mutual coercion, mutually agreed upon by the majority of the people affected.” 

(Hardin, 1968, p. 1247). This simple sounding and appealing solution is not without problems, as we 

shall see shortly. Let us, however, initially relate the tragedy of the commons perspective to the 

fisheries policy of the European Union and try to elaborate why this perspective has been the 

philosophical basis of most of what has been done. In practice Hardin’s theory (and related theories on 

collective action) has been “used to provide a foundation for recommending state or market 

solutions” (Ostrom, 1990, p. 2). 

 
European fishery has developed much as predicted by the tragedy of the commons perspective. 

Fishermen have exploited the seas around Europe for centuries. This did not initially pose a serious 

problem since the number of people involved did not threaten the sustainability of the fish stocks. 

However, the population of Europe increased and so did the number of people involved in catching 

fish. Simultaneously the technology utilised in the fisheries developed to the extent where it is today 

possible to locate fish shoals from miles away. The increasing awareness of the threat of overfishing 

led to the establishment of regional organisations such as the NEAFC. These organisations were, 

however, weak in terms of control and enforcement and most of the seas were still commons in the 

meaning of not belonging to one specific country. This changed fundamentally with the adoption of 

200-mile EEZs in the mid-70s, which not in itself solved the tragedy of the commons problem but 

merely isolated the problem to each country, or in the case of the Community to nine countries 

sharing a sea area. Nevertheless, this move made it for the first time possible to make what Hardin 

would refer to as coercive arrangement to protect the fish since the areas covered by one management 

authority was now large enough to make it reasonable, taking into consideration the mobility of the 

resource.  

 
The coercive arrangement in the EU became, as we know, the TAC system68, which has a number of 

build-in weaknesses but in principle should be able to solve the problem of the tragedy of the 

commons, since it so to speak put a limit to the number of cattle on the commons. However, 

uncertainty inside fisheries is a problem in the attempt to achieve sustainable fisheries management. 

Firstly, it has to be possible to assure that not too many cheats, which is harder in the case of fisheries 

than in the case of the grazing because of the extreme geographical areas and the remoteness of the 

individual vessel. Cheating can take many forms and the possibilities for ‘creative’ fishermen are 

probably greater than those of herdsmen. Lack of control and enforcement has been a reoccurring 
                                                 
68 It is questionable if Hardin would approve of this system since it is debatable if the involved people have mutually agreed on this 

system. Hardin would probably have preferred stronger involvement by the fishermen themselves. 



The Common Fisheries Policy – caught between fish and fishermen? 

 46 

critique of the CFP. Secondly, it is necessary to have a qualified idea of how much fish it is possible 

to take out of the sea without harming next year’s harvest. Even though the carrying capacity of a 

pasture is also vulnerable to weather-conditions and therefore to some extent unpredictable, the case 

for fisheries is even more complicated. The complexity of the marine ecosystem combined with the 

difficulties in estimating the impact of fishing activity complicates matters (Sumaila, 1999, p 5). 

 
The biological model, which both the conservation paradigm and the rationalization paradigm takes as 

its point of departure, is the tool that is used to estimate the acceptable catches. The model is, 

however, not unproblematic, uncontroversial or undisputed. This has both led to fluctuations in the 

setting of TACs and to some extent facilitated the yearly political horse-trading over TACs and 

quotas. We will look closer at this model in the following section.  

 
The Biological Model 

In the biological model of the development of a fish stock, which is exactly what determines the 

possible sustainable level of exploitation, four factors have to be considered and estimated: 

recruitment, which refers to the number of new fish produced by the mature part of the stock 

(spawning biomass) each year; growth, which refers to the weight gained by the fish and is added to 

the stock biomass; natural mortality, which refers to the proportion of fish dying from natural causes 

such as old age, being eaten by other fish, or deceases; and fishing mortality, which refers to the 

proportion of fish removed by fishing activities within one year and calculated on the basis of 

landings and estimated discards. Estimates of these four values should enable the scientist or manager 

to set a TAC for each examined stock, which does not harm next year’s harvest. If the negative 

factors, natural and fishing mortality, are consistently higher than the positive factors, growth and 

recruitment, the stock will decline and possibly collapse because of failed recruitment (European 

Commission, COM (2001) 135 final, vol. 2(c), p. 3).  

 
There are, nonetheless certain uncertainties involved, as “the assessment of these factors […] is 

dependent on accurate catch statistics, good sampling of catches and results from survey activities” 

(European Commission, COM (2001) 135 final, vol. 2(c), p. 3). Recruitment is, since there is a clear 

relationship between the two, calculated on the background of the estimated spawning biomass, which 

in itself is a major source of uncertainty. Larger spawning biomass increases the likelihood of large 

and successful recruitment. Nevertheless, the relationship is not 100 percent predictable and small 

spawning biomasses have been seen to suddenly produce large recruitments and vice versa. This 

compromises in the eyes of some fishermen and others the authority of the scientific advice. The 

explanation of this uncertainty has to be found in the before mentioned complexity of the marine 

environment. Fishing mortality is also difficult to estimate even though it ought to be the easiest. 
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Ideally the fishing mortality of the commercial species should be the same as the recorded landings. 

This is, however, not the case mainly because of ‘black’ landings and legal or illegal discarding. 

Natural mortality is also not 100 percent clear since it partly depends on the fishing activity 

conducted. If the fishermen target a species that preys on another commercial species then the natural 

fishing mortality of the prey species will drop, which makes it possible to fish more of that and raise 

the fishing mortality.  

 
It is an important point that proponents of this model even with all uncertainties taken into 

consideration believe that it is possible to predict the development of a stock. The development of the 

stock can be described as a function of a number of factors, which we are able to estimate. The 

development is therefore predictable. 

 
Objectives and Policy Prescription 

Proponents of the conservation paradigm focus on the state of the resource and on the yield. This can 

be exemplified by the following simplified figure 4 beneath showing the annual growth of a fish stock 

over a year as a function of the population size. The annual growth can be harvested (at any intensity 

on the curve) without harming next year’s possibilities for the same harvest. If the population is small 

there will be small growth because of small recruitment, if the population is close to the carrying 

capacity (indicated by point K) there will, consequently, be small growth. If no fishing is undertaken 

the stock will automatically grow to the size of point K. The choice to be made is therefore: what 

population size stock preferable? And, consequently, harvest at the required intensity. 

 
  Figure 4: Growth Model Indicating Maximum Sustainable Yield 

 

   Adapted from Kuuluvainen and Tahvonen (1998, p. 115)  

 
From a biological point of view the most logical place to situate oneself on the curve is at the 

population size Pmsy, which gives maximum sustainable yield (msy) in terms of material flow. 
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Supporters of the conservation paradigm69 tend to situate themselves at this point since they take their 

point of departure in the state of the resources, which is the only factor considered in this model.70 It is 

important to note that any continued harvest over Cmsy will eventually cause the stock to become 

(commercially) extinct. The model above is useful in order to illustrate the thinking of the 

conservation paradigm but does constitute a very simple abstraction of something very complicated, 

something that should be kept in mind. 

 
When it comes to concrete policy proposals it is in general reasonable to assume that supporters of the 

conservation paradigm - having their philosophical background in mind - tend to favour more 

centralized systems with government involvement over more decentralized systems where the 

fishermen themselves have responsibility over decisions. This seems also to be the case in the EU. 

Reflecting on the involvement of the catching industry and the commercial fishermen in decision-

making a Commission official (Nov. 2003) made this remark: “ [A] t the end of the day there is only a 

limited number of areas where I would say that their input is absolutely essential and that is when we 

talk about technical measures…”. This reflects the fact that fishermen are in general not considered 

able to make sustainable and reasonable decisions regarding for instance TACs and quotas, control 

measures or rules of access.  

 
Also on the question of fishing as employment in dependent regions is the tendency clear. As a 

personal remark a Commission official (Nov. 2003) stated that he was very sceptical about the socio-

economic impact of changes in the CFP. No real social unrest has been seen during the last 20 years, 

where the catching industry has gradually been shrinking. The Commission’s wide-ranging proposal 

would according to the Commission official (Nov. 2003) “not produce real economic disruption 

anywhere in the Community”. This highlights the fact that when it comes to the socio-economic 

influence of fisheries, proponents of the conservation paradigm tend to look more at macro-economic 

aspects. The Commission official is without doubt aware that there are fisheries dependent regions in 

the EU but he is of the opinion that the problem seen from a macro-economic point of view is so small 

that it can easily be solved. Supporters of the social-community paradigm see the problems form a 

regional or local point of view, something that combined with the other differences in view results in a 

somewhat different picture. 

 

                                                 
69 The exception would be radical ‘conservationists’, who object to any harvest whatsoever due to ideological reasons. An example is 

the vegan organisation People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals / PETA, see website: www.fishinghurts.com. 

70 Note that there is no reference to economy in the model. 
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The Rationalization Paradigm 

The most important feature of a fishery is, according to the rationalization paradigm, economic 

efficiency and wealth increase. The proponents of this paradigm will usually tend to pay less attention 

towards distributional effects (Charles, 1992, p. 385).  

 
This paradigm has in the later years increasingly influenced fisheries managers, probably because 

increased efficiency most often requires fewer vessels, something which enables the conservation 

supporters to pursue their preferences at the same time as trying to increase efficiency. Supporters of 

this paradigm count many economists (and large-scale industrialized fishermen) and the important 

theory is done inside the field of so-called ‘fisheries economics’, which I will take a brief look at in 

the following. 

 
Policy Prescriptions 

Supporters of the rationalization paradigm take, as the supporters of the conservation paradigm, their 

point of departure in the biological model in order to secure that the fish stocks are not continuously 

overfished, something that could lead to extinction, which would not be very efficient or rational. To 

exemplify how the thinking of the two differs it is useful to look at a figure again. Proponents of the 

rationalization paradigm will claim that maximum sustainable yield is not the right point to aim for. 

This can be illustrated by figure 5 beneath, which basically builds on figure 4 described above 

although it is not directly comparable. 

 
   Figure 5: Growth Model Indicating Maximum Economic Yield 

  

   Adapted from Frost et al. (1998, p. 14) 

 
The distance between the curve indicating catch values at different harvesting intensities and the line 

indicating total costs is not at its biggest at maximum sustainable yield but rather at maximum 

economical yield (mey). The average size of the caught individuals will, furthermore, decrease as 
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intensity grows (Holden, 1994, p. 176f). In most instances the supporters of the rationalization 

paradigm will tend to favour fewer boats, not specifically because they are concerned about the 

resources but rather because lower levels of fishing effort would give more preferable economic 

conditions for the remaining fishermen - or society if it was chosen to (through entry fees or other 

means) collect the ‘economic rent’ of the resource, “which is the difference between the market price 

of the resource and the costs incurred when the resource has been extracted or harvested” 

(Kuuluvainen and Tahvonen, 1998, p. 109). 

 
A main difference between the supporters of the rationalization paradigm and those of the 

conservation paradigm is therefore that the first mentioned introduce economy as a factor, which it is 

worth taking into consideration. The supporters of respectively the conservation and the 

rationalization paradigm predict that the fishing effort under free access will grow until the curves for 

respectively catch value and cost meet because of the logic of the rational herdsman. The resource rent 

is thereby dissipated. The model above is just one simple example of this. Again it is necessary to 

stress that the models are abstractions. Real life dynamics are somewhat more complicated.    

 
The proponents of the rationalization paradigm accept the biological model in order to estimate the 

TAC. However, instead of allocating quotas to countries and possibly to individual vessels without the 

possibility to transfer, which is the case in some member states, supporters of the rationalization 

paradigm will to favour more market based systems, for example a system with individual transferable 

quotas (ITQ) in percentages of the TAC where individual vessel quotas can be bought and sold. The 

ITQ system promises to end the situation of overcapacity, because it is possible to have open fishing 

all year. There will be no ‘race for fish’ if the TAC is set correctly, since each vessel owns the right to 

catch its quota. The transferability is necessary to make the system flexible, which for instance would 

allow efficient fishermen to buy quotas from less efficient fishermen or fishermen wishing to 

downscale or leave the business. Market solutions as favoured by the rationalization paradigm will 

perhaps be able to solve the problem of overcapacity but there is no guarantee that the new structure 

of the catching industry will be what the governments involved would have preferred. There is a real 

possibility / risk that this will lead to larger fishing companies with less and less attachment to fishing 

communities (European Parliament, DG Research, 1997, p. 67ff). Keeping remote fishing 

communities alive is, however, not the objective of the proponents of the rationalization paradigm, 

who, as earlier mentioned, pay relatively little attention to distributional effects.  

 
The ITQ system has not been introduced on EU level but it has since 1984 been the management 

system of Iceland (and a few other countries worldwide). The main argument against the ITQ system 

is that it will threaten small fishing communities. The Icelandic system of ITQs has according to 
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Pálsson and Helgason (1996, p. 58) led to a situation where “fishing rights have increasingly been 

concentrated in the hands of the biggest companies”. Furthermore, it is predictable that an EU level 

ITQ system would spell out which countries fishing fleets that are the most efficient (or economically 

powerful) and allow them to buy up other countries fleets / quotas. This is already to some extent 

happening through quota hopping, which I touched upon earlier. 

 
The Social-Community Paradigm 

Supporters of the social-community paradigm count many fishermen’s unions and representatives of 

local communities, which favour policies that aim at community welfare, equity, and cultural benefits 

etc. The social-community paradigm seems underrepresented in many management initiatives. The 

typical supporter of the social-community paradigm will be negative towards the modernisation 

tendencies in fisheries, which have resulted in global competition and increased turn towards 

industrial forms of exploitation.  

 
The proponents of the social-community paradigm will in general be sceptical about taking decisions 

based purely on the state of the stocks. They are to some extent of the conviction that the marine-

ecosystem and the dynamics in fishing are too complex to be modelled or predicted. The fishermen 

are viewed as those with the closest contact to the sea and they have an instinctive knowledge of what 

is best to do. The fishermen can find partial support in the so-called ‘chaos theory’, which in 

opposition to the biological model, holds nature to be unpredictable. Fish stocks will therefore not 

move towards equilibrium but instead vary unpredictably. A system based on a yearly setting of TACs 

and quotas set for the coming year is, of course, impossible if the point of departure is this theory, 

which is arguably “much closer to the fisherman’s own experimental perceptions of nature as 

unpredictable” (Symes, 1996, p. 7). A management approach inspired by this theory would probably 

be more flexible and re-active rather than active. 

 
It is also characteristic of the supporters of the social-community paradigm to emphasize the 

importance of lost jobs and the devastating impact this has. A representative of a non-governmental 

organisation (NGO) (informal conversation, Feb. 2003) noted that whenever fishermen, in the specific 

case in Scotland, announced that they were being threatened on their livelihoods, then television and 

newspapers were on the spot the following day to report from the battlefield. Lost jobs in the fishing 

sector are from the point of view of the conservation and rationalization paradigms simply the sector 

adapting to either the state of the resources or economic maximisation: sad as it may be the shrinking 

sector is for the best, not least taken into consideration the technological developments, which happen 

continuously inside the fishing sector. The supporters of the social-community paradigm will, 
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furthermore, not a priory be against aid to keep the fishing communities alive but it should not be 

necessary as the fishing communities have the potential to manage a prosperous fishery. 

 
Dismissing the ‘Tragedy of the Commons’? 

Proponents of the social-community paradigm are, as previously mentioned, sceptical towards the 

whole philosophical and theoretical basis of the two other paradigms. It is not so much Hardin’s 

conclusion about the tragic outcome in open access situations in theory, which is disputed by the 

supporters of the social-community paradigm. Rather, it is the conclusion that the fishermen 

themselves are incapable of overcoming this problem, which is questioned. However, also Hardin’s 

basic premise of the rational herder as being one who indefinitely adds more and more cattle onto the 

commons has been attacked. Brox (2002, p. 11f) criticises this premise on the basis of studies of 

segments of Norwegian fishermen and concludes that the rational herder is not generally applicable to 

fisheries. Brox distinguishes in order to explain this between two fundamentally different actors with 

different rationalities: the ‘shipping companies’ (ranging from multi-national corporations to one-

man-businesses), which behave like Hardin’s rational herders and have the incentive to grow and 

expand, and the ‘households’, which in general do not behave as rational herders. The household 

fisherman has an ‘income-goal’ and is therefore not captured by the tragedy of the commons theory 

(Brox, 2002, p. 11f). The fact that fishermen do not necessarily behave like Hardin’s rational 

herdsman has important implications: it explains the numerous fishing communities around the world, 

which - despite the theoretical impossibility of it - have been able to manage their own fisheries in a 

sustainable manner. Not only have a number of fishing communities been able to protect the resources 

but they have also been able to prevent the resource rent from dissipating (Brox, 2002 and Ostrom, 

1990). This understanding of fishermen as being (under certain conditions) able to manage the fish-

resource collectively under more or less open access is important in order to understand the policy 

proposals coming from this corner of the paradigm triangle. Brox’s conclusions are, as I understand 

them, closely related to Ostrom’s work on common-pool resources, which I will describe in the 

following section.  

  
Policy Prescriptions 

Where the conservation paradigm, as previously described, emphasizes the need for central 

management and government involvement, supporters of the social-community paradigm favour a 

more decentralized system with real decision-making involvement of the fishermen. This is reflected 

above and in this quote from a MEP (Nov. 2003):  

 
“The Commission - sitting in their cosy offices in Brussels, the bureaucrats, people 
without real knowledge about what it is like to live in a fishing community, far less about 
how it is to go out on a fishing boat in dangerous weather conditions - they apply all 
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these rules and regulations without really understanding the socio-economic impact 
their schemes have.”  

 
In relation to this has to be remembered that supporters of the social-community paradigm will most 

often tend to support initiatives, which will protect ‘small’ fishermen. This means that initiatives have 

to take account of the interests of these in order to be truly social-community. This means, 

consequently, that a social-community proponent will ideally be especially hostile to proposal coming 

from the rationalization corner of the paradigm triangle. 

 
In the search for an alternative to state or market solutions in the management of certain natural 

resources, Ostrom (1990) analyses a number of different so-called ‘long-enduring common-pool 

resource institutions’ to establish what characterises these successful institutions, which resemble 

neither the state nor the market (Ostrom, 1990, p. 1). Ostrom has chosen her cases exactly because of 

their perseverance – they have in other words “endured while others have failed” (Ostrom, 1990, p. 

89). Ostrom (1990, p. 90) outlines on the background of this analysis and comparison seven (plus one) 

design principles, which refer to elements or conditions that are essential in explaining the success of 

these self-governing institutions. These are according to Ostrom (1990, p. 90ff): 

 
• ‘Clearly defined boundaries’ – as to who are the appropriators and to the CPR itself making it 

common-property. 

• ‘Congruence between appropriation and provision rules and local condition’ – indicating the 

need for well-tailored rules. 

• ‘Collective-choice arrangements’ – giving those affected a right to participate in modifying 

rules. 

• ‘Monitoring’ – is conducted by or are accountable to the appropriators themselves. 

• ‘Graduated sanctions’ – meaning that rule-breakers are likely to punished through graduated 

sanctions depending on the seriousness of the offence. 

• ‘Conflict resolution mechanisms’ – to enable the appropriators to resolve conflicts over for 

instance interpretation of rules locally and rapidly. 

• ‘Minimal recognition of rights to organize’ – meaning that the external government recognises 

the local rules; otherwise ‘rule-avoiders’ could get local rules overturned. 
 
The last principle applies to CPR institutions, which are part of larger system. 
 

• ‘Nested enterprises’ – indicating that the different activities of the CPR institution 

(appropriation, provision, monitoring, enforcement, conflict resolution and governance) has to 

be organised in a system of nested enterprises in multiple layers, which is able to institute rules 

at all levels but not necessarily the same. 
 
