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D4.2: Resilience policy assessmarase study results

1 Introduction

Farming systemsare always exposed twariegatedinternal and externakhallenges for
example fluctuating priceadwerse weather events, crop pests, animal diseas&sod scares.
While some of these challenges ocasshocks with reversible and irreversible effeothers
unfold over longer periods of time, creating continustisss In Europe, rast farming systems

are regional and specialisethe challengediffer across regins, subsectors, farm types, and
farming systemsHowever, m recent years,European farming systemisave generally
experienced more pronounced and overlappaigllengeson the one handa buildup of
shockssuch as moré&requent extreme weather eventscreased price volatility diberalised
marketsor unpredictable political interventions to trade polici€kese are accompanied by
significanongterm stresgs such ashanging consumer preferences, climate change|
outmigration or the lack of skilled labour.The accumulation of theseverlapping
environmental, economic, social and institutiomfilallenges could render many farming
systems in Europe vulneralaled threaten their functions, i.e. the production of food and fibre
as well as the prasion of public goods (e.g. landscape amenities, rural development and
habitat diversity). If farming systems are not resilient to the challenges, their functions are likely
to deteriorate, and in extreme cases entire farming systems collimpse(Meuwissen et al.,
2018) Vulnerable farming systems aamajor threat to food security, rural despment and

the development othe bioeconomy.

The public and private goods potentially affected by their deterioration or collapse make the
resilience of farming systems the object of public polywever, there is little systematic
knowledgeabout theeffect of public policies on farming systems from a resilience perspective.
The SURHEarm Projecthas therefore developed a Resilience Assessment Tool (ResAT) to
evaluate how public policies enable or constrain the resilience of farming sy$emmeer et

al., 2018) It builds oninsights from resilience theprto investigate the ability of farming
systems to cope with risks, shocks and uncertai(@eset al., 201@&nd to avoid deterioration

and collapséCarpenter and Brock, 2008)

Resilienceanbe generally defined as the ability ofroplex sociaécological systems to cope

with changing environmen{8ullock et al., 2017; Folke et al., 20F@llowingAnderies et al.
(2013) the SURIEarm conceptual framework distinguishes between three types of resilience
against external perturbationsobustness, adaptability and transformabi(i§euwissen et al.,

2018) Robustnesss the capacity o system to resist external perturbations and to maintain
previous levels of functionality without major changes to its internal elements and processes
(Urruty et al., 2016)Adaptabilityis the capacity of a system to adjust internal elements and
processes in response to changing external circumstances and thereby to continue its
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development along the previous trajectory while maintainifiginaportant functionalities
(Folke et al., 20107 ransformabilitys the capacity of a system develop or incorporate new
elements and processes to a degree that changes its operational logic in order to maintain
important functionalities when structural changes in the ecological, economic, or social
environment make the existing system untenableysfunctionalWalker et al., 2004As a
strategy to defend system functionality, resilierdiffers fundamentallyfrom insulation.
Systems that are neither robust nor able to adapt or transform must be isolated from external
shocks andtresseso prevent potential collapse. In the long rbowever, insulation strategies
suppress c@volutionary processebat enable a system to develop adaptive capacities and
arethereforelikely tofurther reduce resilience

In the past, farm policiewere often aimedat insulaing agriculturalsectors from external
shocks, in particular from price fluctuations, through a system of managed markets with
guaranteed minimum prices, intervention buying and border proteciaomplexand multi
layeredconfigurationof Europeannational and subnationgloliciesprovided further support

for farms and farmerthrough,e.g, various forms of state aid, state support to social security,
public investments in infrastructure and land amelioration, or sesgecific regulations

After the liberalisation of agattural markets since the 199@msd in the wake of climate
changewater scarcity, biodiversity loss and other ecological stresgm@eesilience of farms

and farm systems has become more of a concern in agriculturatpalipgIn response tte

9 | @ammon Agricultural Policy (CAP)currently in a process of recalibratioiWhen

presenting th® dzNR LIS | Y [/ Iagisletiveipeopogals forthe CAP after 20®§yicultural
Commissioner PhilHog&mA 3Kt AIKUSR | a 2yS 27F a.jt&hsure2 YY A & 2
a more resilient agricultural sector in EuréEuropean Commission, 20£8Jhe upcoming

reforms for a pos020 CAP can therefore also be understood as a decision whether and how
much D invest in resilienesupporting policies and as a choice between the three resilience
strategies; robustness, adaptive capacity and transformative capactya mix of them.