The principles are guidelines and should not be understood as a list of absolute necessities, however 

the further we move from fulfilling the principles the more unstable will the situation become. 
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Nonetheless, Ostrom’s analysis underline that it is not a priory possible to rule out that actors can be 

able to manage a common-pool resource like fish collectively. Looking at the requirements it is, 

furthermore, likely that this can be facilitated - or obstructed - by political decisions.  

 
Co-management 

It is questionable if co-management can be seen as ‘pure’ social-community paradigm, since this 

management option can assume many different shapes – not all of the embraceable by the ideas of the 

social-community paradigm. I have, nonetheless, decided to deal with this management option under 

the social-community paradigm something that is also suggested by Charles (1992, p. 387). Co-

management can be seen as a compromise-option between centrally imposed regulations aiming at 

efficiency in terms of protection of resources or economy and more informal community regulatory 

systems (Jentoft, 1989, p. 4) as described by Ostrom. Co-management has the potential to 

accommodate the wish of the supporters of the social-community paradigm for more involvement by 

the fishermen because “fisheries co-management means that government agencies and fishermen, 

through their cooperative organisations, are sharing responsibility for management functions” 

(Jentoft, 1989, p. 143) such as the setting of quotas, access, monitoring etc.71  

 
The co-management option has the potential to overcome the serious problem of lack of legitimacy of 

centrally imposed regulations be they TACs or ITQs etc. If the legitimacy of the rules are low then the 

fishermen will try to circumvent them, which makes control and enforcement both difficult and costly: 

“Without the active support of fishermen they will always find ways to bypass the regulatory 

measures” (Jentoft, 1989, p. 146). Co-management aims at increasing legitimacy by changing the 

decision-making process to involve fishermen more in the making and implementation of regulations. 

Changing the decision-making process can enhance legitimacy directly by giving fishermen’s 

cooperative organisations powers in relation to decision-making and implementation. This is expected 

to increase legitimacy indirectly by providing for regulations, which will be technically better and 

more equitable because of the fishermen’s practical knowledge (Jentoft, 1989, p. 139f).  

 
Co-management is a formal management option as opposed to an informal. Nevertheless, trust 

between the different fishermen is a key-ingredient in successful co-management. The formal 

organisation of co-management can help create trust between the participants but also long lasting 

relations of a multidimensional character between the participating fishermen are important sources of 

trust. The more trust between the participants the more likely is co-management to be successful. This 

                                                 
71 Co-management is not the same as consultative arrangements, which are more common. Under consultative arrangements the 

fishermen’s organisations have a saying before regulations are adopted. Under co-management the organisations have the power to 

adopt certain regulatory decisions (Jentoft, 1989, p. 144). The RAC-arrangement is an example of a consultative arrangement. 
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is a key explanation to why most successful examples of co-management - or community self-

management as described by Ostrom - are found in small-scale inshore fisheries, where the fishermen 

who exploit the same resource usually know each other. This is not to the same extent the case in 

deep-sea / offshore fisheries, something that makes co-management in those cases more complicated 

(Jentoft, 1989, p. 153). 

 
Co-management is, however, not unproblematic even if it is a viable option for a certain fishery. 

Firstly, there will still be conflicts over fisheries regulations – co-management is merely another way 

to cope with the conflicts. Co-management entails that organisations, which have been used to provide 

benefits to their members, have to enforce restrictions on members’ behaviour. The collective 

organisations risk that members leave the organisation if there is not a special incentive to stay in. 

This could for instance be some sort of collective ownership over a territory or a specified resource 

(Jentoft, 1989, p. 148). Secondly, co-management will lead to increased legitimacy of rules among 

fishermen – but what about the stakeholders, which are not included in the co-management 

arrangement, examples being environmental groups, recreational fishermen, consumers etc. Including 

them in the arrangement might increase legitimacy but it will also increase the likelihood of internal 

conflicts (Jentoft, 1989, p. 149f). Finally, fishermen will usually be reluctant to report each other. Peer 

pressure to abide by the rules may be rather effective but once someone does defect the likelihood of 

being reported is small, since reporting a colleague will also be looked upon with suspicion. 

Consequently, the government is better at handling enforcement (Jentoft, 1989, 150f). 

 
Jentoft (1989, p. 154) concludes that co-management through the cooperative organisations is suitable 

for regulating fishing practices (gear restrictions etc.), controlling access, and making fair 

distributional decisions in relation to individual fishermen or boats. A central government is more 

suited to make choices of TACs and overall managing of them, solving conflicts between different 

cooperative organisations, providing legal support for the organisations, and finally, as indicated 

above, enforcing the decisions taken by the cooperative organisations.  

 
The Three Paradigms Summarized 

Some key aspects of each of the paradigms for comparison are gathered in table 3 beneath. The table 

is a short and simplified version of the most fundamental differences between the three different 

paradigms. It has to be kept in mind that the paradigms sketched are simplifications. Nevertheless, a 

side-by-side comparison of the three paradigms does highlight the fundamental differences in ways of 

thinking, which underlies many of contemporary fisheries conflicts. 
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Table 3: Three Different Fisheries Paradigms  

 Conservation Rationalization Social-Community 

Primary Scholarly 
Basis of Arguments 

Biological Economical Sociological or anthropological 

Primary Aim of 
Fisheries Management 

Protection of 

the resource 

Wealth 

generation 

Equity and protection of fishing 

communities 

Supporters Biologists, 

environmental 

NGOs  

Economists, 

fishing 

enterprises 

Sociologists, small-scale fishermen, 

fishing-dependent communities 

Management 
Approach 

Centralized 

strategic 

Market based Community based informal  

(or formal co-management) 

Ownership State Private Collective 
 
I will in the following chapter turn my attention more to the specific qualities of EU fisheries policy 

making and the involved actors. Whereas the chapter above is generally relevant to fisheries conflicts 

and the problems involved in fisheries policy-making in general, the next will deal specifically with 

policy-making in the EU context. 
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Chapter 5 - EU Actors and Policy Processes  
 
Introduction 
 
I will in the following sections deal with the different EU level actors.72 This chapter is, consequently, 

more case specific (EU as case) in so far as the previous chapter contained a more general theoretic 

approach, which applies to fisheries policy in general.  

 
The EU actors are guided and restricted by the structures outlined in the previous chapter. However, 

they are also restricted by specific EU structural limitations. These include for instance the overall 

decision-making rules inside fisheries policy in the Union. There are also structural limitations inside 

the different actors, for instance internal decision-making rules or norms for appropriate behaviour. 

These structural limitations will be dealt with in the following sections. I will also as far as possible 

describe the different actors’ interests inside EU fisheries policy.   

 
The European Commission (DG Fish), the European Parliament (Committee on Fisheries), and the 

Council of the European Union (Agriculture and Fisheries) all have an interest in the CFP and played 

an active role in relation to the 2002 reform. The European Court of Justice played a passive role 

given that it is an institution, which other actors can utilise in the legislative process or after. 

However, the ECJ is per definition a neutral actor73 and it is therefore not dealt with in this thesis.  

 
The Committee of the Regions delivered its opinion on the Commission’s proposal on 12 December 

2003. The European Economic and Social Committee adopted its opinion the same day. I have 

decided not to go into these since the committees in the interviews were judged to be totally without 

real influence – at least in relation to fisheries policy. The following reply to a question on how the 

Committee of the Regions’ opinion was used represents the general view: “We did not notice.” 

(Commission official, Nov. 2003). The following reply reflects over the importance of the committees 

                                                 
72 Outside interests in the shape of for instance NGOs and commercial fishermen did lobby the EU institutions during the 2002 reform 

process. I have, however, decided not to look at these actors in their own right but only include them in relation with the EU institutions. 

I have made this choice because my primary interest is the political processes between the EU institutions. Expanding the analysis to 

systematically including the lobby influence of external actors would raise a number of new questions of the relative powers and 

strategies of these actors. Moreover, I am also of the conviction that these actors are in effect (at least partly) dealt with by looking at the 

EU institutions and member states, which all to a varying degree represent different interests. I will, consequently, on an ad hoc basis 

describe, which kind of lobbying actors the different EU actors are sensitive to and how. 

73 It has, nonetheless, been established that the ECJ from time to time has used so-called ’teleological’ interpretations favouring 

integration in its judgments, something that has been named ‘judicial activism’. See for instance Anne-Marie Burley and Walter Mattli: 

“Europe before the Court: A Political Theory of Legal Integration”, in International Organization, vol. 47, issue 1, 1993, pp. 41-76, or 

Walter Mattli and Anne-Marie Slaughter: “Revisiting the European Court of Justice”, in International Organization, vol. 52, issue 1, 

1998, p. 177-209. 
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in general: “When you think about the resources, which are spend on these Committees, which nobody 

really cares about…” (Fisheries counsellor, Nov. 2003). 

 
Fisheries legislation is adopted by qualified majority voting (QMV) in the Council of Ministers acting 

on the proposal of the Commission. The Parliament, which has a Fisheries Committee, is consulted on 

these matters but cannot intervene directly in the process (Consolidated Version of the Treaty 

Establishing the European Communities, art. 37, para. 2). Most legislative acts regarding fisheries 

policy are regulations rather than directives, something that indicates a strong element of direct 

administration from Brussels, as regulations are directly applicable in the member states without being 

transferred into national law. However, this does not mean that there are not important differences 

between the member states when it comes to implementation (Lequesne, 2000, p. 369). 

 
The EU institutions have different interests but it is important to keep in mind that persons from the 

different member states populate the different institutions. Not all of these have adopted the mindsets 

of a native of the institutions, so inside fisheries, which is a national industry, they look after their 

member states’ interests the best they can (MEP advisor, Nov. 2003). All institutions are in this way 

biased: they have their own specific interests depending on the policy-area but they have at the same 

time inside themselves national interests – some more than others. On top of this all the EU 

institutions are to some extent ‘compartmentalized’, which means that certain parts of the institutions 

can have other interests than other parts of the institution. Moreover, the EU institutions have also 

their respective ‘institutional preferences’, which indicate that the institutions have different 

perceptions of favourable institutional arrangements (Hix, 1999, p. 13). The strategic interaction 

between the actors over the shaping of the institutional arrangements interacts with that over specific 

policy-area interests.  

 
Consequently, it is possible to talk in general terms about the interests or preferences of the different 

institutions but we have to keep in mind that none of them are unitary actors. March and Olsen (1984, 

p. 739) address the question of the coherence of political institutions and conclude, “that the 

coherence of institutions varies but it is sometimes substantial enough to justify viewing a collectivity 

as acting coherently.”  I will argue that this is reasonable in relation to the Commission, to some 

extent in relation to the Parliament, and to a lesser extent in relation to the Council. This difference 

will be reflected in the following sections on the different EU actors. 

 

The Commission  
 
The Commission has the right to propose new legislation in the area of fisheries policy (Consolidated 

Version of the Treaty Establishing the European Communities, art. 37, para. 2). The relevant 
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directorate74 in DG Fish drafts proposals, which are then passed upwards through a number of 

instances before it reaches the College of Commissioners.75 The Commissioners are supposed to act 

on behalf of the Community and it is therefore a legal requirement that they are independent and do 

not take instructions from neither governments nor other bodies (Consolidated Version of the Treaty 

Establishing the European Communities, art. 213, para. 2). The interpretation of this requirement is in 

practice more lax, and member states actively try to place ‘their’ Commissioner in charge of the 

portfolio they desire and Commissioners are known to forward the interests of their member state. The 

Commission in general is usually seen as a rather integration eager institution, since integration 

usually will enhance its powers. This can be said to be the ‘institutional preference’ of the bureaucracy 

that the Commission is.  

 
Various committees assist the Commission in the area of the conservation policy: a Committee for 

Fisheries and Aquaculture (CFA) and a Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries 

(STECF) are required by the new basic regulation (Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002, art. 30 

and 33). The RACs, which I have touched upon earlier, is also a legal requirement (Council 

Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002, art. 31, para. 1) but none has been set up yet. The CFA is a 

management committee with members from the different member states. The committee gives advice 

on questions relating to the general implementation of the Common Fisheries Policy. The STECF is 

an advisory expert committee, which consists of qualified scientists and publishes a yearly report on 

the state of the fisheries resources and developments of fishing activities. The committee is closely 

related to the ACFM under ICES, with which it to a large extent shares members (Lequesne, 2000, p. 

354), and its opinion is pivotal when the Commission proposes TACs and quotas.76 The Advisory 

Committee on Fisheries and Aquaculture (ACFA), which has four working groups under it, is not set 

up by regulation but by a Commission decision. This advisory consultative committee was created in 

1971 and restructured in 1999 to include a broader spectrum of EU level stakeholder-groups, 

including environmental and consumer interests (Lequesne, 2000, p. 353f). The stakeholders have 

through this committee the possibility to advice the Commission on various issues (Commission 

Decision No 1999/478/EC, art. 1, 2 and 7). Representatives of the processing and catching industries 

                                                 
74 The four directorates in DG Fish are: Conservation policy, External policy and markets, Structural policy, and Horizontal policy. 

From DG Fish homepage: http://europa.eu.int/comm/dgs/fisheries/organi/oganig_en.pdf (accessed 23 September 2003). 

75 The College of Commissioners, which consists of 20 commissioners, decides on the fate of the proposal. The College can accept the 

proposal, reject it, refer it back for re-drafting, or defer taking a decision altogether. The College decides by absolute majority (11 of 20) 

if voting becomes necessary; results of the votes are confidential. However, the College will usually seek consensus (Nugent, 1994, p. 

94f and Hix, 1999, p. 33). 

76 From DG Fish homepage: http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/faq/committee_en.htm#3 (accessed 22 September 2003). 
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(representatives of the big industrialized boats) have been dominating in this Committee (MEP 

advisor, Nov. 2003). 

 
The Commission plays an important role in Council negotiations. If the member states wish to amend 

a proposal they can only do so with the agreement of the Commission unless there are unanimous 

agreement among the member states (meaning none against (Hix, 1999, p. 69)). This means that the 

Commission can withdraw a proposal if the member states are not willing to accommodate the 

minimum requirements of the Commission (Nugent, 1994, p. 101). This effectively means that the 

Commission participates in the Council as, on one hand, a stakeholder with both limited and extended 

rights and, on the other hand, a mediator (together with the Presidency) trying to find compromises 

between the different member states. That the Commission engages in this sort of negotiation 

influences the proposals adopted by it: “Any Commission proposal is a sort of mixture of what we 

honestly believe should be the final outcome and what we need to propose in order to get the final 

outcome that we want” (Commission official, Nov. 2003). This indicates that Commission proposals 

to some extent are the result of strategic considerations and not merely calculations of what is best for 

Europe, something that is supported by Holden (1994, p. 9). 

 
Fisheries Policy in the Commission in Practice 

DG Fish has in practice strong connection with the scientific community and many of the employees 

have their roots in this community. This has according to Lequesne (2000, p. 354) led to the creation 

of three core beliefs in the DG: 1) fishermen threaten the fish stocks by their natural tendency to 

overfish, cf. ‘tragedy of the Commons’; 2) the Commission must encourage governments to protect 

the fish stocks through regulatory measures; and 3) it is necessary to devise statistical models to 

evaluate stocks to convince politicians about the extent of the problem. The Commission is in relation 

to the paradigms, consequently, mostly oriented towards the conservation corner of the three EU 

institutions, something that was also confirmed during my interviews. The strong connection with the 

scientific community means also that the connection with the commercial fisheries sector is not as 

strong as for instance the case for the Parliament or the individual member states. The Commission is 

also known for its rather favourable approach towards European level NGOs. Several environmental 

NGOs deal with questions of fisheries, for instance BirdLife, WWF, Seas at Risk and Greenpeace, just 

to mention the most influential. The Commission uses the points of view of the NGOs actively as a 

counterweight to those of the commercial fishermen (MEP advisor, Nov. 2003). 

 
The areas of agriculture and fisheries have the same Commissioner, presently Austrian Franz Fischler. 

Fisheries matters are of comparatively lesser importance than agriculture, something that can 

potentially create problems since the Commissioner has to prioritise between the two areas in terms of 
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where to put the energy. One interviewee mentioned this as a problem with the present Commissioner, 

since he “is much more interested in agriculture than he is in fisheries” (MEP advisor, Nov. 2003). 

 
The Commission has significant power inside the area of fisheries, especially because of its right to 

initiate legislation and, if it is unsatisfied with the turn in the negotiations in the Council, withdraw 

proposals. It can, however, be difficult to withdraw proposals if there is a deadline on when new 

legislation has to be adopted. This was for instance the case with the reform of the basic regulation 

and the yearly setting of TACS and quotas. Failure to agree on these matters in due time can create a 

legal vacuum, which is rarely a good thing if you want to protect the fish and promote European 

integration. However, the Commission’s role as a mediator in the fisheries council is very important. 

Furthermore, it is the Commission, which usually enters the ‘legislative playing-field’ first. This gives 

it a head start on framing the issues compared to other actors.  

 

The Parliament 
 
The formal power of the Parliament on EU fisheries legislation is quite limited. The consultation 

procedure, which covers fishery policy (Consolidated Version of the Treaty Establishing the European 

Communities, art. 37, para. 2), ascribes the weakest possible role to the Parliament. Basically the 

consultation procedure requires that the Parliament must be consulted before the Council decides on 

whether to adopt a proposal on fisheries legislation and in which form. The Council is, however, not 

in practice required to take account of the Parliament’s opinion.77  

 
The consultation procedure is as follows. When the Commission proposes new legislation in the area 

of fisheries the Parliament will be asked to propose amendments to it. Most of the work on the 

resolutions, which contain the amendments, is done in the standing Committee on Fisheries (Fisheries 

Committee), which became a committee in its own right in 1994 (Lequesne, 2000, p. 355). The 

Fisheries Committee appoints a rapporteur, who drafts a report. The Committee on Fisheries will by a 

majority vote adopt the report as a proposal for a resolution. The resolution is hereafter dealt with in a 

plenary session where each amendment has to gather a majority of the votes of the present MEPs. This 

is also the case for the final resolution containing approved amendments. The Commission will, or at 

least should, take account of the adopted amendments and bear them in mind when acting in the 

Council. The Council is, as mentioned above, not obliged to use the amendments of the Parliament. 

 

                                                 
77 From time to time the Council will actually make a ‘political agreement’ before the Parliament delivers its opinion. In these cases the 

Parliament is effectively reduced to providers of a ‘rubber stamp’ and nothing more. 
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Fisheries Policy in the Parliament in Practice 

Most of the work on the resolutions is made in the relevant committees, which, of course, makes the 

composition of the committees important. This is especially the case for fisheries, since fisheries in 

general does not interest very many MEPs, wherefore “what comes out of the Fisheries Committee 

tends to go through relatively unchanged in plenary”  (MEP advisor, Nov. 2003). In general the 

southern member states’ interests, especially the Spanish, dominate the Fisheries Committee 

(Fisheries counsellor, Nov. 2003). 13 of the 23 members are from Southern Europe78, a significant 

overrepresentation compared with the number of seats in the Parliament (288 of 62679) that reflects 

the importance, which is ascribed to fisheries in these countries. This overrepresentation is possible 

because seats in the committees are distributed between the different political groups and not on 

grounds of nationality. Also the Scottish have a strong group in the Fisheries Committee with four 

members, including the President Struan Stevenson, reflecting the importance of fisheries in Scotland. 

The four members, who are from different parliamentary groups, occasionally refer to themselves as 

the ‘Scottish block’ (MEP advisor, Nov. 2003).80 The Scottish, excluding the president, participate in 

a North Sea group with the Dutch, the Danish and the German member set up partially as a 

counterweight to the strong Southern European group (MEP, Nov. 2003). In general party-political 

differences seem to be put in the background in the Committee. Instead members of the Committee 

(and of the Parliament in general) tend to align themselves very close to the points of view of their 

member states governments on fisheries issues – or rather their constituencies.81 The Parliament was 

by a Commission official (Nov. 2003) described as being “as schizophrenic as the member states 

about what they want from fisheries policy”. The Parliament’s Fisheries Committee has also been 

known to be rather close to the commercial fisheries sector82. This was also emphasized by one MEP 

                                                 
78 From the European Parliament’s website: 

http://wwwdb.europarl.eu.int/ep5/owa/p_meps.short_list?ilg=EN&iorig=committees&ipv=&ipos=&iukconst=&ipolgrp=&icom=C11&i

del=&iothbody=&ictry=&ictry=&iukreg=&iaction=search (accessed 19 January 2004)  

79 From the European Parliament’s website: http://wwwdb.europarl.eu.int/ep5/owa/p_meps2.repartition?ilg=EN&iorig=home (accessed 

19 January 2004) 

80 The astonishing high number of Scottish members in the Committee can probably be explained partly by reference to the special 

British  (excl. Northern Ireland) arrangement for elections to the EP: majority vote system in 84 constituencies, one for each UK seat in 

the EP (Nugent, 1994, p. 187). The relatively small size of the constituencies compared to all other EU member states makes elected 

politicians from Scotland particularly sensitive to the opinion of the Scottish catching industry towards their performance in the 

Parliament. Consequently, they seek influence in the Fisheries Committee and acts from time to time as representatives of the Scottish 

industry.  

81 EU fisheries policy positions are in the case of for instance the UK formulated in Westminster, London. The preferences there differ 

from those of Scotland where most of the fisheries sector is situated (MEP, Nov. 2003). 

82 It has to be kept in mind that the national catching industries have opposing preferences on a number of issues, for instance access to 

waters. Their lobby effort at EU level has, consequently, never been as strong as it is for instance the case inside agriculture (Lequesne, 

2000, p. 353). 



The Common Fisheries Policy – caught between fish and fishermen? 

 63 

(Nov. 2003): “We as the parliamentarians in the Committee are the interface between the industry 

and the Commission”. Personally, I find it potentially worrying that a member of the Fisheries 

Committee sees its role in this way. The idea of the Parliament and its committees must be to be an 

interface between the Union and the European electors – not a segment of them.   

 
The choice of rapporteur is not unimportant. The rapporteur can influence the final outcome in terms 

of the text of the resolution even though that he or she has to get a majority in both the committee and 

in the plenary session. The bottleneck inside fisheries policy-making in the EP is generally in the 

committee, since fisheries policy is not an issue, which interests very many MEPs. If the report gets 

through the Committee without to much difficulty it will subsequently go through the plenary session 

more or less unchanged (MEP advisor, Nov. 2003). It has to be noted that this is a general 

observation, which applies to day-to-day fisheries policy making. The basic regulation, for instance, 

was an extraordinary piece of legislation, which was of great importance to more MEPs due to its 

economic and environmental impact.83 In the Committee on Fisheries the rapporteur is chosen on the 

basis of a point system, where the post important reports count for three points and the least important 

for one or zero. Each parliamentary group has a fixed number of points based on its size. This point 

system combined with a rotation system and lobbying efforts determines who gets the report. The 

system makes it possible to save up points for certain reports (MEP, Nov. 2003).  

 
The formal influence of the Parliament on fisheries policy is as already mentioned small since the 

Council can choose to ignore the Parliament’s opinion, something that might change in the future as I 

have touched upon earlier. Lack of cohesiveness in a committee, which is the case for the 

geographically divided Fisheries Committee, makes it also easier for the Council or Commission to 

dismiss the opinion (Nugent, 1994, s. 204, Holden, 1994, p. 7).84 The lack of cohesiveness can be 

explained by the conflicting nature of the goals of the MEPs. On one hand, they depend on re-election 

in national elections where the issues are national and their support comes from national parties and, 

on the other hand, they have produce coherent output for the EP to become influential. There is 

therefore to some extent a dilemma between re-election and cohesive, influential EP policies (Hix, 

1999, p. 75). My interviewees confirmed that the formal insignificance of the Parliament in general 

                                                 
83 The fact that fisheries policy does not attract very much interest in the Parliament outside the Committee made a Commission 

official, on a personal note, criticize the existence of the Fisheries Committee altogether: “I do not think it is healthy that there should be 

a committee, which is […] rather close to the fishing industry and represents economic interests without having to take into account 

broader ecological considerations or broader considerations about competitiveness, globalisation…all the things that are driving our 

thinking as the Union in what I call mainstream industrial activity” (Commission official, Nov. 2003).  

84 The opposite can also be argued to be the case. If a committee is seen as unreasonably dominated by certain interests (as the is case in 

the Fisheries Committee with the dominance of the fisheries sector and southern European MEPs), then it is easier for the Council or 

Commission to dismiss the opinion. 
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was reflected in practice. A fisheries counsellor (Nov. 2003) responded in this way to a question on 

how important he found the Parliament’s opinions: “We hardly read them. They are not important 

anyway”. Other fisheries counsellors’ comments – including the representative of the Danish 

Presidency - reflected this point of view, which was, furthermore, supported by a MEP (Nov. 2003) 

indicating that he felt that the Parliament was being ignored.  

 
An advisor in the Parliament (Nov. 2003) indicated that the Parliament’s influence might be of a more 

indirect than direct nature: “Legally the influence of the Parliament is zero. What it is important for is 

the political use that anybody can make of it”. The Parliament’s opinion can be used by anybody, 

such as NGOs, fishermen or groups of member states, trying to influence other actors, such as the 

Commission or individual member states. The Parliament’s opinion can be used in the sense that it 

represents the point of view of the democratically elected European Parliament - but it will still be up 

to whoever uses it to make it count. The Parliament can also be said to be influential through its 

relatively high profile in the (fishing) medias. This attention gives the MEPs the possibility to 

influence the way things are depicted in the medias. Some MEPs have been active in presenting the 

view of the fisheries sector or certain segments of the sector in the medias, something that helps the 

commercial industries to frame discussions favourably (Lequesne, 2000, p. 355).  

 

The Council and the Member States 
 
The Council is arguably the most powerful of the three EU institutions when it comes to fisheries 

policy. It is the Council, which takes the final decision on adopting new legislation. Fisheries 

legislation is adopted under qualified majority voting (QMV), where each member state has a number 

of votes according to size.85 A proposal for new fisheries legislation has to gather a majority of 62 of 

87 votes.86 This means, consequently, that a blocking minority counts 26 votes.87 How often a 

member state will be in the ‘pivotal’ position to determine whether an act relating to fisheries is 

adopted or not depends on its number of votes and of the coalition patterns. All coalitions are not 

equally likely to form; the pattern depends on the conflicts of interests in the policy area and the 

political positions of the governments involved in the negotiations. Two things that can hardly be 

separated since perceptions of interests will to some extent depend on the political position of the 

government. 

 
                                                 
85 The member states hold the following votes in the Council: Austria: 4; Belgium: 5; Denmark: 3; Finland: 3; France: 10; Germany: 5; 

Greece: 5; Ireland: 3; Italy: 10; Luxembourg: 2; Netherlands: 5; Portugal: 5; Spain: 8; Sweden: 4; United Kingdom: 10. 

86 This means that abstentions effectively count as negative votes. 

87 The Ioninna Declaration from 1994 stipulates that whenever a minority is between 23 and 25 the Council shall do its utmost to find a 

compromise that can be supported by at least 65 votes. The de facto blocking minority is therefore 23 votes (Hix, 1999, p. 69ff). 
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Proposals have been through a thorough examination at lower levels of the Council before they are 

adopted or rejected by the ministers in the Council. In the case of fisheries the examination of a 

proposal in the Council starts in the relevant working group of which there are two: the External 

Fisheries Working Group, dealing with relations with third countries, and the Internal Fisheries 

Working Group, dealing with conservation, markets and structures; already at this stage the 

Commission may consider amending its proposal. When the working groups have done what they can 

the proposal is passed on to Coreper, which unlike the working groups has the authority to decide on 

more political questions. The fisheries ministers will finally deal with the proposals, which could not 

be agreed at lower levels (Holden, 1994, p. 11). The ministers discuss in some cases controversial 

proposals over several rounds, possibly including so-called ‘confessionals’ where each member state 

individually meets with the Presidency and Commission. The ministers can in the process refer 

matters back down the Council hierarchy. Informal contacts are extremely important in these 

negotiation processes. The informal communication has a number of purposes: leaking ones own and 

getting other countries’ positions in order to explore possible compromises, understanding other 

member states motives etc. (Fisheries counsellors, Nov. 2003).  

 
The Commission and the Presidency assume key-positions in the negotiations in the Council. The 

position of the Commission has been dealt with previously. The rotating Presidency is among other 

things charged with arranging and chairing all Council meetings at all levels, which gives the 

Presidency some control over the agenda and the course of a meeting. This can in turn be used to 

further the interest of the Presidency but as one interviewee put it: “There is a limit as to how far a 

reputable country can go in pushing its own point of view” (MEP advisor, Nov. 2003), something that 

can occasionally complicate the Presidency’s pursuit of its own interests. Another prime task is the 

Presidency’s role as consensus-builder (Nugent, 1994, p. 27f).  

 
The main goal of governments – and, consequently, of fisheries ministers - is national re-election. 

This results according to Hix (1999, p. 63) in a situation “where potential benefits to the whole society 

are weighed against potential losses to individual constituencies”. In general national positions inside 

fisheries will tend to be compromises due to the fragmented nature of the catching industry of each 

member state (Holden, 1994, p. 10), something that creates - in terms of the typology of conflicts 

outlined in table 2 - disputes over internal allocation between different user groups. In none of the 

member states does the fishermen make up a very significant percentage of the voters. It is therefore 

of great importance how fisheries issues are perceived among the voters in general – or more 

specifically among the government’s constituencies - in the different member states.  
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Profiles of the Member States 

Some telling indicators88 on the importance of the fisheries sector and specifically the catching 

industry in the member states are gathered in the appendix. One of the most important indicators of 

the importance of fisheries is employment. The first column in the appendix contains employment 

(full-time, part-time and seasonal) figures for each member state in absolute numbers. The difference 

in size of the member states makes comparison on this basis impossible. Hence, in the second column 

are jobs in the fisheries sector shown as a percentage of overall employment. In the case of EU-15 it is 

possible to see that approximately 0.33 percent of the workforce had in the course of 1997 some sort 

of employment relation in the fisheries sector. The third and fourth column relates to the value of the 

catches: in the third column in absolute numbers and in the fourth column per capita, which makes 

comparison between member states possible. The fifth column contains figures for the size of aid 

given to the sector in the member states in absolute numbers. The sixth and last column contains 

figures for consumption of fish products. I will in the following profiles of the 13 member states (in 

alphabetical order) with a noteworthy interest in fisheries issues refer to this table.  

 
The figures in the appendix are macro-economic indicators. In the case of fisheries it is, however, 

equally important to look at the regional importance of fisheries, since fisheries is a regionally 

concentrated activity.  

 

• Belgium: The Belgian fisheries sector is rather small in terms of employment and value of 

landings compared to the country’s size, see appendix. In general Belgium must be considered 

a rather insignificant player in fisheries policy negotiations (Fisheries official, Danish 

Presidency of 2002, Feb. 2004). The average size of the vessels in the Belgian fleet is 

relatively higher than the rest of the EU and a significant part of the Belgian fleet is under 

Dutch ownership because of quota hopping (European Commission, COM (2001) 135 final, 

vol. 2 (b), p. 25). Regional89 dependency on fisheries is relatively low with the highest 

percentage of employment in the fisheries sector in a region being 2.4 percent (European 

Commission, DG Fish, 2000, p. 6ff).  

 

• Denmark: The Danish fleet can be divided between those mainly larger vessels that fish for 

industrial purposes and the vessels that fish for human consumption (European Commission, 

COM (2001) 135 final, vol. 2 (b), p. 26f). Denmark is because of the significant industrial 

fishing undertaken the country that fishes the largest volume of fish each year (European 
                                                 
88 Statistical data on fisheries should be used cautiously. There seems to be some variation depending on the source chosen and 

fluctuations can be quite substantial. However, the figures in each column in the appendix are taken from the same source and it is 

therefore reasonable to assume that the figures at least indicate general trends. 

89 The level of dependence is closely connected to the size of the region chosen, as dependence can be higher in geographically or 

demographically smaller regions. However, of most importance is the fact that it is possible to make comparisons between the member 

states. 
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Commission, 2001, p. 2). Denmark is also the country, which has the largest catch value per 

capita in the EU, see appendix. The regional level employment dependence on fishing in 

Denmark is relatively low with a high of 1.7 percent (European Commission, DG Fish, 2000, 

p. 6ff). If we look at the dependency on a lower, more local level, however, some Danish 

localities can be compared with Southern Europe in terms of dependency (European 

Commission, DG Fish, 2000, p. 9). 

 

• Finland: Finland is in macro-economic terms one of the smallest stakeholders in the CFP and 

fishing is also nationally of minor importance, see appendix. The average size of the Finnish 

fleet is small but the number of vessels are significant; many of these are engaged in the 

Finnish speciality of inland fishing, which accounted for well over 20 percent of the catch 

value in 1998 (European Commission, COM (2001) 135 final, vol. 2 (b)). The Finnish regional 

dependence on fishing is in the most dependent region 1.6 percent (European Commission, 

DG Fish, 2000, p. 6ff). 

 

• France: The French regional employment dependence on fishing is not particularly high, 

although higher than in most North European countries. The highest percentage in France is 

3.9 (European Commission, DG Fish, 2000, p. 6ff). However, France has the second highest 

number of vessels utilising fisheries agreements with third countries (MEP, Nov. 2003). 

Furthermore, France has – also in relation with the CAP – a tradition for protecting the 

national production of (high quality) food products. Corporatist pressures of the fishing sector 

in France have continuously been comparatively organized and influential (Lequesne, 2000a, 

p. 790). Even though France is not the biggest player in fisheries negotiations, a representative 

of the Danish Presidency of 2002 (Feb. 2004) stated that “France as in all other areas is a 

key-figure, which almost always gets it their way – this is also the case when it comes to 

fisheries”.  

 

• Germany: The German fisheries sector is characterised by a large processing industry, which 

relies almost completely on imported raw materials making it independent of German or EU 

landings (European Commission, DG Fish, 2000, p. 13). The employment in the processing 

industry accounted for around two thirds of the overall employment in the sector in 1998 

(European Commission, COM (2001) 135 final, vol. 2 (b), p. 29f). The regional dependence 

on employment in the fisheries sector in Germany is not high. The highest dependency is 

found in Cuxhaven with 4.1 percent (European Commission, DG Fish, 2000, p. 6ff). Cuxhaven 

is one of the centres of the processing industry, so if anything the dependency is related to the 

processing industry and not the catching industry. 

 

• Greece: The average size of the vessels in the Greek fleet is small with 94 percent under 12 

meters in length in 1998. In terms of employment Greece had in 1997 the highest share of 

employed persons with some sort of connection with the fisheries sector, see appendix, and 

over 80 percent those were employed in the marine catching industry - not in processing 

(European Commission, COM (2001) 135 final, vol. 2 (b), p. 31). Although the Greek 

fisheries sector is not the biggest beneficiary of EU subsidies in absolute numbers it is worth 
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noting that the country (together with Portugal) gets the highest share of its aid from the EU 

relative to national aid, see appendix. Greece is one of the countries with the highest regional 

employment dependency on fishing in the EU with 15 of the 30 most dependent regions. In the 

most dependent Greek region 9.8 percent of the employment is related to the fisheries sector. 

This is a significant dependence since structural adjustment in dependent areas can be 

expected to have disproportionate impact if the dependency level is over 5 percent, which is 

the defined threshold for ‘most dependent regions’. All the dependent Greek regions are, 

furthermore, in relation to the structural funds defined as Objective 1 regions90 (European 

Commission, DG Fish, 2000, p. 6ff).  

 

• Ireland: The value of the landings of the Irish fishing sector is macro-economically more 

significant than in most other countries with a contribution of 46.3 euros per capita, something 

that is only surpassed by Denmark. Also in terms of employment is the Irish fisheries sector 

relatively important compared to other countries, see appendix. However, the regional level 

dependence on fishing is not that significant; none of the most dependent regions or 

municipalities is situated in Ireland and the highest percentage is 2.0. On the other hand, some 

dependent Objective 1 regions are found in Ireland (European Commission, DG Fish, 2000, p. 

6ff).  

 

• Italy: In terms of value of landings the Italian catching industry was the second largest in 

Europe in 2000 and the fisheries sector is also relatively important in terms of employment 

compared to many other member states, see appendix. Italy does not have many of the most 

dependent regions (one with a dependency level of 5.2 percent) in the EU but a rather larger 

percentage of employment dependent regions are Objective 1 regions (European Commission, 

DG Fish, 2000, p. 6ff). The Italian fisheries sector is in absolute numbers the second most 

subsidised in Europe, see appendix. 

 

• Netherlands: The Netherlands is the only country in the EU to use ITQ at national level to 

overcome market failures although experiments are presently carried though in other countries, 

for instance in the Danish herring-fishery. The results have, however, been mixed in the 

Netherlands (European Parliament, DG Research, 1997, p. 31ff). The dependency level for the 

Netherlands is relatively low. The highest dependency level is 3.0 percent (European 

Commission, DG Fish, 2000, p. 6).  

 

• Portugal: The fisheries sector in Portugal provides a relatively high number of jobs and the 

value of the catch per capita is also significantly over the EU average, see appendix. It is 

noteworthy that the Portuguese is the people in the EU, which consumes most fish per head.91 

Together with Greece, the Portuguese fisheries sector is the sector in the EU, which gets its 

highest share of aid from the EU compared with national sources, see appendix. Portugal has 

                                                 
90 Regions lagging behind the rest of the EU in terms of GDP. 

91 This is mainly cod, which the Portuguese do not catch themselves - a legacy of the pre-200-miles EEZ period (Fisheries counsellor, 

Nov. 2003). 
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two of the thirty most employment dependent regions in the EU. In general dependent regions 

in Portugal tend to be Objective 1 areas and the highest dependency level in Portugal was 8.3 

percent. The self-understanding of the Portuguese people is very much connected to fishing 

and the sea in general; therefore fisheries issues are (like in Spain) a politically sensitive topic 

nationally (Fisheries Counsellor, Nov. 2003). Portugal is together with Spain relatively 

dependent on EU fisheries agreements with third countries (European Commission, DG Fish, 

2000, p. 6ff). 

 

• Spain: The Spanish catching industry provides almost 30 percent of the catch value of the EU. 

However, Spain receives also over 50 percent of the EU aid. The Spanish fleet is known for its 

global reach, something that is indicated by the Spanish relative dependency on EU bilateral 

fisheries agreements. Critics of the Spanish fisheries policy now and then refer to the fleet as 

‘the Spanish Armada’ - as looters of other member states’ (or third countries’) treasures. Spain 

has a relatively high percentage of jobs in the fisheries sector and a relatively high catch value 

per capita, see appendix, but more importantly Spain has a large number of politically very 

influential employment dependent regions and municipalities mostly in Objective 1 areas. The 

highest dependency for a region is 15.1 percent – the highest figure in the EU (European 

Commission, DG Fish, 2000, p. 6ff). Spain has also got the second largest consumption of fish 

products in the community with over 40 kilograms per capita. The regional dependency and 

the importance of fish as a source of food gives fisheries a high political profile in Spain. The 

result was described by an MEP (Nov. 2003) like this: “Fisheries is a political issue in Spain. 