Against this background, it is important to understamdether and how the arrent
configuration of EU and national policies supportconstrains the capacity of regional farming

systems tacope with the range of novel challenges | Y RSNA Gl yYRAY 3 GKS /!t
resilience of regional farming systems requires an analysis of the interactions between the CAP

3¢KS /2YYA&d4aA2Y TFdzNIKSNI SELX I AyaY ¢ wddde | f GK2dzaK A
farmers and ensuredENR LIS Qa F22R aSOdz2NRGesxX G2RIF&Qa /!t R2Sa YdzOK
sustainable and competitive agricultural sector to ensure production oftjiglity, safe and affordable food for

its citizens and a strong so@conomic fabricyi  NXzNJ Eurdpedds Cosnshigsion, (2018). Modernising and
Simplifying the Common Agricultural Politggeted, flexible, effective, Brussels.
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D4.2: Resilience policy assessmarase study results

and various other policies, whiokicur not only within the sectpbut also across sectors and
jurisdictional level§Daugbjerg and Swinbank, 2012)

The Resilience Assessment Tdelmeer et al., 201&uildson broadacademic literaturéhat

has identified characteristics of resilierer@hancing policie@rink et al., 2013; Carpenter et

al., 2015; Daedlow et al., 2013; Folke et al., 2GL{pta et al., 2010; Olsson and Folke, 2007;
PahiWostl, 2009)However, it adds a distinction between policy characteristics that enhance
either robustness, adaptability or transformability. Therefore, it allows to address the question
posed by wrk package 4 of thelUlREFarm Poject: To what extent do current policiesthe

EU and member state level, and in particular the €Adhle or constrain the resilience of
European farming systems along the dimensions of robustness, adaptability and
transformability?

This report presents the findings from an application oRasilience Assessment Tde$AT

in eleven case studies across Eurdjpe next section provides a brief summédrthe tool and
explains the methodological steps. This is followed by a presentation of the:régelfsst
present general finding3his is followed by a discussion of four distinct clusters of cases and
an analysiof overarchingpatterns across the cases. A discussion of the policy implications as
well as reflections on the limitations of the researohclude the reporfThe detail®f the case

studies are contained in two separate appendix documents. Appendix 1 contains the arguments
supporting the resilience scores in each case, appendix 2 contains the relevant texts from policy
documents on which the scores were based.

Overall, his report presents the first attempt to systematically assesaltiiity of policies to
support the resilience of farming systems and thereby to identidyicy strengths and
weaknesses, and to provide entry points for policy improvemeintsn a resilience
perspectivelmportantly, the aim is not to assess the resilience of policies themselves, but the
extent to which these policies influence the resilience of European farming sy3teens.
comparative case study approach is explorative in adtut aims to enable broader lessons
and deliberations.
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D4.2: Resilience policy assessmarase study results

2 The Resilience Assessment TBalsAT)Framework and ethodology

2.1 Framework: Resilienemhancing policies

The Resilience Assessment Tool has been developed to assess how policies enhance or
constain the resilience of farming systems along the three dimensions of robustness,
adaptability and transformability. The taslapplied at the level ofoficy outputs i.e. direct

results of decisioamaking processeshich typicallyake the form opolicyprogrammes, lans

or regulatiors (Knill and Tosun, 2012he tool is not appliedt the level ofpolicy outcomes,

which are the effects generatdyy the policy outputs. The kelementsof policy outputs are

policy goalsi.e.the (stated) ends that a policy seeks to achierel policy instrumentsfor

exampé rules, prohibitions, subsidies, and fines, but also netwqiksforms, trainings or
partnerships.