Madrid is hundreds of miles from the sea but if the people of Madrid go down to the fish 

market an there is no fish on the marble slaps one morning - then it is a political problem”.92 

The Spanish protection of own interests was, furthermore, described as the most professional 

in the EU with a “seamless operation […] with their MEPs, their Commissioners, and their 

members of national parliament and their parliamentary staff back in Madrid” (MEP, Nov. 

2003). 

 

• Sweden: The Swedish fisheries sector is relatively small, although not as small as the Finnish, 

German or Belgian, both in terms of employment and value of landings. Sweden has the 

lowest employment dependency level in the EU with no regions over 1 percent (European 

Commission, DG Fish, 2000, p. 6ff). 

 

• United Kingdom: Most of the British fisheries sector is situated in Scotland, which makes the 

relatively small national importance of the sector more concealing than revealing. Fishing is 

locally very important in parts of Scotland, although the regional dependence is low compared 

with the Southern European countries. The highest regional employment dependency level is 

found in a region in Scotland with 4.2 percent (European Commission, DG Fish, 2000, p. 6ff). 

The Scottish Parliament has competence over fisheries policy but it is the UK ministers, which 

                                                 
92 Carmen Fraga Estevez , the state secretary of the fisheries minister, is the daughter of the President of the province of Galicia, 

Manuel Fraga Iribarne. This is an indication of the strong influence of fisheries dependent regions on the policy of the Spanish central 

government. 
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represent the UK in Brussels, wherefore the Scots does not always feel represented in the 

negotiations in Brussels. The UK is known for its (centrally favoured) environmental approach 

to fisheries management (Fisheries official, Danish Presidency of 2002, Feb. 2004), something 

that is highlighted by the fact that fisheries policy is handled by the same department as 

environmental policy.93 Persistent voices have argued for the withdrawal of the UK from the 

CFP altogether. This is for instance the commitment of the Scottish National Party but also the 

former leader of the national, euro-sceptical Conservative Party, Ian Duncan Smith, was 

committed to this (MEP, Nov. 2003). It is noteworthy that Scotland, unlike the Spanish 

regions, has not been able to transform their national autonomy and power into influence in 

Brussels - possibly because of the centrally favoured environmental approach.  

 
Assuming that Luxembourg and Austria have no real interest in fisheries policy it is based on national 

and regional importance of the fisheries sector possible to divide the remaining 13 member states into 

1) a group of countries with a rather small interest in fisheries policy as such94: Belgium, Finland and 

Germany; 2) a group with a medium interest: France, the Netherlands, Sweden, the UK; and 3) a 

group with a significant interest: Denmark, Ireland, Spain, Portugal, Greece and Italy.95 Spain and 

Portugal are the two countries, which have the highest consumption of fish products in the 

Community. Finally, it is worth noticing that the influence of the fisheries sector on the central 

governments is not necessarily relative to the size even though it cannot be disputed that it matters. 

The differences can be exemplified by reference to Spain, where strong regional fisheries interests 

have managed to make the fisheries sector politically important on the national level; France, where a 

less important fisheries sector has managed something of the same because of corporatist pressures; 

and Scotland, where a relatively important Scottish fisheries sector has been incapable of exerting 

influence in Brussels through the UK government, which favours an environmental / conservationist 

approach. 

 
Fisheries Policy in the Council in Practice 

All coalitions are not equally likely to form. Although it is not possible to talk about fixed coalitions 

in fisheries negotiations in the EU, it is based on the interviews and observations of fisheries policy 

possible to talk about some tendencies. A MEP advisor (Nov. 2003) described the general lines of 

division as being “between especially France, Spain, Portugal and Italy on the one hand, on the other 

hand you have the UK, the Netherlands, Germany and Sweden. The other countries evolve around 

                                                 
93 See Department For Environment, Food and Rural Affairs website: http://www.defra.gov.uk/ (accessed 28 February 2004). 

94 Fisheries issues can possibly be more important nationally than what the numbers justify if the issues are seen as principal – for 

instance in relation to environmental protection, something that is the case in for instance Germany, which has a ‘green’ party in the 

government coalition. 

95 Some of the countries’ positions are debatable but this gives, nonetheless, a reasonable overview of the relative interest in fisheries as 

such in the different member states. 
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those two main blocks depending on the issue”. Based on this and other interviews it is possible to 

describe a mainly southern group and a mainly northern group.  

 
The southern group has France, Spain and Portugal as core members. The points of view of this group 

of countries include a favourable view on subsidies, something that can partly be ascribed to the fact 

that these countries have regions, which are very dependent on fisheries. In these member states this 

is, it seems, combined with a stronger feeling that the presence of fishermen is something that defines 

the country. This point of departure in the importance of fishing as an activity as such means that 

these countries view scientific data as something that can guide but not determine political decisions. 

One Southern European fisheries counsellor (Nov. 2003) put it like this: “It is very important that the 

scientists when they face a big problem in a stock present more than one way to go - taking also into 

considerations the social and economic impact of their advice”. Most of the southern countries are 

also relatively dependent on fisheries agreements with third countries – an interest that is virtually 

non-existent in the North European countries. A Southern European fisheries counsellor (Nov. 2003) 

described the way his fellow countrymen viewed the country as “a country of sailors and fishermen” 

and commented it in this way: “This is the reason why we give so much importance to it, there is no 

relation between the political importance of fisheries and its real importance in terms of economy, but 

this is the reality”. Greece and Italy can usually be counted on as supporters of this group but they 

have slightly different priorities partially because the CFP does not cover the Mediterranean. In some 

cases Ireland and Finland will support this group, mainly when the question is about subsidies. The 

countries in this group share some of the characteristics of the (moderate) social-community corner of 

the paradigm triangle insofar as they for instance value the presence of fishing communities in itself. 

 
The northern group has Germany and Sweden as core members, possibly because of influential 

‘green’ parties in those countries. Germany and Sweden are also two of the least fisheries dependent 

countries. The Netherlands and also the UK can in most instances be counted as members based on a 

long tradition of protection of resources. The members of this group take compared to the southern 

group their point of departure more in the state of the resources and environmental considerations than 

in the short-term situation of the fishermen and fishing communities. This means for instance that this 

group to a lesser degree views scientific advice as debatable. The difference in approach can also be 

explained with the fact that it is mainly northern countries, which have experienced dramatic problems 

with the state of some stocks, especially cod in the North Sea, something that have made them focus 

more on the severity of the situation (Fisheries counsellor, Nov. 2003). There is also some scepticism 

towards subsidies, partly because subsidies almost always result in higher capacity (except scrapping 

subsidies) in one way or the other but also because the members of the group in general are net-

contributors to the EU budget. These countries have, furthermore, relatively highly developed social 
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schemes, which enable them to cope with the problems created by management initiatives (Fisheries 

counsellor, Nov. 2003). Depending on the issue Denmark and Belgium will usually tend to support 

this group. On some issues of stronger protection of resources Finland and Ireland will also tend to 

lean towards this group. Neither Austria nor Luxembourg has any significant interest in fisheries 

policy. However, Austria tends to be on the conservationist side. In relation to the paradigms outlined 

earlier this group is closer to the conservation and to some extent also the rationalization corner of the 

triangle. 

 
It is, consequently, possible to talk about some sort of north-south divide. However, as already 

mentioned Ireland and Finland are the most obvious exceptions. Core members of the two groups are 

also occasionally in conflict; this was for instance the case for Portugal and Spain in 2003 over access 

to the waters around the ultra-peripheral Portuguese regions of the Azores and Madeira (and the 

Spanish Canaries), where Spain favoured a 50 miles EEZ contrary to the wishes for continuation of a 

larger EEZ preferred by Portugal. The final agreement was 100 miles as opposed to the previous 200 

miles (MEP, Nov. 2003). The interviews confirmed in general that it is possible to talk about a 

northern group and a southern group but it was time and again emphasized by the interviewees that it 

would be a mistake to view these as fixed, internally harmonious groups. 

 

Two Qualitatively Different Kinds of Conflicts 
 
The EU institutions are to some extent situated different places in the paradigm triangle when it comes 

to fisheries.96 The Commission is the most conservationist of the three and relies heavily on scientific 

advice. The Commission is also increasingly inspired by the economic arguments provided by the 

rationalization paradigm (Andersen, 2003, p. 34). The Council and the Parliament are in general more 

inspired by the social-community corner, which can be explained by the fact that the actors of both 

institutions (MEPs and ministers) have to secure votes. However, it is important to remember that the 

institutions also have what I have called their institutional preferences, which also have real effect on 

their perception of fisheries policy. When the conflicts are of this nature, they can be referred to as 

inter-institutional struggles. It is predictable that the conflicts relating to the 2002 reform would be of 

both kinds. Inter-institutional struggles are likely to occur because the question was over a very basic 

regulation, which will form the framework for the actors’ future preferences. Inter-institutional 

struggles are difficult to understand in the context paradigm triangle or the typology of fisheries 

conflicts and must rather be understood in the context of the decision-making system of the EU and 

the roles ascribed to the different actors in it. 

                                                 
96 This is a simplification, as none of the institutions or member states can be understood as unitary actors. However, when they relate 

to each other they behave like unitary actors because internal compromises have been made earlier in the process. 
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We are in theory dealing with two qualitatively different types of interests of the actors and, 

consequently, two qualitatively different kinds of conflicts between them. Nevertheless, the actor 

approaches these conflicts in the same way: by defining its interests and, subsequently, pursue that 

goal strategically – inside the (perceived) limits, which are set by the structuring factors. 

 
The different elements, which I have discussed in this and the previous chapter, will be put into and 

confronted by a concrete practical situation in the following chapter where I deal with the case of the 

2002 reform. 
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Chapter 6 - Case: the 2002 Reform 
 
Introduction 
 
The process, which constituted the 2002 CFP reform, can be divided into four phases based on the 

publication of the most important papers and connected shifts in legislative phase, pace and / or 

forum.  

 
The first phase was the preliminary period prior to the formal political debate between stakeholders 

and EU institutions, which was initiated with the publication of the Green Paper on 20 March 2001, 

What qualitatively distinguishes this period from the following two periods, which I define as stages 

of political debate, is that there was no real formalized debate between the EU institutions. However, 

some debate took place within the Parliament and the Commission.  

  
The second phase was the period between the Green Paper, which contained the Commission’s 

thoughts on and envisioned contours of a reformed CFP as a whole (not only the basic regulation), 

and the Commission’s proposal for a new basic regulation and connected proposals on structures, 

which were forwarded to the Parliament and the Council on 28 May 2002. This period constituted the 

first stage of the political debate.  

 
The third phase was the period between the Commission’s publication of their proposals and the 

Council’s adoption of the new basic regulation and connected regulations on 20 December 2002. In 

this period the Parliament commented on the Commission’s proposal through legislative resolutions 

containing a number of amendments. This period constituted the second stage of the political debate. 

 
The fourth and final phase is the one, which we presently are in, namely the period after the new basic 

regulation entered into force on 1 January 2003. This final period is characterised by the different 

actors trying to influence the actual interpretation and implementation of the provisions of the 

regulation. In a way the present period constitutes a third period of the political debate but it is 

qualitatively different insofar as it has to relate to the reformed basic regulation. This period will only 

be sporadically dealt with here.97 

 
The following section contains a chronology of the most important papers and events in the process 

leading up to December 2002. The following chronology of events is not to be considered exhaustive. 

                                                 
97 There are several reasons for this. Firstly, most implementation takes place in the individual member states, something that makes it 

difficult to keep focus on the EU level, which is my primary aim. Secondly, the new basic regulation has not been in force long enough 

to be implemented fully. Thirdly, although the implementation phase is without doubt important, the actual wording and provisions of 

the basic regulation, which was fixed on 20 December 2002, does constitute legal limits to what is possible and what is not. 
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This is not the purpose of it. The chronology does, however, include what I consider to be the most 

relevant papers of the EU institutions and the most relevant events in relation to understanding the 

dynamics of the process.98  

 

Chronology of Events Related to the 2002 Reform of the CFP 
 
It is not easy to determine when the process towards the 2002 CFP reform started. It is possible to 

argue that it started already with the adoption of the first basic regulation, which required action “after  

[the] 10th year following 31 December 1992” (Council Regulation (EEC) No 170/83, art. 8). I have 

already dealt with some of these developments form 1983 and forward in the historical sections. A 

reasonable place to start this chronology is, however, with initiatives that relate specifically to the 

reform. This chronology will as a consequence start in 1997. 

 
 

Preliminary Phase: 
 
• 6 November 1997: The Parliament adopts – most probably as part of a ‘first mover’ strategy in the 

inter-institutional struggles – an own-initiative resolution on the CFP after 2002, which amongst other 
things proposes that the possible introduction of an ITQ system should be examined (European 
Parliament, A4-0298/1997, point 17). 

 
• September 1998 – June 1999: The Commission carries through a wide consultation of interested 

parties by means of questionnaires to 347 recipients of which 175 answered (including fishermen’s 
organisations, research institutions and NGOs etc.) and 30 regional meetings with approximately 1500 
participants to ensure that all relevant points are taken into consideration (Lequesne, 2000, p. 369 and 
European Commission, COM (2000) 14 final, p. 5). 

 
• 25 February 1999: The Parliament adopts a resolution on the regionalization of the CFP. The 

resolution is among other things sensitive to calls from UK fishermen’s organisations for a de facto 
renationalization of fisheries and proposes as a consequence and compromise that the 12-miles limit 
should be extended to 24 miles (European Parliament, A4-0018/1999, point 9 and Lequesne, 2000, p. 
370). The resolution outlines, furthermore, the contours of a RAC-like system - although with decision-
making capabilities (European Parliament, A4-0018/1999, point 14). 

 
• 24 January 2000: The Commission publishes a report on the outcome of the consultations through 

regional meetings and questionnaires. The report indicates among other things that the TAC and quota 
system is widely considered the best available option – flawed as it may be (European Commission, 
COM (2000) 14 final, p. 7).  

 
 
 

                                                 
98 The chronology is based on, articles, interviews and the European Union’s website PreLex database on inter-institutional procedures: 

http://europa.eu.int/prelex/apcnet.cfm?CL=en (accessed 2 March 2004). 



The Common Fisheries Policy – caught between fish and fishermen? 

 76 

 
• 17 January 2001: The European Parliament adopts a resolution on the Commission’s report on the 

regional meetings, which among other things supports the TAC system and fisheries agreements with 
third countries (European Parliament, A5-0332/2000, point 8 and 15).                                                                                          

 

First Stage of Political Debate: 
 
• 20 March 2001: The Commission publishes its Green Paper on the future of the CFP and kicks off the 

first stage of political debate. The Green Paper outlines the status of the CFP and concludes that it “has 
not delivered sustainable exploitation of resources and will need to be changed” (European 
Commission, COM (2001) 135 final, vol.1, p. 4). The Commission proposes a number of new 
measures, for instance multi-annual management, more coordinated control measures, RACs, and a 
change in the rules for aid (European Commission, COM (2001) 135 final, vol.1, p. 22, 28f, 30 and 32). 
The publication is essentially conservationist and it is criticised by the commercial fishermen 
(Europêche/Cogeca, 12.7.2001). 

 
• 25 April 2001: The Green Paper is discussed in the Council. The Commission’s approach is defended 

by Denmark, Germany and the UK, while France, Spain, Portugal, Italy, Greece, the Netherlands and 
Belgium oppose the Commission, which they feel has not taken socio-economic considerations 
sufficiently into account (Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins, No. 7952). 

 
• 5 – 7 June 2001: DG Fish hosts a public hearing attended by 400 people on the future of the CFP based 

on the Green Paper and invites anybody to send contributions to the debate until 30 September 2001. 
The publication of the first package of proposals is scheduled to be before the end of 2001.99 

 
• 19 June 2001: The Green Paper is once again discussed in the Council. Divergences between the 

member states continue to exist, especially on questions of fleet policy and aid (Agence Europe, Daily 
Bulletins, No. 7987), which seem to become the defining elements of controversy. 

 
• December 2001 - January 2002: Spain, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy and Portugal found an informal 

‘likeminded’ group under the name of ‘Amis de la Pêche’ or, in English, ‘Friends of Fishing’ in 
response to the Green Paper and the Commission’s approach to the reform (Agence Europe, Daily 
Bulletins, No. 8148). Their main common denominators are the opposition towards the envisioned 
restrictive rules for structural assistance / aid and the Commission’s (in the eyes of the group) overly 
conservationist approach to the reform (Fisheries counsellor, Nov. 2003). 

 
• 17 January 2002: The Parliament adopts its resolution on the Commission’s Green Paper (European 

Parliament, P5_TA (2002) 0016). The resolution is critical towards the Commission’s approach, which 
is seen as too uninnovative. The first package of reform proposals is at this point expected by the end of 
February 2002 (Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins, No. 8131). 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
99 From DG Fish website: http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/greenpaper/index_en.htm (accessed 3 March 2004). 
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• February – 28 May 2002: The Commission’s adoption of the first package of proposals for the 2002 

reform is postponed over multiple rounds. The delays are shrouded in mystery but they are partly 
explained by opposition from a number of (Southern European) commissioners (Agence Europe, Daily 
Bulletins, No. 8198). Steffen Smidt, the Danish Director-General of DG Fish and architect of the 
reform proposals, is dismissed on 24 April (Vigant Ryborg, 2002). Accusations of illegal meddling 
from Spain are widespread (see for instance Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins, No. 8217).  

 

Second Stage of Political Debate: 
 
• 28 May 2002: The Commission adopts proposals for a new basic regulation (European Commission, 

COM (2002) 185 final), new rules for structural assistance (European Commission, COM (2002) 187 
final), and a Community emergency scrapping measure (European Commission, COM (2002) 190 
final). The three proposals are accompanied by the explanatory ‘Roadmap’ (European Commission, 
COM (2002) 181 final). The package marks the beginning of the second stage of political debate. The 
package proposes among other things: enhanced powers for the Commission in TAC management and 
control, multi-annual management, RACs, an end of aid to building of new vessels by 1 January 2003, 
a prolonging of the 12-miles derogation to equal access etc. 

 
• 11 June 2002: The Commission’s package of proposals is discussed in the Council. The six Amis de la 

Pêche member states are critical towards the reform proposals with special reference to the social 
effects of abolishing aid for building and modernisation of vessels. The remaining member states 
indicate that they are positive towards the broad lines of the proposal. Denmark, which will shortly take 
over the Presidency, assumes an in-between position (Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins, No. 8230a). 

 
• 1 July 2002: Denmark takes over the Presidency with the intention to reach an agreement on the 

reform proposals before the December meeting to avoid that the yearly TAC-regulation is dragged into 
the negotiations over the reform. The strategy is complicated by the delays and has to be abandoned by 
the end of September (Fisheries official, Danish Presidency of 2002, Feb. 2004). 

  
• September 2002: Fisheries counsellors from Sweden, Germany, the UK, Finland, the Netherlands and 

Belgium form – in response to the increasing formalization of the Amis de la Pêche group – an 
informal network under the name of ‘Friends of Fish’, which assumes a more conservationist position 
in relation to the reform (Fisheries counsellors, Nov. 2003).   

 
• 24 September 2002: The Commission’s package of proposals is discussed in the Council. The lines of 

division remains the same as at the June meeting but the Commission shows willingness to 
compromise on the question of abolishing aid from 1 January 2003 – especially with reference to small 
vessels. The Amis de la Pêche group indicates that movement on this point is a precondition for 
reaching an agreement (Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins, No. 8304). 

 
• 15 October 2002: The Commission’s package of proposals is discussed in the Council for the third 

time. The compromise is beginning to take form as the Commission confirms its willingness to treat 
small vessels better in relation to aid, something that mainly benefits Greece and Italy and thereby 
erodes the Amis de la Pêche front (Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins, No. 8319).  
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• 26 November 2002: Trilateral (or bilateral) consultations (so-called ‘confessionals’) on the reform 

proposals in the Council between each member state and the Presidency and Commission. The 
confessionals confirm that the main remaining controversy is the question of aid supplemented by the 
discussion on when to use fishing effort limitation as a management instrument (Agence Europe, Daily 
Bulletins, No. 8349 and Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins, No. 8350). 

 
• 5 December 2002: The Parliament adopts 3 legislative resolutions on the Commission’s package of 

proposals from 28 May: on the new basic regulation (European Parliament, P5_TA (2002) 0586), on 
the new rules for structural assistance (European Parliament, P5_TA (2002) 0587) and on the 
emergency scrapping measure (European Parliament, P5_TA (2002) 0588). Most importantly the 
resolutions support the Amis de la Pêche in the question of state aid and they oppose extending the 
powers of the Commission in relation to TAC management (Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins, No. 
8357). The Parliament’s resolutions are widely considered biased towards the interests of the catching 
industry and the Amis de la Pêche (Fisheries counsellors, Nov. 2003). 

 
• 16 - 20 December 2002: The Council of Ministers (Agriculture and Fisheries) adopts after marathon-

negotiations a new basic regulation (Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002), new rules on structural 
assistance (Council Regulation (EC) No 2369/2002), and an emergency scrapping measure (Council 
Regulation (EC) No 2370/2002) on 20 December 2002. The regulations entail a compromise (involving 
also the TAC-regulation (Fisheries official, Danish Presidency of 2002, Feb. 2004)) including among 
other things: continuation of public aid for renewing vessels until 31 December 2004 under certain 
conditions, a system of multi-annual management plans with the possibility to use fishing effort 
limitation, a prolonging of the 12-miles derogation to equal access, and slightly increased powers for 
the Commission - although not on TAC management (Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins, No. 8368). 

 
• 1 January 2003: The new basic regulation enters into force. 
 

 
The chronology provides an idea of the process of the 2002 reform and the main elements of 

controversy. The following section focus on three specific proposals, which to a varying degree and 

for various reasons caused debate during the negotiation process, and relate these to the conflict 

categories and the different paradigms outlined earlier in the thesis. I will, subsequently, look at how 

the different actors viewed these controversial themes and why. Finally, I will describe the outcome of 

the 2002 reform process with special emphasis on the three proposals and discuss how the case 

contributes to an understanding of the difficulties involved in making changes in the CFP.  

 

Selected Themes of Conflict in Relation to the Paradigms 
 
Initially it might be reasonable to mention some of the themes, which were in reality not seriously 

debated during the negotiations on reform. Most notable is that the overall management system of 

TACs divided into quotas was kept intact and not seriously contested at any point. This can, as I 

described in chapter 3 on the history of the CFP, be explained by reference to the resilience of the 

principle of relative stability and the 12-miles derogation to equal access (opposed by especially Spain 
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and Portugal (Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins, No. 8319)), which were not seriously contested either. 

Meddling with these things was bound to open a Pandora’s box of new debates and conflicts. The 

compromises, which historically have been struck in these areas, are so complex that opening that 

discussion was unattractive to the Commission as well as a majority of the member states. This logic 

applies to the question of the Hague preferences, which benefit the UK and Ireland, as well.100 

Discussions on these elements did on the initiative of especially Spain to some extent take place in the 

process between the Green Paper and the Commission’s proposals (see for instance Agence Europe, 

Daily Bulletins, No. 7987). Anyway, it was not proposed by the Commission to change any of these 

resilient fundamental elements and Spain did not follow seriously up on the issues after the 

publication of the proposals – probably in acceptance of the fact that it would undoubtedly be a 

sinking ship to pursue the matters. Nevertheless, these resilient principles are counter-productive for 

the quest for influence of the supporters of the rationalization paradigm. The resilience of these 

principles explains why the economic rationality of the rationalization paradigm has difficulties 

getting accepted in the overall management system at EU level and instead has been included almost 

exclusively at member state level, especially in the Netherlands. 

 
However, other issues than the overall management system were seriously debated during the two 

phases of political debate. I will in the following sections look at three issues and discuss how – in a 

European context – the different views on the matter in question can be related to the paradigms 

outlined in chapter 4. The issues have been chosen because they are illustrative of the negotiation 

process in relation to the 2002 reform. They represent, moreover, issues, which caused relatively 

much (public) debate, indicating that the issues touched upon the core interests of one or more actors. 

Furthermore, the Commission’s Green Paper outlined shortcomings of the CFP in terms of 

conservation, economy and politics (European Commission, COM (2001) 135 final, vol. 1, p. 4). The 

issues chosen represent proposals aimed at shortcomings in each category. It should, nevertheless, be 

kept in mind that the different shortcomings are interrelated.  

 

The two first issues, regional councils (aimed at the political shortcomings, namely stakeholder 

involvement) and stronger central control and enforcement measures (aimed at conservation 

shortcomings, namely prevention of illegal overfishing etc.), were related to the proposal for a new 

basic regulation. The last issue, aid (aimed at economic shortcomings, namely overcapitalisation), was 

predominantly discussed within the remits of the proposal for a regulation outlining new rules for 

structural assistance. However, the three reform regulations (plus the TAC-regulation) were in any 

                                                 
100 UK and Ireland does not constitute a blocking minority but it would be extremely dangerous to take away privileges, which are seen 

as part of historic compromises. Especially considering the euro-scepticism in the two countries. 
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case adopted as a package at the December Council meeting (Fisheries official, Danish Presidency of 

2002, Feb. 2004 and Sveriges Ständiga Representation vid Europeiske Unionen, 20.12.2002, p. 5). 

Other issues could have been chosen, for instance the debate over the use of fishing effort limitations, 

but it is my conviction that the three chosen issues constitute a broad, representative and relevant 

selection. 

 
Regional Councils 

There was in the European context virtually unanimous agreement in the debate on whether or not the 

establishment of these councils was a good idea. Almost all involved actors believed that 

establishment of some sort of regional councils would be a good idea in order to involve stakeholders 

more in the process. The debate was, consequently, concerned with other issues related to the 

Regional Advisory Councils (RAC), namely the composition and the influence of them.  

 
It is in relation to composition reasonable to depict three opposing views according to the paradigms. 

On one hand, it is possible to envision a very broad member base of stakeholders in a regional sea-

area, including representatives of commercial fishermen (locally based as well as non-local), 

recreational fishermen, environmental NGOs, consumers, administrators, scientists etc., where no 

single group dominates the council and the commercial fishermen constitute only one group of many. 

This would represent a conservationist view, since the (in conservationist optics) longer perspectives 

of for instance scientists, consumers and environmental NGOs counterbalance the short-term interests 

of the commercial fishermen and because the member base reflects that the fish-resource is something 

that is owned by and concerns all of us. On the other hand, the preferences in the rationalization 

paradigm are, as I have discussed earlier, determined by the search for wealth generation and 

economic efficiency. Hence, supporters of the rationalization paradigm prefer that they, who can get 

the maximum economic benefit out of the fish-resource without overfishing in the long run, dominate 

the councils. These might be commercial fishermen under a system of ITQs but it is also possible to 

envision other actors, which might achieve better economic efficiency in specific cases. It might for 

instance in a situation with overfished stocks be economically more rational to let recreational 

fishermen catch the fish since one fish caught by a recreational fisherman represents a considerably 

bigger contribution to the economy than one fish caught by a commercial fisherman.101 In the end the 

logic of the rationalization paradigm would then ideally entail that they, who can achieve economic 

efficiency, dominate the councils. Who that might be depends on the specific circumstances of the 

                                                 
101 This is one of the main arguments of the recreational fishing organisations seeking influence worldwide. However, this, of course, 

raises the issue of the consumers, which also have a right to get fish at reasonable prices. The logic of the rationalization proponents 

would in this case entail importing more fish for consumption instead of catching it locally. 
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case.102 Finally, the supporters of the social-community paradigm prefer ideally that (preferably local, 

small-scale) commercial fishermen with an immediate interest in the survival of the local fishing-

communities dominate the councils.103 They are the ones that depend on the fish and it is therefore 

reasonable that they dominate. Recreational fishermen, environmentalists, consumers and so on have 

less legitimate rights to participate because their livelihoods do not depend on the fish-resource. 

Which of the paradigms that are most compatible is difficult to say and will depend on the specific 

case. It is, nonetheless, clear that prescriptions of the conservation paradigm and of the social-

community paradigm are far from similar on this issue given that they prescribe respectively a broad 

and a narrow member base. 

 
The question of the influence of these councils is closely related to their perceived composition. For 

the supporters of each paradigm the proposed influence of the councils will be closely related to how 

appropriate they perceive the composition to be. If the supporters of a specific paradigm perceive the 

composition as unfavourable they will automatically favour a smaller role (or none at all) for the 

councils and vice versa. If one should mention a fine distinction in the approaches outlined by the 

different paradigms on this issue it might be that the purest social-community supporters – if 

accommodated on the question of composition - would be prepared to delegate more tasks and 

decision-making capabilities than supporters of the two other paradigms even if they were 

accommodated on the question of composition. Supporters of both the conservation and 

rationalization paradigms would prefer to keep a number of decisions and tasks at central level, most 

notably the setting of TACs and control and enforcement measures. The discussions on influence and 

composition cannot in practice be separated. The two discussions must therefore be treated and 

understood as one discussion.  

 
The dispute over regional councils is an example of a conflict, which in it includes many of the types 

of conflicts outlined in table 2. The conflict can be said to include elements of 1) conflicts over 

‘property rights’ because the setting up of a council with a limited number of seats will inevitable 

exclude some from participating and thereby give the participants some sort of de facto ownership of 

the resource and 2) ‘the role of government’ because regional councils must be seen a move towards 

more decentralized management. In the categories of ‘internal’ and ‘external allocation’ the discussion 

                                                 
102 It is not necessarily fishing, which is the economically rational usage of the fish-resource. All kinds of fishing are for example 

proposed (in December 2003) prohibited on parts of the Great Barrier Reef off the coast of Australia. This is economically justifiable 

since especially sportsdivers come from all over the world to see one of the most pristine reefs on earth and thereby generate 

considerable economic activity. From Cnews website: http://cnews.canoe.ca/CNEWS/Science/2003/12/02/275048-ap.html (accessed 9 

March 2004). 

103 The catching industry, represented by Europêche/Cogeca (25.9.2002, p. 11), preferred that only “fishermen of the region in 

question, scientists and Commission representatives”  were active members.   
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over composition includes indirectly all the conflict types because the number of seats for different 

groups is under debate. 

 
Stronger Central Control and Enforcement Measures  

The question of control and enforcement was prominent in the debate leading to the 2002 reform. 

Almost all involved actors agreed that the control and enforcement system so far had not been capable 

of providing a level ‘playing-field’ for the fishermen, something that was necessary in order to 

convince them that the CFP system was legitimate and fair. Many actors envisioned therefore more 

harmonised and centralized control and enforcement measures. 

 
The issue of control and enforcement is probably one of the areas where the three paradigms differ the 

least in their preferences. The conservation and the rationalization paradigms prescribe that the tasks 

of control and enforcement are taken care of by a central government / institution. The rationalization 

paradigm proposes relatively strong central control and enforcement in order to secure that the rules of 

the market – meaning respecting the TACs and individual quotas and other fundamental rules - are not 

broken by the actors (in casu the commercial fishermen), something that will lead to overfishing and - 

not least - inexpedient economic development, for instance in the shape of overcapacity. The 

conservation paradigm prescribes the same approach but emphasizes the conservation-aspect. 

Supporters of the social-community paradigm will in the European context and the framework of a 

common fisheries policy tend to agree with the prescriptions the other two paradigms, although ‘pure’ 

supporters of the social-community paradigm will point out that fishermen are under ideal 

circumstances capable of taking care of control and enforcement themselves locally. The (more or 

less) agreement between the different paradigms on these issues compared to other issues (for instance 

regional councils) should in theory make a compromise on this point relatively easy compared to other 

areas. There is simply not so far between the corners of the paradigm triangle on this topic. 

 
The debate over more uniform and centralized control and enforcement measures can in relation to 

table 2 be placed in the sub-category of conflicts over ‘the role of government’ because it deals with 

the question of the role of the (central) governments in control and enforcement and indirectly in the 

sub-category of ‘enforcement conflicts’ because the debate is nurtured by “complaints by one set of 

users that enforcement is over-lenient when applied to competing users” (Charles, 1992, p. 382) – in 

this case fishermen of different nationalities. However, the conflict can also be seen as an inter-

institutional struggle between on one side the Commission and on the other side the member states in 

the Council. This means that what I previously called two qualitatively different types of conflicts are 

in the specific case relevant on the same theme. This is not so surprising since preferences are 

generated as a combination of policy-specific interests and institutional preferences. In analytical 



The Common Fisheries Policy – caught between fish and fishermen? 

 83 

terms they are, nonetheless, qualitatively different motivations for preferences and reasons for 

conflicts.  

 
Public Aid 

The most bitter dispute during the negotiations leading up to the 2002 reform was that evolving 

around the issue of aid (especially for the modernisation and building of new vessels). A number of 

actors argued that there was a direct link between public aid and the continuing overcapacity of the 

European fishing fleet, which led to overfishing and the decline of several stocks. Other actors, 

however, argued that there was no such link and that the problems could be solved through the 

traditional technical measures supplemented by a few new measures such as multi-annual 

management and fishing effort limitations. Aid is in the view of the proponents necessary to 1) 

modernise the fleet, 2) keep fishermen in business to be able to fish once the fish stocks are recovered, 

and 3) alleviate the social consequences of a ‘stricter’ CFP especially in fisheries dependent areas. The 

discussion turned out to become one between proponents and opponents of aid in general even though 

the type of aid discussed was mostly related to modernisation and building of new vessels. I will in the 

following discuss the issue of aid from the perspectives of the three paradigms. 

 
Ideal supporters of the conservation paradigm oppose in theory aid; nevertheless, aid for 

decommissioning / scrapping (or possibly temporary laying-up) can be justified from a conservationist 

point of view. Supporters of the conservation paradigm can also support aid for research into more 

sustainable methods of fishing. Finally, it is reasonable to assume that it could also be acceptable from 

the perspective of the conservation paradigm to give financial support to fishermen wishing to shift 

from an unsustainable fishing method to a more sustainable one if that is what it takes to change the 

fishing patterns. Supporters of the conservation paradigm can, however, not support aid for the 

modernisation and building of new vessels in a situation with a combination of threatened fish stocks 

and overcapacity, as it is the case in Europe. Aid for the modernisation of vessels is questionable 

because modifications, whether directly aimed at the fishing capability or not, have a tendency to end 

up resulting in a capacity increase. Aid for the building of new vessels is from the perspective of the 

conservation paradigm ridiculous. It makes no sense whatsoever to sponsor the building of new 

vessels when the ones that are already present cannot be allowed to catch enough fish to be 

economically viable.  

 
Supporters of the rationalization paradigm will in general also be very sceptical towards aid – and aid 

would probably not have any place whatsoever in an ‘ideal’ world according to the rationalization 

paradigm. Nevertheless, it seems reasonable, since Europe can hardly be said to constitute an ‘ideal’ 

world from the perspective of the rationalization paradigm, to elaborate a little bit on how supporters 
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of the rationalization paradigm view aid in a European context. Aid for decommissioning or 

temporary laying-up is ideally irrational since capacity will adapt automatically if market forces are 

allowed to work on the catching industry. Supporters of the rationalization paradigm will probably, 

however, in a European context with threatened stocks and severe overcapacity accept the use of aid 

to stimulate and accelerate a capacity-reduction, which would otherwise take considerably longer with 

increased risk of economically inefficient stock-collapses. In the long run aid has no place - perhaps 

with the possible exception of research into new and more efficient fishing techniques.  

 
Supporters of the social-community paradigm are, in contrast to those of the other paradigms, not per 

se so negative towards aid. It would probably not be fair to say that the social-community paradigm 

favour aid, since supporters of this paradigm are of the conviction that a fisheries management system 

based on the principles of the social-community paradigm would be economically sustainable; they 

do, however, approach the question of aid somewhat more pragmatically. This can be explained by the 

fact that they also focus on fishing as an activity, which serves a purpose by keeping traditional 

fishing communities alive and providing jobs in remote coastal areas. Fisheries policy is also a kind of 

regional policy. This means also that the social-community paradigm will preferably prescribe aid for 

temporary laying-up compared to decommissioning (except perhaps in the case of very large vessels 

with only vague connections to their homeports). In general supporters of the social-community 

paradigm will not be hostile towards aid that alleviates the social consequences of (failed) fisheries 

management. Supporters of the social-community paradigm are in principle not against ‘permanent’ 

aid if it is necessary to keep fishing communities alive. Finally, they will usually in any case favour 

aid, which contributes to increasing the safety and working conditions onboard vessels.  

 
The divergence in the views on aid can also be understood with reference to the different 

understandings of the behaviour of the fish-resource. The development of the fish-resource is 

according to the conservation and rationalization paradigms predictable, which means that proper 

management should remove the need for aid since it is possible to plan. However, the social-

community paradigm sees the resource as naturally unpredictable and this means that aid can be 

necessary to keep the catching industry alive and overcome social problems, which would otherwise 

arise in ‘low’ periods. It is rather clear that the paradigms are on this point pitted against each other 

with the supporters of the social-community paradigm on one side and (basically) the other two 

paradigms’ supporters on the other side.  
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The question of aid is not easy to place in the typology of fisheries conflicts. This is probably because 

it is more a social or an economical conflict than directly related to the fishing activity as such.104 The 

most appropriate category to place the conflict under in the typology in table 2 is probably the sub-

category of ‘fisheries management plans’ simply because it is usually as a result of (unforeseen) 

changes in management plans that voices demanding aid are raised – and usually to some extent 

accommodated. 

 

The Actors in Relation to the Themes of Conflict 
 
I will in the following sections look at how the different actors viewed the three conflict themes 

outlined above. This will give an idea of how the actors placed themselves in the paradigms in relation 

to the three themes and why. The Commission and the Parliament will principally be dealt with as 

unitary actors based on the institutions’ adopted papers. Nevertheless, I will as far as possible 

elaborate on how the ‘pre-adoption’ lines of division were inside the institutions. The Council was 

markedly divided over several key-issues during the negotiations and it is therefore impossible to deal 

with the Council as a unitary actor, unless the adopted regulations are understood as the accumulated 

‘will’ of the Council, which is to some extent true. Adopting this approach would, nonetheless, entail 

ignoring important processes between the member states. The division of the Council followed more 

or less the classical division of the fisheries council described in the previous chapter. I have, 

consequently, decided to deal with the Council in three main parts, the first dealing with the role and 

position of the Presidency, the second dealing with the Amis de la Pêche and the third dealing with the 

Friends of Fish. I will, furthermore, outline some of the case-specific circumstances, which affected 

the different actors’ manoeuvrability and negotiation position in relation to the 2002 reform.   