Contemporary policy constellations are midtiel, multigoal and multinstrument(Howlett

et al., 2015)makingneansends relations in public policy often ambiguous and conte#tesd

for example possible that policy enableone dimension of resilience (@ adaptabilityyvhile
simultaneouslyconstraining other resilience capabilities, e.g. robustriéstkenazy et al.,
2017; Martin et al.2016) Trade-offs canalsobe linked todifferent time frames(Béné et al.,
2012) An important question is therefore wether policies create synergies or traoffs
between the different resilience capabilities and how a good balance can be aclidé¢ved.
course,trade-offs mayalsoemerge between resilience and other important dimensions of
public administration, such adedtivenessefficiencyand legitimacyDuit, 2016; Hood1991)
Policies mustalso balance flexibility and adaptability on the one hand and stability,
predictability, and efficiency on the othéWeick and Sutcliffe, 2001; Wildavsky, 1988)
Moreover, resilience is not a neutral concept aqgponents to policies justified on its ground
are likely to contest its meaning and related knowletitgge specificallygroups that are more

or less interested in maintaininfe status quo might emphasigbfferent dimensions of
resilience with changeaversegroups likely to champiorrobustness over adaptabilitgr
transformability. To address these complications, the ResAT includes both policy aims and
policy instruments and embraces all three resilienientations i.e. robustnessadaptability
andtransformability.

The ResAT is based on the adaptive capacity wddwuristic that has been developed to
assess the capability of governance institutions and policies to enable society to adapt to
climate changéGupta et al., 2016; Gupta et al., 20It)eadaptive capacity wheéls been
further developed by considering new insights on adaptive capacity, by including the three

:***** ¢tKAa tNReSOl KLFa NBOSAOSR TdzyRa TNRY (KS 9dNRLISIY 6
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resilience dimensions of robustness, adaptability and transformadildyhyadjusingthe tool
to the specific resilience challenges to European farsyatgmgTermeer et al., 2018)

Based ora broadliterature review,we have identifiedour key characteristics ofesilience
enhancing poliesfor each of the three types of resilience.

Robustnesgnhancing policiegrethe most conservativenes. They aim to support the ability
of farming systems$o maintan all of their current functionst the desired levebf output
without major changeto the systendespite perturbationsshocks and stregé&nderiesand
Janssen, 2013; Chaffin et al., 2014; Urruty et al., 20h6y are characterised by

1 a shortterm focuson recovery and continuation of the status quo with marginal
adjustments typically within months to a year;

1 a priority onprotecting thestatus que typically withquick and familiar adjustments to
existing practices thereby encouraging the preservation of current system
characteristics

1 the provision obuffer resourcese.g. througtpublic compensation funddrought aid,
mobilization dadditional labour forcer water reservoirghat cushionfarming systems
from adverse effects of shocks and stressesnhance their ability teecoverquickly
redundancy is a specific form of buffeat makesackup systemavailablevhichcan
provide the same functionality the primary system fails;

1 support for or provision afther modes of risk managemehat help the farming
system tabounce back to an acceptable state quickly after a shock and thus prevent
further crisis escalatigrior example through insurance schemes, mskitoring and
evaluation and information how to avoid and minimize risks.