 
The Commission 

The point of departure for the Commission in relation to the question of the composition of the RACs 

was that the member base should be broad. The Commission listed in the Green Paper a number of 

stakeholders, which could have seats in the Councils – or Committees as they were called in the Green 

Paper. No stakeholder group was emphasized more than other groups in terms of representation 

(European Commission, COM (2001) 135 final, vol. 1, p. 28f).105 The same was the case in the 

proposal for a new basic regulation, although “representatives of the fisheries and aquaculture 

sectors” (European Commission, COM (2002) 185 final, art. 32, para. 2) were now mentioned as the 

first stakeholder groups in a rattling off. The Commission proposed when it came to the question of 

the influence of the RACs that they should have a purely advisory role but that the RACs got the right 

                                                 
104 We have for instance the same discussions in the area of the CAP where subsidies are also widely used. 

105 However, the proposal did not rule out that this could be the case. The proposal was simply not very specific on this point. 
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to “submit recommendations and suggestions, of their own accord” as well as when asked by the 

Commission or a member state (European Commission, COM (2002) 185 final, art. 4(a)). I interpret 

the combination of the views on composition and influence as a conservationist proposal in its 

embryonic stage. It was not proposed to give the RACs real decision-making capabilities but this was 

understandable for at least three reasons: 1) the Commission was well aware that its proposal for 

composition might be significantly changed by the Council; 2) the RACs were new in the institutional 

framework and it was reasonable to start with a trial-period to see how they developed; and 3) in EU 

legal terms it was not possible to grant them formal decision-making capabilities (Commission 

official, Nov. 2003). The Commission’s reservations - but also its optimism - in relation to the 

potential of the RACs were reflected by a Commission official (Nov. 2003), who stated that he 

believed that there might develop a “quasi-automatic process” whereby proposals from the RACs, 

although they still had to go through the Commission, the Parliament and the Council, would not be 

changed very much provided that the RACs were not dominated by fishing interests and purely 

defended their short-term interests because “then obviously there will be a problem.” What he was 

saying was in effect that if the RACs acted conservationist in relation to their recommendations then 

they would get de facto decision-making capabilities (at least as far as the Commission was 

concerned); if they did not, then they would be less influential. The Commission’s understanding of 

the role of the RACs corresponded in reality rather closely to the conservation paradigm when the 

statement above is taken into consideration.  

 
The Commission proposed in relation to stronger control and enforcement measures among other 

things that its own role should be enhanced. The Commission did not propose any changes in relation 

to the overall division of competencies between the member state and the Commission on this point; 

the member states were still on their territory to be responsible for the overall “inspection and 

enforcement measures necessary to ensure compliance with the rules” (European Commission, COM 

(2002) 185 final, art. 24). Anyway, the Commission envisioned a stronger role for itself in the area of 

control and enforcement by proposing for instance that it should be allowed to carry out its own 

“inspections on vessels as well as on the premises of businesses and other bodies with activities 

relating to the Common Fisheries Policy” (European Commission, COM (2002) 185 final, art. 27) 

even though the actual responsibility for control and enforcement would still fall under the member 

state. The Commission proposed, furthermore, that reports from own inspections should “constitute 

admissible evidence in administrative or judicial proceedings of any Member State” (European 

Commission, COM (2002) 185 final, art. 28, para. 5). The paradigms are, as I discussed earlier, not 

too far from each other on this point and the Commission’s proposal must be seen as a move towards 

the situation preferred by the paradigms, namely where a independent central institution takes care of 
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control of enforcement. The member states’ governments have their own interests and they can in this 

light not be seen as independent in the context of EU fisheries policy. 

 
Finally, the Commission proposed that aid as from 1 January 2003 should no longer be permitted for 

the building of new vessels and that aid given for modernisation should only be allowed insofar as it 

did not lead to an increase in capacity. Aid should instead be concentrated on supporting the scrapping 

of vessels (European Commission, COM (2002) 187 final, recitals 5 and 6). This was a rather 

controversial proposal and it caused major debate within the Commission, as a number of especially 

Southern European commissioners opposed it by claiming among other things that abolishing aid for 

modernisation was not appropriate and that DG Fish had not taken the socio-economic considerations 

sufficiently into consideration (Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins No. 8217).106 The proposals on aid 

corresponded allegedly to “a change in the rules in the middle of a football match”, as one Southern 

European fisheries counsellor (Nov. 2003) described it. This was to some extent true insofar as the 

programming period of the 1999 regulation originally outlining the rules for structural assistance, 

which the 2002 regulation on new rules for structural assistance amended, operated with a 

programming period for renewal and modernisation of fishing vessels running from 2000 until 2006 

(Council Regulation (EC) No 2792/1999, art. 9, para. 1(a)). However, the change was according to the 

Commission necessary in order to prevent further deterioration of important fish stocks because of 

overcapacity (European Commission, COM (2002) 187 final, p. 2) – changing the rules in the middle 

of the match was necessary in order for the game to survive, so to speak. The changes were claimed to 

be problematic for the fisheries sector, which supposedly had taken the rules into consideration when 

planning investments until 2006 (Fisheries counsellor, Nov. 2003).  

 
The Commission’s proposals on new rules for aid were obviously closest to the prescriptions of the 

conservation and rationalization paradigms, which are generally sceptical towards aid – especially for 

renewal and modernisation in a situation with severe overcapacity. The proposals were, seen from a 

social-community perspective, imbalanced because they mainly focused on a permanent reduction in 

                                                 
106 The opposition of the mainly southern European commissioners was heavily debated in April and May 2002 and accusations of 

illegal instruction of the commissioners were widespread (see for instance Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins No. 8217), not least because 

the Spanish fisheries minister (then also President of the Fisheries Council), Miguel Aries Cañete, while appearing on a Spanish TV on 

25 April declared that the AdlP member states had instructed their commissioners to obstruct the reform and thereby secured the 

postponement until 28 May, which - if true - was clearly against the Treaties (Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins No. 8203). The Spanish 

minister withdrew later his statements and the affair got no formal consequences – although Commissioner Fischler had to ‘testify’ in 

the Parliament on whether the Commission had been unduly influenced or not (Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins No. 8217). None of my 

interviewees were, of course, able to say whether or not the AdlP actually instructed their commissioners but a few indicated that it was 

highly likely – not because the AdlP member states were particularly ‘bad’ but because “member states will do whatever they can to get 

it their way” (MEP advisor, Nov. 2003). 
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capacity instead of keeping the catching industry alive until better times. The criticism was summed 

up by a Spanish MEP, who accused the reform proposals of being able to restore the fish stocks inside 

ten years but at the same time secure that there would not be any fishermen left to catch them when 

that day came (Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins No. 8221). The proposals on aid were, despite 

relatively strong opposition inside the Commission itself, relatively drastic and – taking the 

Commission’ motives and specific reference to the fish stocks into consideration – reflections of the 

prescriptions of the conservation paradigm, something that was not so surprising considering that the 

Commission is generally acknowledged as rather conservationist.  

 
The Commission’s manoeuvrability during the negotiations was restricted by case-specific 

circumstances. One problem for the Commission was the cramped timetable, which was created by 

the delays. It was technically possible for the Commission to withdraw the proposals and postpone the 

reform if it felt that the proposals were being bent too much out of shape.107 However, at least four 

factors made postponing the reform unattractive to the Commission and devalued thereby one of their 

otherwise valuable negotiation assets: 1) failure to get agreement on the basic regulation before the 

end of the year would widely be considered a crisis for the entire institutional framework of the CFP; 

2) the term of the Danish Presidency was seen as a window of opportunity compared to the two next 

Presidencies, Greece and Italy, which were both part of the Amis de la Pêche group (Commission 

official, Nov. 2003); 3) the CAP was up for reform in 2003 and it is likely that the Commission(er) 

did not want to work on two major reforms at the same time (MEP advisor, Nov. 2003); and 4) a main 

concern of the Commission was the issue of aid, which needed to be settled as soon as possible 

(Commission official, Nov. 2003). The Commission was in this way under more pressure to strike a 

deal on the entire reform before the end of the year than its opponents mainly in shape of the Amis de 

la Pêche group. One fisheries counsellor (Nov. 2003) mentioned that one of the more surprising 

elements of the negotiation process was that “the Commission was not so hard in the last days, they 

really wanted to solve the problems.” This supports the interpretation that the Commission was indeed 

under significant pressure to strike a deal. 

 
The negotiation position of the Commission was in the specific case also affected by the dismissal of 

the Danish co-architect of the reform, Director-General Steffen Smidt, shortly before the negations 

with and between the member states in the Council started. It was suspected that the Director-General 

had been removed on the request of Spain. This was never proved but there was circumstantial 

evidence enough to make the whole affair look suspicious (Vigant Ryborg, 2002, p. 7). The timing of 

the dismissal was in any case not good. A number of interviewees were of the opinion that the 
                                                 
107 However, some elements of the reform definitively had to be decided on before the end of the year. This was especially the case for 

the 12 miles derogation to equal access, which would cease to exist on 1 January 2003 unless it was prolonged. 
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dismissal of Smidt - whether legitimate or not - influenced the negotiations in two directions: 1) it 

weakened the Commission’s bargaining position because it was not the architect who advised the 

Commissioner in the negotiations - “clearly an incomer is a learner” (Commission official, Nov. 

2003); and 2) it strengthened the Commission’s bargaining position vis-à-vis its main opponents in the 

Amis de la Pêche group (especially Spain) because Spain became suspect of asserting illegal pressure 

on the Commission, which made the issue attract interest in much wide circles than usual. “Suddenly 

everybody knew that Spain received over half of the aid and was suspected of getting other member 

states’ civil servants sacked in the Commission” (MEP advisor, Nov. 2003). The ‘net-contribution’ of 

the controversy is impossible to estimate. There is, however, no doubt that it did put its fingerprint on 

the process - as well as on the credibility of the Commission and Spain. 

  
The Parliament 

The Parliament’s preferences in relation to the Commission’s proposals are reflected in a number of 

amendments. The Parliament’s resolutions are, as earlier discussed, known to be much more sensitive 

(or biased) towards the interests of the commercial fisheries sector than the Commission’s proposals. 

The explanation for this is partly that MEPs, unlike the Commission, depend on constituencies. This 

bias was also reflected in the 2002 reform process, where the Parliament was seen as a mouthpiece for 

the catching industry (Fisheries counsellors, Nov. 2003). The bias was also reflected in the selection 

of rapporteurs for the reports, which constituted the fundament for the Parliament’s seven resolutions 

mentioned in the chronology above. A count of rapporteurs tells us that the Amis de la Pêche member 

states had seven rapporteurs of seven possible (!) and that Spain had five of those. The reports were 

distributed in an acknowledged way but the Spanish MEPs “specifically saved their points for these 

kinds of reports, lobbied furiously to make sure they got support, and then won the reports” (MEP, 

Nov. 2003). It is questionable if it was conducive to the credibility of the Parliament’s opinions that a 

certain group of countries and especially one member state managed to get such a strong hold of the 

Fisheries Committee in the process.    

 
Regarding the specific conflict themes, the Parliament agreed with the Commission that the setting up 

of a number of RACs was a good idea and there were in general not many amendments, which related 

to the RACs, indicating that the Parliament (at least understood as a unitary actor) was more or less of 

the same opinion as the Commission on the issue – relatively broad member base and an advisory 

role. Nevertheless, the 1999 report on the possible regionalization of the CFP outlined the contours of 

a RAC-like system (European Parliament, A4-0018/1999, point 12), however with decision-making 

capabilities (European Parliament, A4-0018/1999, point 14). This is an example of how the 

Parliament possibly influenced the process by providing input, which was then adopted (in some 
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form) by the Commission in its Green Paper and, subsequently, in the proposal for a new basic 

regulation. 

 
The Parliament supported the Commission on the question of stronger central control and enforcement 

measures, as well. The Parliament proposed, furthermore, a number of amendments, which aimed at 

strengthening the cooperation of the member states in the area of control and enforcement (European 

Parliament, P5_TA (2002) 0586, amendments 110, 52, 53, 57). This is not surprising, as the 

supporters of the three different paradigms are rather close to each other on this issue, something that 

makes it easier to agree in an institution like the EP with many otherwise conflicting interests 

represented.   

 
Finally, the Parliament supported the view that aid should be continued as planned until 2006. This 

was in radical opposition to the approach of the Commission even though the Parliament did propose 

measures to prevent the capacity from increasing (European Parliament, P5_TA (2002) 0587, 

amendments 10, 38/rev and 24). This can hardly be interpreted as anything else but a reflection of the 

preferences of the commercial fishermen. It reflected, moreover, a closer relationship with the social-

community paradigm than with the two other paradigms. 

 
The Parliament was generally conceived as supportive of the Amis de la Pêche member states and 

their approach to the reform was sensitive to the interests of the commercial fishermen (Fisheries 

counsellors, Nov. 2003) The strongest indicator of this relationship was the support for the 

continuation of aid until 2006. The Parliament’s negotiation position – insofar as the Parliament can 

be said to have a negotiation position under the consultation procedure – was weakened in two ways 

in the specific case. The first problem for the Parliament was the delays, which meant that it had short 

time to prepare its resolutions. According to a MEP (Nov. 2003) the very fastest the Parliament can 

adopt resolutions on proposals is four months. It is, when the Parliament’s summer holiday is taken 

into consideration, clear that the Parliament was under significant time pressure and that the 

resolutions would not be ready until very late during the negotiations in the Council. Only one 

Council meeting was left and the Council and Commission had been discussing for months when the 

Parliament adopted its resolutions on 5 December. This made it difficult to use the Parliament’s 

resolutions constructively. However, the Parliament was also handicapped by its perceived imbalance 

towards the Amis de la Pêche and the commercial fisheries sector. This is for instance reflected in the 

seats in the Fisheries Committee and in this specific case by the overrepresentation of ‘Amis de la 

Pêche-rapporteurs’ described above. This prevented in the eyes of a number of interviewees (Nov. 

2003) the Parliament from playing a constructive role. Many actors dismissed from the beginning its 

opinions because they were not seen as representative. This is probably part of the reason why most of 
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the interviewees hardly read them. Only a Southern European fisheries counsellor (Nov. 2003) 

indicated that he read them because “what they propose is most often in favour of our position and 

that can sometimes be used as bargaining capital.” Instead of providing solutions, which stood a 

chance of getting the acceptance of a qualified majority of the member states, the EP contributed to 

the problems by nourishing the conflict between the member states. Being biased might be workable 

if the Parliament actually had formal influence. This is, however, not the case in fisheries and the EP 

was, consequently, (crudely put) ignored in the final phases of the 2002 reform.  

 
The Council  

The Council was, as already indicated in the chronology, roughly divided in two camps during the 

negotiations on the reform: the Amis de la Pêche group, which mainly took its point of departure in 

the needs of the fisheries sector vs. the Friends of Fish network, which mainly took its point of 

departure in the state of the fish stocks. I will shortly look at the two groups. Initially I will, however, 

look at the Danish Presidency. Austria and Luxembourg are, as I have discussed earlier, landlocked 

and have very little interest in fisheries policy, see appendix. During my interviews nobody recalled 

that Luxembourg played any part whatsoever and must therefore be considered as de facto ‘non-

aligned’.108 Several mentioned, despite its negligible interest in fisheries policy, Austria as supportive 

of the Commission based on the country’s general emphasis on environmental protection (Fisheries 

counsellors, Nov. 2003 and Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins, No. 8230a).  

 
The Danish Presidency 

The Danish Presidency was in all camps (Fisheries counsellors and Commission official, Nov. 2003) 

perceived as having been professional and neutral. A fisheries official, who was involved in the 

Danish Presidency of 2002 (Feb. 2004), recalled, nonetheless, that Denmark placed itself slightly 

closer to the Commission’s approach than it would have, had it not held the Presidency, something 

that the government was also criticised for by the commercial fishermen afterwards. This strategy was 

chosen in order to facilitate cooperation with the Commission. Denmark was for instance one of the 

only countries that supported the proposal, which aimed at giving the Commission management tasks 

in relation to multi-annual TACs (European Commission, COM (2002) 185 final, art. 6, para. 1). This 

was, by the way, the most prominent example of a proposal, which included elements of inter-

institutional struggles, in the whole 2002 reform process. The Danish support can, however, be 

interpreted as ‘empty’ support of only ‘signal-value’ since it was clear that most member states 

opposed this: “The thought of delegating powers relating to the TACs from the Council to a 

committee was not something very many countries was keen on” (Fisheries official, Danish 
                                                 
108 Luxembourg was, however, mentioned in Agence Europe (Daily Bulletins, No. 8230a) as supportive of the Commission’s 

approach. 
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Presidency of 2002, Feb. 2004). Denmark was, however, by a Commission official (Nov. 2003) 

described as “quite friendly to the proposals”. Importantly, Denmark strongly supported the 

Commission’s approach on the issue of cutting off certain types of state aid (Agence Europe, Daily 

Bulletins, No. 8266) indicating an approach mostly influenced by the rationalization or conservation 

paradigms. The same was the case on the question of the RACs, where Denmark favoured a broad 

member base including for instance environmental and tourist interests (Fisheries official, Danish 

Presidency of 2002, Feb. 2004). Denmark was like a number of other countries in a difficult situation 

on the question of stronger Commission control and enforcement measures. The Danish Ministry of 

Justice was very sceptical towards the compatibility of the wide-ranging formulations with Danish law 

- and the Ministry is, I was told, still sceptical towards the final, less radical formulations (Fisheries 

official, Danish Presidency of 2002, Feb. 2004).  

 
The Danish negotiation position was from a national point of view weakened by the fact that the 

country holding the Presidency has to appear to behave neutrally, which occasionally makes the 

Presidency ‘adapt’ national interests. This does not seem to have been a serious problem for the 

Danes, although they perhaps placed themselves closer to the Commission than they would otherwise 

have done. A Commission official’s comment (Nov. 2003) on the Danish Presidency supports this 

interpretation: “Certainly they let us know when they had a problem but they were not dominated by 

their national interests”. The Presidency does, on the other hand, enable the member state to forward 

its own interests by utilising its powers over agenda-setting and drafting of compromises. The overall 

satisfaction with the performance of the Danish Presidency makes it unlikely that the Danes took 

excessive advantage of this possibility. Finally, it was from the Presidency’s point of view a problem 

that the time-schedule became so cramped. The Danish Presidency aimed at reaching an agreement on 

the reform regulations before the December meeting to avoid that the yearly TAC-regulation was 

dragged into the negotiations. This strategy was complicated by the delays and eventually it had to be 

abandoned altogether (Fisheries official, Danish Presidency of 2002, Feb. 2004).  

 
The Amis de la Pêche 

In December 2001 and January 2002 six mainly Southern European member states, including Spain, 

Greece, Italy, Portugal, France and Ireland, founded an (supposedly) informal group, ‘Amis de la 

Pêche’ (AdlP)109, which opposed the perceived conservationist strategy chosen by the Commission in 

the Green Paper (and later in the proposals). The initiative to form this group was taken by France, 

Spain and Portugal, which had most in common of the six countries. This coalition in the Council is, 

                                                 
109 The English translation is ‘Friends of Fishing’. However, I choose to use the French name and acronym for two reasons: 1) the 

group was mainly francophone, and 2) using the French name reduces the risk of confusion in relation to the opposing group under the 

name of ‘Friend of Fish’. 
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as outlined in the previous chapter, not unusual. The activities of the AdlP involved extensive 

coordination of strategies, meetings at high levels, publication of joint conclusions and 

counterproposals etc. (Fisheries counsellors, Nov. 2003). Even though the six countries differ on a 

number of points in relation to specific fisheries policy preferences they do share some characteristics. 

On a general level the six AdlP member states emphasized the socio-economic dimension of fisheries 

including “the maintenance of communities dependent on fisheries” (Europe Daily Bulletin, No. 

8148). What tied them together was essentially that fishing had (and has) a certain importance 

nationally and / or regionally, see appendix, and that fisheries policy is seen just as much as part of 

regional policy. They were also, as earlier mentioned, in general net-beneficiaries of the EU budget 

and their social schemes were perceived as less capable of handling possible socio-economic 

problems resulting from major changes in fisheries management practices. One Southern European 

fisheries counsellor (Nov. 2003) described that the strategy of the AdlP was “to stress the social, 

local, and regional importance of the fisheries sector” . This emphasis is classical for supporters of the 

social-community paradigm. 

 
The preferences of the AdlP in relation to the question of aid were clear. The Commission’s approach 

was unacceptable and a Southern European fisheries counsellor (Nov. 2003) estimated that “80 

percent of the problem of this group was the structural funds, not regulation 2371.” The AdlP 

member states insisted that the premature abolition of public aid for building and modernisation of 

fishing vessels could have “disastrous social effects” (Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins, No. 8230a). 

The fisheries sector had been projecting with the possibility to obtain aid until 2006 and the AdlP did 

not perceive it as reasonable or fair to change the rules in the middle of the period (Fisheries 

counsellor, Nov. 2003). The AdlP worked in relation to the question of the RACs towards getting 

relatively strong representation of the catching industry in the Councils, reflecting the point of view 

that the catching industry with an immediate interest in the state of the resources should have a 

dominating position. This was, however, not unique for the AdlP (Fisheries official, Danish 

Presidency of 2002, Feb. 2004). Most member states in the AdlP group (Greece, Spain, Italy, France 

and Portugal (Council of the European Union, 15414/02, p. 32)) had problems with giving the 

Commission right to conduct own inspections presumably for the same reasons as the Danish 

Presidency. However, a few interviewees suspected that some AdlP member states feared stronger 

Commission powers in this area because their own inspection measures were in fact biased and / or 

inadequate (Fisheries counsellors, Nov. 2003).110 The AdlP member states were, as the examples 

above indicate, more related with the social-community paradigm than most other actors and that was 

also how they perceived and presented themselves (Fisheries counsellor, Nov. 2003).  

                                                 
110 I heard this point in several informal conversations - admittedly from persons from non-AdlP countries. 
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The AdlP held 41 of 87 votes in the Council and had in this way a comfortable blocking minority 

(France, Portugal and Spain could by themselves muster 23 votes), which in general made the 

negotiations very difficult because the AdlP members stuck together. The Presidency did try to offer 

concessions to individual members of the AdlP but it became clear that it was not possible to ‘buy’ 

any of the AdlP members without giving concessions on the key-issues of the group (Fisheries 

official, Danish Presidency of 2002, Feb. 2004). That the front was so ‘hard to break’ can probably be 

explained with the fact that the AdlP had signed joint positions papers, gotten a name etc. It would, 

therefore, be relatively obvious if a member state jumped ship – to use a maritime metaphor.111 The 

kind of (almost) formalized group creation, which the AdlP engaged in, made it difficult to 

compromise and resulted in inexpedient fronts in the Council. The strategy was also widely criticised 

by my interviewees.112 In this sense the group was de facto more formal than informal. The 

negotiation position of the AdlP was possibly strengthened by the fact that the two following 

presidencies-to-be were members of the AdlP. The AdlP group could in this way better afford that the 

decisions were postponed than its opponents. A Commission official (Nov. 2003) indicated, 

nonetheless, that he believed that the AdlP also felt the pressure for an agreement, not least because 

the Commission insisted that certain categories of aid would be put on hold because of expired 

programming periods providing that it was not possible to reach an overall agreement. Finally, 

fisheries politics is in most AdlP countries more important as a national issue than in the remaining 

members states and fisheries issues can to some extent make or break the government. This gave the 

AdlP governments the possibility to credibly lock themselves into a negotiation position by claiming 

that this was the only result they could survive bringing home. 

 
Friends of Fish 

The opposing camp was never formalized as a group but the fisheries counsellors of Germany, the 

UK, Sweden, the Netherlands and Belgium did form a network during the Danish Presidency under 

                                                 
111 This has resemblances to Jon Elster’s theory on ‘pre-commitment’ or ‘self-binding’ (Elster, 2000), which explains how and why 

individuals (or societies) in some cases choose to restrict themselves from future possible choices. In this case the individual AdlP 

member states emphasized their unity so strongly in the medias and amongst themselves that it became difficult for anyone of them to 

give in to what Elster calls short-term ‘passion’ or ‘interest’ (Elster, 2000, p. 91) during the negotiations and leave the coalition because 

of a small concession from the opposing camp. Leaving the coalition would create considerable political problems in relation to the 

other AdlP members. Implicitly (or explicitly?) the AdlP member states recognised possibly that locking themselves to a certain 

negotiation position served their purpose well. This is, of course, only a useful strategy in the EU if you represent at least a blocking 

minority – otherwise the block would just get ’discarded’.  

112 A southern European fisheries counsellor (Nov. 2003) admitted during an interview that “it was probably not the best way to defend 

positions” given that it was “not good for the Community”. Nevertheless, the same fisheries counsellor thought that the tactic – seen in 

isolation – had been a success, which forced the Commission to move and prevented it from playing the AdlP member states up against 

each other. 
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the internal name of ‘Friends of Fish’. The initiative to form the network was taken by Sweden, which 

had (and still has) a very influential green party113 supporting the government. Finland was also part 

of the Friends of Fish network but the country was never viewed as a ‘true fish-friend’ because of its 

alignment with the AdlP on the key-issue of aid.114 The in-between position of Finland is also 

indicated by the fact that the country was actually invited to join both camps (Fisheries counsellor, 

Nov. 2003). The main function of the network was regular meetings where new amendments and 

compromise-proposals were discussed. The member states did unlike - the AdlP - on no occasion 

speak with one voice in public or publish joint papers or conclusions but there was in the network an 

element of coordination of strategies, which included deliberations over what points the different 

member states should focus on in the negotiations (Fisheries counsellors, Nov. 2003). The Friends of 

Fish network took, as indicated by the name, its point of departure more in the protection of the fish 

stocks and was in this way related with the conservation corner of the paradigm triangle. A Southern 

European fisheries counsellor (Nov. 2003) described – not without a sense of humour, though - the 

approach of the northern countries as emphasizing the environmental perspective by insisting on “not 

killing the fish but maintaining them healthy and happy in the sea!” One could say that the AdlP 

emphasized the need to have an industry to catch the fish when they returned, and the Friends of Fish 

emphasized the need to recover the fish stocks quickly in order to give the industry something to 

catch. 

 
The Friends of Fish network was, with the exception of Finland, supportive towards the 

Commission’s proposal to stop public aid for construction and modernisation of vessels, something 

that the UK had actually done unilaterally years before to the regret of their own catching industry 

(Agence Europe, Daily Bulletins, No. 8230). The Friends of Fish agreed with the Commission that it 

was unreasonable to continue to inject public money for renewal into a fleet with severe overcapacity 

(Fisheries counsellors, Nov. 2003). The Friends of Fish were on this issue in line with supporters of 

the conservation and rationalization paradigms, who for different reasons favour that the catching 

industry should not get public support for renewal – especially not in the specific case where the 

Commission during the 90s had estimated that there was an overcapacity of the fleet of up to 40 

percent in Europe compared to the possible sustainable harvest of resources (European Commission, 

COM (2001) 135 final, vol. 1, p. 10f). The Friends of Fish were also slightly more open to a broad 

member base in the RACs (Fisheries official, Danish Presidency of 2002, Feb. 2004) although they in 

general also envisioned some kind of privileged position for the commercial fishermen, if not for any 

                                                 
113 The green party had, furthermore, chosen to focus specifically on fisheries (Fisheries counsellor, Nov. 2003).  

114 Aid for inland fisheries, typically conducted by small vessels, was especially important for Finland (Fisheries counsellor, Nov. 

2003). Finland was by a Commission official (Nov. 2003) called “a part-time Friend of Fishing”. 
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other reason then because this was seen as a precondition in order for the fishermen to perceive the 

Councils as legitimate. Nevertheless, their visions of composition were closer to the prescriptions of 

the conservation paradigm than for instance the AdlP.115 Most Friends of Fish member states were 

positive towards increasing the powers of the Commission in relation to control and enforcement and 

let it carry out own inspections. This was for instance the case for Belgium, Germany and the UK 

(Council of the European Union, 13095/02, p. 43) while for instance Finland and Sweden were 

sceptical for legal reasons (Council of the European Union, 15414/02, p. 32). The general picture of 

the Friends of Fish was an overall supportive attitude to the Commission’s conservationist approach. 

In relation to the specific conflict themes, the main difference between the Friends of Fish and the 

AdlP was on the question of aid, which was also one of the main points of controversy in the 2002 

reform process.     

 
The negotiation position of the Friends of Fish was weakened by the fact that the agreement within the 

network was not as strong as it was on the defining question of aid for the AdlP group. The 

negotiation position of the Friend of Fish was, on the other hand, strengthened by the fact that the 

Commission, which was, as earlier described, unfortunately for the network more or less unable to use 

its important right to withdraw a proposal as a bargaining chip, supported them. The Friends of Fish 

were in general disadvantaged by the same factors as the Commission with which they more or less 

shared preferences on a number of issues.  

 

Outcome of the 2002 Reform and Main Points of the Case 
 
An agreement was, as mentioned in the chronology, not reached until on the fifth day of meeting on 

20 December 2002. The AdlP stuck together, mainly because they wanted a better deal on the issue of 

aid, in opposing the compromise-proposals of the Presidency until the very final hours where a 

proposal containing elements of the three reform proposals and the TAC-regulation was adopted with 

support from all but Germany and Sweden.116 Besides those two countries Belgium, the Netherlands 

and the United Kingdom had reservations towards the in conservationist terms weak compromise 

compared to the Commission’s original proposals (Sveriges Ständiga Representation vid Europeiske 

Unionen, 20.12.2002, p. 4f). 

 

                                                 
115 The Netherlands supported giving the RACs real decision-making capabilities (Council of the European Union, 15414/02, p. 36). 

116 Neither Germany nor Sweden would have voted against if the proposals were in danger of not being adopted. The votes against 

were a protest against the continuing weakening of the proposals seen from the Swedish and German points of view. However, failure to 

reach an agreement would have been even worse (Fisheries counsellor, Nov. 2003). 
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Outcome 

Agreement on the RACs did not prove all that difficult and it was not something, which was discussed 

at the final meetings. The text, which was eventually adopted, was agreed before the November 

Council meeting (Council of the European Union, 14231/1/02, p. 46). There are several reasons for 

this. Firstly, the vast majority of the member states agreed that the catching industry should have some 

sort of privileged position in relation to the composition of the RACs, which was also the case in the 

final provisions: “Regional Councils shall be composed principally of fishermen and other 

representatives of interests affected by the Common Fisheries Policy…” (Council Regulation (EC) No 

2371/2002, art. 31, para. 2, my underlining). Although the wording could have been clearer the 

discussions in the Council left no doubt that ‘principally’ referred to the fishermen (European 

Commission Discussion Paper, 2003, point 3.1). Secondly, the decision on the RACs had very much 

character of a framework-decision and a lot of more delicate questions were postponed (for instance 

the exact composition and finance), which obviously made it easier to reach an agreement (Fisheries 

official, Danish Presidency of 2002, Feb. 2004).117 Thirdly, the proposal for RACs was generally 

received positively among stakeholders (and constituencies) although they to some extent had 

conflicting views on for instance composition. No RACs have been set up yet and it is too early to say 

whether or not they will be a success in regards to giving the involved stakeholders a feeling of true 

responsibility. It is difficult to say whether the final provisions bear the hallmark of a specific 

paradigm, especially because the regulation has not yet been implemented on this point yet. On one 

hand, it was agreed to have a broad member base and, on the other hand, it was decided to give the 

fishermen a privileged role. In other words, it can best be understood as a compromise between the 

preferences of supporters of the conservation and the social-community paradigms.  

 
The proposal for own inspections of the Commission was significantly more difficult to agree on, 

partly because of national legal obstacles. There was, however, also to some extent a difference 

between the preferences of respectively the AdlP and the Friends of Fish, the last ones mentioned 

being most positive with the notable exception of Finland and Sweden. The final provisions in regards 

to own initiative inspections were somewhat weaker than what the Commission had initially 

proposed: “ [A]  Commission inspection without assistance of the inspectors of the Member State 

concerned may not be carried out if the inspected party objects”  (Council Regulation (EC) No 

2371/2002, art. 27, para. 1, my underlining). Nonetheless, the Commission got some independent 

authority – even considering the reservation in regards to the acceptance of the inspected party. 

However, it was also stated that the member states should not be obliged to act against perpetrators on 

                                                 
117 The fishermen are in the Commission’s proposal for the establishment of RACs allotted two third of the seats (European 

Commission, COM (2003) 607 final, art. 5, para. 3). 
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the basis of reports from own inspections of the Commission (Council Regulation (EC) No 

2371/2002, art. 27, para. 2), so the Commission can hardly be said to have gotten ‘real police-like’ 

authorities, which is probably also why the final wording was able to gather support even though 

some member states were still sceptical, for instance Denmark. The formulation in the regulation was 

not agreed until the December meeting, which indicates that it was one of the harder obstacles 

(Council of the European Union, 15414/02, p. 32). This was probably not because of strong 

disagreement between the member states, of which only three were genuinely positive towards the 

idea of Commission inspections, but rather because the issue was of importance for the Commission. 

The final agreement constituted a compromise between national legal interests and the interests of the 

Union, represented by the Commission. It is difficult to discuss this compromise within the realm of 

the paradigms, which could all accept a central authority taking care of control and enforcement. 

 
The issue of aid proved the most difficult to agree on in the whole reform package. It was over 

provisions on aid that the Presidency was forced to offer concessions to the AdlP over several rounds 

in the dying hours of the December meeting in order to get an agreement (Sveriges Ständiga 

Representation vid Europeiske Unionen, 20.12.2002, p. 4f). The most important elements of the 

(complex) final compromise on aid were the introduction of a transition period until 31 December 

2004 where aid could still be given for building of new vessels under 400 gross tonnes under 

conditions of an equivalent or larger capacity withdrawal and an overall three percent capacity 

decrease in 2003-2004 in the member states, which chose to utilise the possibility to give public aid to 

fleet renewal (Council of the European Union, Press Release 2002/399, Council Regulation (EC) No 

2369/2002, point 9 and Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002, art. 13, para. 1 and 2). This was 

satisfactory for the AdlP and a Commission official (Nov. 2003) indicated that this was also 

satisfactory for the Commission as its main objective on this point had been to get a stop to the aid for 

renewal as a concept, which they succeeded in as from 2005, because the AdlP saw aid for renewal as 

a “permanent feature of the policy”. The Commission official saw this as a principal decision even 

though it is not stated anywhere that the stop is to be permanent. He indicated, furthermore, that this 

was a pivotal step on the road towards a CFP, which was more based on market steering (inspired by 

the rationalization paradigm): “Once we have made that clean break with aid we begin to allow 

normal economic pressures to work on the industry and to help fishermen to take rational decisions 

about their future” (Commission official, Nov. 2003). A Southern European fisheries counsellor 

(Nov. 2003) indicated, on the other hand, that he expected this item to be on the agenda again after 

2006. The future will tell us, which point of view will prevail. The final provisions were a reflection 

of a compromise between, on one hand, those inspired by the conservation and rationalization 
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paradigms and, on the other hand, those inspired by the social-community paradigm, which take its 

point of departure in the needs of the catching industry.  

 
On the general level the December compromise was criticised from a number of sides, mainly from 

the conservationist camp, for not being sufficiently ambitious to stop the decline of the threatened fish 

stocks. The reformed CFP has also been criticised for not utilising the insights from fisheries 

economics (see for instance Andersen, 2003, p. 34), which is preferred by supporters of the 

rationalization paradigm. Whether or not the reformed CFP will get a better reputation than before 

remains to be seen – and it would be prematurely to pass sentence on the reform after just a little more 

than a year. What is clear is that the fundamental elements of the CFP were not changed. In fact it was 

not even proposed by the Commission to change any of the fundamental elements; and many of the 

changes, which were in fact proposed, were watered down during the negotiations in the Council 

because of different constellations of member states’ interests, the most important of them being the 

coalition of the AdlP, which, as I see the process, became the defining element of the final phases. 

 
Summary of the Main Points 

The case of the 2002 reform highlights a number of the difficulties involved in making changes to the 

CFP. These complicating factors can be related to the understanding of fisheries policy, which I 

modelled and outlined in figure 1, chapter 2. The case-study highlights various features, which 

complicate policy-change, related to respectively in the terms of figure 1: the characteristics of the 

actors, 2) the institutional structures, 3) past policy-decisions, and 4) the external environment. The 

analysis of the case highlights, furthermore, that these factors always are affected by and have to be 

seen in the light of case-specific circumstances, which cannot be directly placed in a general model. 

 
A key-conclusion on the case is that the member states because of their specific characteristics were 

sensitive to different objectives of EU fisheries policy, something that caused major disagreement. A 

member state’s fisheries interests are determined by the combination of the characteristics of the 

fisheries sector, which determines the ‘national’ interests, and the constituencies in the member states, 

which affects the government’s ‘personal’ interests. The AdlP member states were more (especially 

regionally) dependent on fisheries and it was, therefore, more natural for that group to view fisheries 

policy as regional policy and protect the interests of the industry. However, the dependence on 

fisheries is not enough to explain the determined support of the commercial fisheries interests of the 

AdlP and especially Spain, as it could be argued that the present line of policy threatens the very 

existence of the catching industry in the long-term perspective and therefore is not really in the 

‘national’ interest. However, evidence from the interviews suggests that another factor might be 

important, namely that fishing in these countries is perceived as an integrated part of the national 
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cultural heritage, which results in relatively broad support for the fishermen from the public at 

large.118 This is especially the case in Spain, where the interests of the commercial fisheries sector are 

particularly well organised, professional and influential.119 The commercial fisheries interests do not 

have the same privileged position in the northern member states. Part of the explanation is that the 

dependency on fisheries is in general smaller, see appendix, which, of course, makes the governments 

more sensitive towards other issues. One issue, which is especially relevant in relation to fisheries 

policy, is environmental protection. The ‘environmental movement’ is relatively more powerful in the 

northern member states, which naturally gives them another perspective on fisheries policy; crudely 

put: in the south (AdlP) there are votes in protecting the fishermen and in the north (Friends of Fish) 

there are (increasingly) votes in protecting the fish.120  

 
This discrepancy led to the almost formalized splitting up of the Council, which, as I see it, became a 

defining characteristic of the 2002 reform process. Granted, the split was mainly over the issue of 

structural policy (provisions for aid) but the relative formalization of the AdlP group (and later also to 

some extent the creation of the Friends of Fish network) spilled over on the discussions on aspects of 

the basic regulation and created a situation where discussions in general were taken not between 

individual member states but rather between opposing camps. The Council was, consequently, on 

important issues split in two (almost) equally strong groups in terms of votes in the Council. This 

made it extremely difficult to agree on substantial changes because the AdlP group was forced by 

domestic political circumstances to try to water down the Commission’s proposal.  

 
A number of conclusions can also be drawn in regard to the impact of the institutional structures. 

Firstly, it is on the background of the case reasonable to conclude that the influence of the Parliament 

is very small, almost negligible. It is clear that the decisive dynamics were those between the 

Commission and the Council and between the member states within the Council. Secondly, the order 

of member states in the rotating presidency arrangement affected the negotiation positions of the 

member states. In the specific case the Commission and the Friends of Fish came under pressure to 

strike a deal, because Denmark, which was perceived as a relatively neutral President, was to be 

succeeded by AdlP-members Greece and Italy. Finally, the decision-making rules of the Council 

secured that the three core members of the AdlP, namely France, Portugal and Spain, could actually 

muster a de facto blocking minority of 23 votes. Considering the importance of Spain in the area of 

                                                 
118 It has to be kept in mind that this is based on relatively few interviews but the observation seems, nonetheless, to be reasonable and 

to some extent consistent with the general macro-economical importance of fishing and the consumption of fish products, see appendix. 

119 The role of Spain in EU fisheries policy (especially in relation to structural policy) resembles in this way the role of France in 

relation to the CAP – an obstacle to change because of very strong, organised interest groups or networks. 

120 This can be illustrated by the powerful ’green’ parties in respectively Sweden and Germany. 
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EU fisheries policy and the importance of France in the area of EU policy in general, this in itself 

constituted an extremely powerful opposition. 