Adaptabilityenhancing policie$ocus on increasing the capacity to identify and adapt to
constantly changing conditioifslurlbert and Diaz, 2013; Karpouzoglou et al., 2ab8garn
from disturbance¢Boin and van Eeten, 2018)dto implement changes to avoid or withstand
future shocks and stresséBuit, 2016) Adaptabilityenhancing policieare characterized by

(Anderies and Janssen, 2013; Brown, 2014; Folke et al., 2010; Karpouzoglou et al., 2016; Olsson

et al., 2006; Priest et al., 2016; Rijkalet2013)

1 a middle- to longterm focusof 1 to 5 yearsthat takes into account that eveswift
adjustments teexisting structures, policies and culturesedtime to unfold;

1 flexibility that allows and encourageactors torespond in flexible ways tthanging
circumstances, by avoidingerly strict and meangriented regulationand procedural
prescriptions;

:***** ¢tKAa tNReSOl KLFa NBOSAOSR TdzyRa TNRY G(KS 9dNRLISIYy 7
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1 enabing variety and tailormade responsedsetween andwithin farmingsystemseg.g.
through broad stakeholder involvementhe incorporation of nultiple sectorsand
connections across jurisdictionabundaries through contextsensitive policy design
andby overcoming silo mentalitfBrown, 2014; Duit, 2016; PaMostl, 2007; Rijke et
al., 2013; Verweij and Thompson, 2Q06)

1 enablingsocial learningi.e.the adjustment of practice® novel circumstancesithout
a full paradigm changéypically throughsocial processes that includ@aprovisation,
trial and error,reflection and exploration of new ideakarningacross institutional
boundariesand remowal of mechanisms that inhibgociallearning(Dewulf et al., 2005;
PahiWostl, 2007; Pelling and High, 2005)

Transformabilityenhancing policiefocus on theability of farmingsystens to incorporate or
develop new elements and processes to a degree ttingit operational logids changed
typicallywhen ecological, economic, or social pressuihesaten to make it untenable or
dysfunctiona(Walker et al., 2004 ransformabilityenhancing policieare characterized by

1. alongterm focughat accepts thatransformative changeequiresadecade or more but

needs immediate and serious efforts to implemesmiallbut in-depth change¢Termeer
et al., 2017)

. the dsmantlingof incentves that support the status queith a view b addresgath

dependenies structuralpower, vested interests and théé NS LIN2 RdzOG A2y 2 F
St S Y §G§eélss 2014pndby recognising or creating windows of opportunity to aixr
prevalent but problematipatterns of behavioufRijke et al., 2013nd by encouraging
andincentiveing transformative practices of target groyps

. support for n-depth learninghat enables higherorder reflexivity i.e.actors challenging

dominantmind-setsand fundamentally adjustgthem to changingircumstancesand
third-order learning A ® S drapad$y?td #efl&ciiof the schemata underlying a system
of which they are partArgyris and Schon, 1978; Bartkraand Moch, 1987; Brunner and
Schonberger, 2005; Folke et al., 2005; Huntjens et al., 2012\@ak| 2007)

. enhaning andacceleraing niche innovationexperimentation, selbrganisation and

early wingGeels, 2014; Termeer et al., 201f@y example by enablirgglfgovernance of
collectivegOstrom, 2005)by toleratingthds Y SNEHSY OS 2 F Woliskie R2 &
direct government contrdlOlsson et al., 20068nd by connecting actorandencouraging
them to experimenthroughfacilitated access to resources and supp@underson,

1999; Olsson et al., 2006; Rijke et al., 2013)
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Table 1 provides an overview of the different types of resilienbancing policies.

Tablel: Typology of resilienenhancing policies: Key characteristics and anchor examples

Type dresilienc¢ Key characteristi¢ Anchor examples of hg Anchor examples of ho
this characteristic may | this characteristic may
enabled by policy goa enabled by policy

instruments
Robustness 1. Short term foct  No longterm vsons; Payment and
months toyears programming cycles o
discourse one year or less

2. Protecting the Prioritizationof existing  Subsidies for existing
status quo farming and productiol production systems
systems; agricultural
exceptionalism
discoursestocus on
agricultural interests

3. Buffer resource Importance of buffer State aid regulations th:
resources such as  discourage innovation;
financesfresh water,  financial compensatior

labour, seedstc. (emergency schemes)
4. Other modes ¢  Focus on shotterm Accessibility of data
risk managemen fluctuations rather thar to individuals; state
systemic risks funded orsubsidized

private risk managemer
procedures to tgger
market crisis interventio

Adaptability 1. Middlelong 1-5 years discourse  Programming cycles
term of 1-5 years
2. Flexibility Emphasis on flexibility Global directives; dynan
discourse focuses or regulatory norms;
desiredoutcomes rathe  monitoring fauses on
than mears goals instead of mean:
3. Variety and Multiple problem  Availability of a wide ran
tailor-made definitions; importance of different policy

responses of diversity between ar instruments to tackle a
within farming systems problem; room for
acknowledged. decentralised decisions
local autonomy

* X %
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Anchor examples of hg Anchor examples of ho
this characteristic may | this characteristic may
enabled by policy go enabled by policy
instruments

4. Social learnin Encouragement of Communiies of practice
learning; attention to th broad networks; learnin
ideasof different actors loops embedded in polic

and sectors

Transformability 1. Long term 5 and more years Longterm backward
addressed imliscourse; planning and strategie:
longterm future-
oriented frames

2. Dismantling Recognition of pervers Abolishment of
incentives that incentives and instruments that suppor
support the statu: unproductive path developments which
quo dependencies; aims t¢ hinder transformations;
unblock lockins significant reatication of
resources
3. In-depth Challengingf dominant ~ Broad consultations;
learning frames; paradigmatic organised and
change; radical new consequential policy
frames; boad dialogues; learning
involvement of communities invitation o
stakeholders novel or unusual actor
4.Enhancing anc  Attention for niche Legal room for
accelerating nich innovations; support t¢ experiments; resource:
innovations accelerate innovation for experimenting; right 1

selforganizesubsidies fc
niche innovations

* X %
*
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2.2 The ResiliencAssessmentool

The Resilience Assessmé&nbl(seeFigurel) evaluates theapability of a policy constellation
to enhance the resilience ¢arming systemsdifferentiated along the three dimensions of
robustness, adaptability and transformabilifyor this purpose, it uses the tweley
characteristicexplained in the previous section. The policy constellatassisssethrougha
systemaitc andtiransparent analysis of relevant policy documenht® analyis needs to identify
policy elements (specific goals or instruments) tieate an impact othe resilience capability
of a farming systenPertinent policy elements are linked to the irdwws they are likely to
affect. The effect of each relevant policy element is scored, using a Likert scal@)tBbksed
on these detailed scores, the overall policy constellatgoeives a summary scofer each
indicator, which is then translatedt@na colour code that is entered into tiResATvheel(see
Table2). The colouredResATwheel (Figurel), which contains the twelve indicators of a
resilienceenhancing policysummarises thanalysisalong witha narrative evaluation of the
strengths and weaknesses of the policy constellation

Table2: ResAT Likert scores ancitetl colours in the ResAT wheel

Question: To what extent do t
the characteristic?
Answers: enabling Answers: constraining Score (+ colour)
Notclear
Not enabling Very constraining 1 (Red)
Slightly enabling Constraining 2 (Orange)
Fairly enabling Fairly constraining 3 (Yellow)
Enabling Slightly constraining 4 (Light green)

Very enabling Not constraining 5 (Dark green)
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Figurel: TheResAT wheel

Resilience

Enabling
Policies
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2.3 Summary of thetocol for the ResAdpplication

The application of the ResAddto take into account thathe resilience types and associated
characteristics

1 are not independent from each othand mustthereforebe presented as a resilience
profile, as presented by thResATvheel

1 are contextdependent and must therefore be assessed with regard to a sganifing
systemand itsparticularchallengs;

1 might be addressed to different degreas the level ofpolicy goals and policy
instruments

f cannot be assessel 2 0 2 S QuidAi®d &ubjectQtoexpert judgement and sound
interpretation, which makes transparent and systematapproachimperative.