 
It was also characteristic of the 2002 reform that a number of relevant elements were in reality not 

even put up for discussion. These included, for instance, the principle of relative stability, the rules 

regarding access within the 12-miles zone and the TAC and quota system, as such. This can be 

explained by the prominent element of path-dependence in EU fisheries policy-making. The history of 

EU fisheries policy is a history of complicated and carefully weighed compromises, see chapter 3, 

which in some cases were several years on the way. It seemed very unattractive to (the majority of) 

the involved actors in the 2002 reform process to reopen these discussions. This could potentially 

open a Pandora’s box of difficult questions – and create considerable uncertainty about the outcome. 

Ironically, making moderate changes in a possibly fundamentally flawed policy was in this way 

relatively attractive; as one fisheries counsellor (Nov. 2003) put it: “You know, status quo is always 

considered a good thing in fisheries policy.”  

 
The difficulties in agreeing on Commission inspections highlight the fact that ‘external factors’ 

complicate the search for management solutions. This issue should in theory have been relatively easy 

to agree on but this did not prove to be the case partly because of the interventions of higher-ranking 

ministries, which were worried about the erosion of national competencies. A conclusion is, therefore, 

that fisheries issues cannot always be understood without reference to more fundamental questions of 

sovereignty and the role of the member states vis-à-vis the Union.   

 
A case-specific circumstance of the 2002 reform process, which I find worth mentioning, is the 

cramped timetable created mainly by the delays in the preparatory work carried out by the 

Commission. This strengthened in the specific case those, who were seeking to water down the 

Commission’ proposals. The delay was possibly to some extent the result of (illegal) actions of AdlP 

member states (instruction of Commissioners) and highlights the fact that the independence of the 

Commission is from time to time challenged. 
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Chapter 7 – Conclusion 
 
Introduction 
 
A number of conclusions can in the light of the analysis in the previous chapters be drawn in relation 

to the initial question of this thesis: why it is so complicated to make changes in the Common 

Fisheries Policy. My overall conclusion is that the problems in changing the CFP can to a large extent 

be understood as the result of three interacting features of EU fisheries policy: path-dependence, 

uncertainty and disagreement. These policy-features, which I will discuss in the following sections, 

reinforce each other in an inexpedient way and they are (also separately) relatively prominent in the 

area of EU fisheries policy – an understanding that I will expand in the coming sections. 

 
I need at this point to underline that the aim of this thesis has not been to outline the shortcomings of 

the present CFP, to design an alternative policy, or to draw up the route towards a new more efficient 

and broadly acceptable policy. Rather, the aim of the thesis has been to uncover and explore these 

policy-features, which any scheme aimed at changing the CFP, must take into consideration.   

 

Policy-Features 
 
It is my conclusion that the policy-features of path-dependence, uncertainty and disagreement, which 

are to some extent basic conditions of any policy-making process, are particularly problematic in the 

area of fisheries. Part of the problem is that the policy-features ‘interact’ and have an inexpedient 

synergic effect on each other. I will elaborate on this phenomenon throughout the sections. The 

difficulties involved in making changes in the CFP, which are the result of unfavourable policy-

features, are intensified by certain external factors (and in practice also by case-specific 

circumstances121). I will discuss some of these factors after the three policy-features.  

 
Path-dependence 

The first policy-feature of EU fisheries policy-making is the strong element of path-dependence. Path-

dependence as a process is created by past policy decisions, as I described in relation to the model of 

fisheries policy-making outlined in figure 1, chapter 2. In the specific case a number of complicated 

compromises from the earlier years of the CFP, see chapter 3, have locked the policy and what the 

actors perceive as reasonable policy-preferences in a certain path, which it is extremely difficult to 

leave. A prominent example of a compromise, which has decreased the de facto and the perceived 

manoeuvrability of policy-makers, is the principle of relative stability, which more or less presupposes 

                                                 
121 I will not deal with these circumstances here, as they are exactly case-specific and not generally applicable to EU fisheries policy-

making. However, an example of case-specific circumstance is the cramped timetable of the 2002 reform, which had real effects on 

process and output. 
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the existence of a TAC and quota system. The compromise has led to a situation where the member 

states claim ownership122 over a certain share of the at any time harvestable resources. Changing or 

abandoning the keys of allocation is perceived as redistribution in a zero-sum game, which it is 

considerably more difficult to agree on than ‘non-discriminatory’ regulatory measures. This can be 

related to the policy-feature of disagreement, which I will discuss later on. The idea of fixed member 

state ownership is almost impossible to combine on EU level with e.g. market based management 

solutions, which rely on the market to allocate fishing opportunities to the most competitive.  

 
A number of other early compromises have affected the perceived and de facto manoeuvrability of EU 

policy-makers. The common denominator of these compromises is that they have made radical change 

in the CFP highly problematic. Any change in relation to key-elements will question the validity of 

compromises of the past and open a Pandora’s box of new debates. This means that changes, which 

touch upon these compromises, tend to be fine-tuning rather than actually reforming.  

 
The policy-feature of path-dependence means, furthermore, that policy-makers usually do not act to 

make fundamental changes before they confront a crisis, which works as a critical juncture. A policy-

path can, as I described in chapter 2, be broken but usually only at critical junctures, which are drastic 

events that force policy-makers to react and rethink in non-path-dependent ways. This is in itself a 

major obstacle to policy-change. However, the problem is reinforced by the policy-feature of 

uncertainty, which I will elaborate on in the following section. Uncertainty in relation to for instance 

the state of a fish stock creates a certain inertia, which means that the situation is allowed to get very 

critical before it is even possible to agree that there is a problem. An example of this mechanism could 

be the progressively deteriorating state of the cod stocks in the North Sea. Serious action to counter 

the decline was not taken when scientists said the situation was critical but rather when scientific 

advice indicated that the situation was worse than critical and the risk of a collapse imminent. The 

common perception of the presence of a crisis was in this way retarded, so to speak, and path-

dependence was left unchallenged because of an element of uncertainty, which the policy-makers 

could ‘hide’ behind.  

 
In conclusion, the element of path-dependence is a prominent part of the explanation as to why it is so 

difficult to make changes in the CFP. Path-dependence is, furthermore, to some extent reinforced by 

the policy-feature of uncertainty, which I will deal with in the following section. 

 

                                                 
122 The phenomenon of quota hopping has, as described in chapter 3, challenged this idea of ownership. 
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Uncertainty 

The second feature of EU fisheries policy or characteristic of the difficulties involved in making 

changes in the CFP is fundamental uncertainty. Uncertainty makes the involved policy-makers view 

status quo as relatively appealing, at least as long as the present situation is not completely 

unacceptable (cf. the idea of critical junctures) and is in this way an obstacle to policy-change. There 

is at least two dimensions of uncertainty in EU fisheries policy-making: 1) uncertainty about the basis 

for decisions, which is in relation to the model of fisheries policy-making outlined in figure 1, chapter 

2 related to the attributes and the state of the fish-resource, and 2) uncertainty about the implications 

of decisions, which is relation to the model related to the characteristics of the actors and what they 

perceive as their preferences.  

 
It is clear that the scientific advice received by policy-makers for various reasons is subject to 

considerable uncertainty, see chapter 4. I took it, however, for granted in my model of fisheries 

policy-making that at least the attributes of the fish-resource were fixed but this seems only to be true 

at a very general level. Not only the state of the resources but also the understanding of the dynamics 

of the fish-resource is heavily debated. This is for instance exemplified by the emergence of so-called 

chaos theory. Connected to this are also uncertainties about the influence of pollution and climate 

changes. These uncertainties in relation to both the state of the stocks and the dynamics of the fish-

resource mean that the scientific advice is seen as debatable and un-authoritative. This makes it 

appealing to disregard science in political negotiations and stick to status quo, which is in the short 

term less painful than radical changes; this is at least the case in countries with a relatively high degree 

of dependence on fishing activities. That governments prefer postponing unpleasant discussions is 

connected to their time perspectives, which are usually not very much longer than until the coming 

election; I will touch upon this element of fisheries policy-making again beneath.    

 
As for the second aspect of uncertainty, although the CFP is widely considered to have been a failure, 

this does not mean that there is a clear and undisputable alternative model at hand. This adds to the 

uncertainty of policy-makers, who have difficulties relating their own interests and preferences to 

alternative models. Furthermore, the relative lack of involvement of fishermen in the decision-making 

process means that policy-makers have little knowledge about how the fleet will adapt to changed 

conditions, which makes the implications of new management measures uncertain.  

 
The EU construction has been depicted as a sui generis – a one of a kind. It is, consequently, 

reasonable to assume that a successful fisheries management system in the EU has to be sui generis, 

too. It is obviously possible to look at and learn from other countries or other management bodies but 

the specifics of the EU are so prominent that it cannot be expected that models applied elsewhere will 
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be directly applicable in the EU. It is to some extent going to be an exercise of trial and error, which 

makes status quo seem attractive. This is certainly the case when the time perspectives of decision-

makers (especially governments and MEPs) are taken into consideration. Benefits of changes cannot 

be harvested immediately but there will most likely be immediate opposition among some groups. 

Governments will logically be sceptical about deciding on new, uncertain measures, which might not 

even work, if there is a chance that the present policy could work reasonably until the next election. 

This logic is supported by the fact that no major European stock has collapsed so far. Anyway, a 

collapse of a stock could be blamed on either the inactivity of previous governments or the 

uncertainties related to the fish-resource. Reasonable or not, there is little doubt that the story would 

be ‘spun’ in this way. 

 
In conclusion, the fundamental uncertainties in relation to the fish-resource and the implications of 

policy-changes, which are a basic condition of fisheries policy-making, make drastic changes in the 

CFP seem relatively unattractive to most policy-makers, who have shorter time perspectives than the 

ones fisheries management should ideally be based on. 

 
Disagreement 

The key policy-feature, which complicates changing the CFP, is the genuine disagreement between 

member states on the objectives of the European fisheries policy. This feature of fisheries policy-

making and the way it counteracts policy-change can be related to the interplay between the cognitive 

structures, the characteristics of the actors and the institutional structures, see the model of fisheries 

policy-making in figure 1, chapter 2.  

 
One group consisting mainly of Southern European member states is, as I have described, more 

sensitive towards the interests of the catching industry and the sector, as such, while another group 

consisting mainly of North European member states is more sensitive towards the state of the stocks 

and less towards the (short-term) interests of the catching industry. The main reason for this 

discrepancy has to be found in the national profiles - in terms of fleet as well as the ‘culture of fishing’ 

and the national constituencies. The ones, which are most sensitive towards the interests of the 

industry, are in general those with most interest in fishing, regionally as well as nationally, and vice 

versa. The southern member states see fisheries policy as part of a regional policy aimed at providing 

jobs in peripheral areas, an approach which is to some extent inspired by the social-community 

paradigm. The northern member states see fisheries policy as more related to environmental policy 

and are in this way inspired by the conservation paradigm. It is also clear that the uncertainties 

involved in fisheries policy-making described above enable the member states to place themselves 

further from each other than they would be able to if there was genuinely authoritative scientific 
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advice and possibly an attractive alternative model. The scope for political disagreement is in this way 

increased because the ‘hard’ facts, which could give common guidance to the actors, are perceived as 

uncertain.  

 
It is in relation to the question of constituencies and the ‘culture of fishing’ logical that governments 

situate themselves close to the constituencies of their country and it is clear that fisheries interests are 

less powerful in most northern member states compared to the southern member states where radical 

fisheries management initiatives could have relatively severe implications in terms of social 

consequences. There seems, furthermore, to be a cultural aspect of the importance of fishing, which 

contributes to the disagreement between the member states. There are certain indications that fishing 

is in the southern European member states perceived as closely related to the national historical 

identity, which means that there is broader public support for the commercial fishermen in these 

countries, which are, as previously mentioned, also more dependent on fisheries activities. Fisheries 

issues can for instance virtually make or break governments in Spain. Conversely, fishing does no 

longer to the same degree assume this prominent position in the national identity in most northern 

member states. In some countries part of the national identity has rather become environmental 

awareness, which, of course, changes the way things are perceived - and what governments perceive 

as their interests. This means effectively that the sensitivities are different throughout the Union. The 

fundamental disagreement about the objectives of fisheries policy and importance of commercial 

fishing activities makes it difficult to agree on changes – partly because of the short term perspectives 

of governments, which I have dealt with above, but also because of the constellations of the opposing 

blocks, which I will deal with in the following. 

 
Germany was a central member of the Friends of Fish network, and France was member of the Amis 

de la Pêche group in the 2002 reform process. It is traditionally very difficult to agree on anything 

when one of these two countries is in opposition to the main lines of the proposal.123 Germany was, 

furthermore, supported by among others the UK, whereas France was among others strongly 

supported by Spain, which was actually in this specific case probably the driving force. This 

alignment of big member states created a deadlock situation, which ceteris paribus was beneficial to 

those, who were opposing change. Consequently, as this alignment of big member states is in general 

not unusual in EU fisheries-policy, it must be considered to be one of the obstacles to policy-change 

and one of the reasons why disagreement in the area of fisheries policy is so difficult to overcome. 

 

                                                 
123 It is basically the same conflict, which has prevented a radical reform of the system of subsidies in the CAP. The reform is opposed 

by especially France. 



The Common Fisheries Policy – caught between fish and fishermen? 

 107 

Disagreement seems, to sum up the argument, to be a prominent feature of EU fisheries policy-

making. This is, of course, not unique for fisheries policy as disagreement is a condition of any 

policy-discussion. Nevertheless, the alignment of the member states and the basis of disagreement, 

which is basically the national dependency of fisheries and the perceived cultural value of fisheries 

activities, make agreement particularly difficult.  

 
External Factors 

External factors, which I also included in the model of fisheries policy-making outlined in figure 1, 

chapter 2, are, as I understand them, complicating factors, which do no have their origin within but 

rather outside the area of EU fisheries policy in a narrow sense. These external factors have, 

nonetheless, a very real effect on what it is (perceived) possible or reasonable to agree on within the 

realm of EU fisheries policy and on the processes of EU fisheries policy-making in general. A notable 

external complicating factor is the inter-institutional struggles. The different actors have, as I have 

outlined in chapter 4, independently of fisheries policy their institutional preferences, which from time 

to time collide with the arrangements, which from a ‘common sense’ point-of-view would be most 

preferable in terms of fisheries management. Institutional preferences, which are about overarching 

issues of power and control in the institutional setting, take precedence over policy-area specific 

interests, as these interests will be interpreted in the light of the institutional preferences. 

Consequently, EU fisheries policy-debates cannot be understood without an understanding of the 

struggles between the EU institutions over institutional arrangements.  

 
The protection by the member states of the competencies, which are closely related to the perception 

of a sovereign state, can also be seen in the context of external complicating factors. The 

appropriateness of having control and enforcement of the CFP as largely a competence of the member 

states has, for instance, been questioned. As I see it, the (in a narrow sense) logical consequence of the 

reoccurring criticism of the fact that the CFP is not controlled or enforced non-discriminatorily by the 

member states throughout the EU would be to strengthen the element of central control in the CFP. A 

central control agency (possibly under the Commission) would not to the same extent be vulnerable 

towards this criticism. This is, nevertheless, very difficult to agree on for at least two interrelated 

reasons. Firstly, granting police-like authorities to a supranational institution would as such be 

difficult because it impinges on national sovereignty, which for many (politicians as well as voters) 

weighs heavier than efficient enforcement of fisheries policy. Secondly, if the member states by 

chance manage to agree on centralising the control aspect of the CFP then there is a perceived risk that 

this could set a precedence, which would come back and ‘haunt’ the member states in other areas and 

thus lead to a progressive erosion of the competencies of the member states.  
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The factors described above indicate that it is not necessarily the ‘objectively’ (in fisheries political 

terms) best institutional arrangement, which is perceived as acceptable when other considerations, 

which are unrelated to fisheries, are taken into consideration. This restricts the search for alternative 

solutions and inhibits change. 

 

Summarising the Conclusion 
 
Uncertainty, path-dependence and disagreement, as I have described these policy-features above, 

explain to a large extent the difficulties involved in changing the Common Fisheries Policy. These 

elements reinforce, furthermore, each other in an inexpedient way and are supplemented by external 

factors. These elements are by no means unique to fisheries policy but it is my conviction, which is 

supported by the analysis, that fisheries policy-making is particularly inhibited by these features and 

the interplay between them. This creates a virtual deadlock situation where radical change is almost 

impossible to get through the Council. It is therefore predictable that the situation will get very bad 

before the Council is able to agree on action. This interpretation is, for instance, supported by the 

developments related to the North Sea cod stocks in the later years. 
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Appendix: Indicators on Fisheries 
 
 

 
a) 1996 figures 
b) 1997 figures 
c) 1998 figures 
d) 1999 figures 

                                                 
i) Including full-time, part-time and seasonal numbers from the whole fisheries sector including for instance processing and ancillary industries, source: 

European Commission, 2001, p. 7.  

ii) Yearly employment averages from Eurostat website: 

http://europa.eu.int/comm/eurostat/newcronos/queen/display.do?screen=detail&language=en&product=THEME3&root=THEME3_copy_491347045042

/yearlies_copy_146416886787/cc_copy_767972116772/ccb_copy_933353769791/ccb10512_copy_525680497586 (accessed 23 January 2004) 

iii) Some figures are from earlier years. Comparisons between countries with different years of reference should be cautious since the value of catches 

fluctuates with TACs and quotas. Source: European Commission, 2001, p. 6. 

iv) Populations in 2000 from Eurostat website: 

http://europa.eu.int/comm/eurostat/newcronos/queen/display.do?screen=detail&language=en&product=THEME3&root=THEME3_copy_491347045042

/yearlies_copy_146416886787/ca_copy_1031761721345/caa_copy_402883654878/caa10000_copy_526900717318 (accessed 23 January 2004) 

v) Source: European Commission, 2001, p. 18f. 

vi) Including Luxembourg. 

EU 

Member 

State 

Jobs in the 

Fisheries 

Sector in 

1997i 

Jobs in 

Percent of 

Employ-

mentii 

Value of 

Landings in 

Thousands of 

Euros in 

2000iii  

Value of 

Landings 

per Capita 

in Eurosiv 

EU Aid / National 

Aid (FIFG) in 

Thousands of Euros 

from 1994 - 1999v 

Consumption 

in kilograms 

per Year per 

Capita 

Austria 900 0.02 % - - 1,800 / 3,580 11.2 

Belgium 2,579 0.07 % 63,771 6.3 12,100 / 10,460 19.4vi 

Denmark 19,266 0.71 % 422,763 79.3 95,180 / 48,400 23.5 

Finland 6,074  0.28 % 6,668 d) 1.3 18,580 / 12,860 33.1 

France 66,804 0.29 % 647,476 11.0 89,150 / 83,200 27.5 

Germany 19,529 0.05 % 101,158 c) 1.2 90,890 / 42,340 12.7 

Greece 49,525 1.33 % 236,379 22.4 82,220 / 25,420 26.5 

Ireland 15,542 1.13 % 169,108 b) 46.3 37,610 / 15,300 15.3 

Italy 106,984 0.48 % 823,461 14.3 159,110 / 118,210 22.2 

Luxemb. 35 0.02 % - - - / - - 

Netherl. 11,800 0.16 % 357,135 22.5 10,920 / 14,590 15.1 

Portugal 44,391 a) 0.96 % 281,072 d) 27.7 139,410 / 38,820 58.5 

Spain 132,631 a) 0.97 % 1,601,712 d)  40.5 954,320 / 377,360 40.9 

Sweden 7,186 0.18 % 112,167 12.7 31,700 / 14,950 26.1 

UK 42,788 a)  0.15 % 692,912 11.6 86,950 / 50,060 21.1 

EU-15 526,034 0.33 % 5,515,782 14.7 1,809,940 / 855,550 23.4 