To address these considerations, the applcatf the ResAT to the case studies followed a
protocol with the following seven steps:

1 Step 1 Identification ofthe main challengeso the specific farming systery the
researcherthese weresummarized in a brief outline

1 Step 2 Datacollection:The analysisvasbased on three type of policy documen(:
CAP policy documents; (ii) national CAP implementation plan(s); (iii) possible national
agricultural policy program3he case studyataset were sent tothe work package
coordinata to ensurecompletenessand comparathity across cases

1 Step 3 Data analysisthe case study researcheédentified relevant text items in the
selected policy documents arithked them to the indicators of resiliereaabling
policy. The analysis was angsed either by coding selected text with a qualitative text
analysis software or by copying of relevant text into a data extraction table.

1 Step 4Interpreting and scoring the datBased on the coded or extracted text, several
researchers determined evall scoreson a 5point Likert scalefor the policy
constellation in the case study at the levegoals and instrument®ifferent scores
were discussed and the argumengsorded The document analysisas registeredn
a formal background document.

1 Sep 5 Overall analysis of strengths and weaknesBaesed on the scores, the case
study researchers developed a narrative account of the ovetahgths and
weaknesse®f the policy constellation in their case and dreanclusions orthe
implicationsfor the ability of the policy mix to enhance thesilienceof the specific
farming system in the case

:***** ¢tKAa tNReSOl KLFa NBOSAOSR TdzyRa TNRY G(KS 9dNRLISIyYy 13
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1 Step 6 Presenting and communicating the daBased on the scorethe case study
partners entered the corresponding colours into ResATvheel. The choice of colours
was explained in the case study report.

1 Step 7 Stakeholder checlCase study partnergganisel a focus group or condued a
set of interviews witld-5 key stakeholders to validate and enrich the outcomes.

A detailed description of the procedure can be foun@idmmeer et al. (2018)

The protocol for the case studies was developed byitré package coordination teaimom
Wageningen Universijand Humboldt University at Berliafhd discussed witall case study
partners during a meeting of the SUREmM consortium in April 2018 in Madrid. Experiences

and questions during the application of the ResAT were discussed among all case study partners
during Skype meetings. The case study partners exté&edback on their draft report from

the work package coordinatoduring the summer. Preliminary conclusions were discussed
with the case study partners during the SUHREN consortium meeting in Halle, Germany, in
September 201&nd during a workshop ith stakeholders in Brussels in October 2018. The
final versions of the case studies were sent to the work package leaders between late
September andnid-November. On this basis, this report was writteNovember 2018.
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3 Results

This section provides an overview of the findings. More detailed results from the case studies
are contained in the appendices.

3.1 General findings

The ResAT was applied in eleven case studies across the European Union by local case study
partners.Followingthe overall design of the SUHRErm project, the anchor of each case study

is a regional farming system. A farming systecharacterised by its functions (marketable and
non-marketable, public goods), actors (fam® and other actors wit mutual influere) and

locality. The cases were selected toclude variety along five dimensions: (i) challenges
(economic, social, environmental, institutional); (ii) agpological zoning; (iii) type (sector,
intensity, farm size, organisational form); (iv) prodingh{value products, commaodities); and

(v) affected public goods (landscape, water quality, biodiversity).

Thedegree and type of resilience necessary for a farming system depends on the challenges it
faces, which therefore form the point of reference 8s@ss whether the policy constellation
enables or cosirains the resilience of the farming system.

Overall, the farming systems in the case studies represent a broad range of resilience
challenges.

1 Demographic challengeisiclude depopulation and outmigraion, an ageing farm
population, lack of skilled labour, changing consumer prefererares,a gender
imbalancen the farming sector.

1 Economiahallenges includmarket access, price volatilityie position of farmers in
their value chains, insufficienhgurance arrangementsinsatisfactoryfinancial and
management skillsyery highland prices, capital scarcity, food safetgues public
healthissues an@nimal welfare

1 Environmentakhallenges includelimate change, soil fertility, nitratemanagement
biodiversity loss (in particulpollinator los¥ diseases, wildlifdamage (e.g. the return
of large predators), but also the impactesfvironmental regulatios and thelack of
environmental skills.

1 Institutional and politicathallengesriclude oftenfragmented governance structures,
land ownershipissues gecpolitical instability, trade conflictsthe decreasing
acceptance of conventional farminige uncertairfuture of pesticides, regulatory costs
andpolitical distortions on land maats.
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The analysis shathat manygoals andnstruments in the CA®as well as other agricultural
policy instrumentg address resilience capacities of farming systems. Despite minor differences
across casestudies, the CAP instruments were generally linked to different resilience
dimensions.

A frst group of instruments was mostly found to be robustrezgsancing:

T

Directareabasedpaymentsand geening paymentsre disbursedannually and their
conditionalities usally do not require much chang established practice They tend

to enable farmes to continue with their current business moeéekn if profitability is
low.

Market safety netinstruments respond to shoterm price fluctuations and enable
farmers to maintain their business rather than adapting to lower or fluctuating prices.
Crisisreserves are buffer resources devoted to help farmers and farming systems to
retain their business in the face of market crisesasuraldisastes.

Geographical indicationswhich are technically not part of the CAdpable some
farming systems to edblish a highvalue market niche and to continue traditional
production practices that would otherwise be less competitive.

Support for msurance schemeselps farmers and farming systems to make
arrangements for support in case of disaster.

The cordination of productiorcan help farmers to respond to shdéerm fluctuations

in the marketplace.

A second group of instrumentgere mostly found to support the adaptability of farming
systems:

T

T

T

Agro-environmental programs help farmers to adopt more environ@igafriendly
practices and to cope with environmental regulations or environsdewén limitations

of land use, e.g. in Natura 2000 areas.

Investment supporis widely conditional on the adoptior more sustainable farming
practices, improved animalelfare etc. These policies therefore enhance the capacity

of farms and farming systems to adapt to changing circumstances.

The LEADER and LEADER plus progranemesurage social learning by providing
support for cooperation between farmers and other typésctors in rural areas and
alongrural value chains.

Various provisions in the CAP provide enhanced flexibility to member states to adopt
policies that are tailored to the needs of specific regions and farming systems. These
include in particular moduii@n, i.e. the option for member states to shift financial
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D4.2: Resilience policy assessmarase study results

resources between the first and second pillar, various options for the implementation
of the areabased direct payments, and the flexibility in designing rural development
programs within the confies of the ELER directive.
f In some cases, the2ydzy 3 T I NI S N @ptiohdNeeiviéntnY the ardzased
direct payments, was seen as enabling adaptability by encouraging the next generation
to enter farming; other case study partners, however, fourat the @ dzy' 3 F I NI S N&
premium basically worked as an additional buffer resource for rdeeivingfarm
operations.

Identifying transformabilitgnhancing policies was more difficiliany case studies found that
transformability was often implied in goal formulations, which, however, tended to be rather
generic and were often not matched by specific instrumdrtsrtypes of instruments were
mostly found to support transformability:

1 Support for organiéarming because a changethos would imply a fundamental change
to the operational logic of a farm or farming system; a shift to organic farming typically
implies a fundamental paradigm change in the underlying assumptions about the
interaction of agricultural production and the ecological processes in a farming system.

1 Support fomew rural value chaingas found tdouttressniche innovations that could
contribute to transformational change.

1 The European Innovation Partnershipdgrialtural Productivity and Sustainabiliy
(EIRAGR) providemeansto connect a broad range of actors and to develop niche
innovations. In some casEfPwerejudged to potentiallencourage deep learning.

1 The dismantling of incentives to maintain the status \wae found in several cases as
the effect of either the reduction of previous support, of new regulatory requirements,
or of specific choices in the design tife areabased direct payments of rural
development programmedn these caseghanges tahe overall policy constellation
made an established business model unviable and therefore forced the farming system
into transformation. This, however, was not necessagitgompanied by policies that
would enhance the capability of the affected farms or the entire farming system to
transform to novel practices and business models.

3.2 Clusters of cases

Overall, we foundour different clusters of cases.
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3.2.1 Cluster 1Robustnes®riented poliy

The first cluster consists sixcases and thereby represents the dominant pattern: a focus on
enhancing the robustness of a current farming system, witlatessometimesttle emphasis

on adaptability and transformabilityn some cass, the strong focus on robustness is likely to
incentivize status quoriented behaviouland therebyto constrainthe other two resilience
dimensions

The first case in this group is tteiry farming system in FlandeBelgium(see

Figure2). After the abolishment of dairy quota in 2015, the system faces significant challenges
from lower and fluctuating milk prices. This is compounded by fluctuating input prides, hig
land prices, competitiveness issues, and tightening regulations around Nisatgement.

The adaptability of the sector is structurally limited by high investment costs and high levels of
debt, a robustnessriented vocational training system and thpesificity of skills and
equipment.The policy constellation is dominated by the high direct payments, which serve as
buffer resources and enable the farming system to continue in the current operational logic
(wherebyfor leased land a major share of the direct payments is passed on from the farmer to
the land owner) and the market safety net, which provides a price floor for the main product,
although the shorterm relief might depress prices in the medium termniBaant financial

aids for farm investments and for weathetated insurance schemes also support the
dominant high output-oriented business modeHowever, investment support, a certain
degree of flexibility in the RDP, taitoade voluntary schemeso reduce production and
opportunities for social learning through LEADER programs a#d@jit [ftojects enhance the
adaptability of the farming system, albeit to a lesser degree tihasupportgeared towards
robustness At the same time, environmental a2 2 R al FSd& NB3IdzZA I GA2Yy.
flexibility, e.g. their options to move more into processkmpngterm focus is well articulated

at the level opolicy goals but not matched by concrete instruments. The policies betray little
ambition to dismatle incentives for maintaining the status quo or to promotealepth
learning. However, some support is available for niche innovations, in partarutaganic
farming and ruralurban cooperation

The second case in this clustethis crop farming sstem in the Northeast region of Bulgaria
(see Figure3). This farming systemvith dominantly largescale operationgaces challenges
from the depopultion of rural areas, changing consumer preferences, lack of organized
markets and market infrastructure, inadequate riskceptions by farmers, lack af&ncial and
management skillemong farmers, extreme weather conditions and climate charige,
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implementation of nitrate regulations, fragmented national and regional governance
structures, ongoing problems with tipestsocialisiand ownership regime and international
political instability, in particular th&ussian embargoThe policy constellain strongly
enhances the robustness of the farming system by supporting the status quo through area
based direct payments and providing additional buffer resources in case of natural disasters.
Support for risk managementas establishedjoal but the insuments available have little
practical impact. Adaptability is enhanced through policies aiming at, intemal&ation
development, agrenvironmental measures, producer groups and secmomic
development. However, some of these elements are @adity available to crop farmers and
social learning is not a goal. The case study finds little support for transformability, with no
ambitionto dismantle incentiveshat maintain the status quo, no consideration ofdigpth
learning and little support faniche innovations.

The third case is tleattle breeding sector in Bocage Bourbonnais in the Massif Central in France
(see

Figured). The farming system is locateda remote area and is challenged by more frequent
extreme climatic events, in particular droughts, an ageing farm population, pressure from
downstream actors, in particular large retailers, fragility of niche strategies, and a trend away
from grasslandbased animal production to cereal crop production. Enhancing the robustness
of this farming system is therefore at the centre of the policy which aims to maintain the status
qguo through direct payments, support for insurance schemes and various RDP sid¢asure
contrast, support for adaptability and transformability is limited, apart from the LEADER
programme. The policy measures are assessed as rather inflexible asdsoeptible to
tailored solutionsThe niches that receive supp@etg.,agrotourisn) are more geared towards
adaptation than towards novel innovations-depth learning is barely addressed in the
policies.

Thefourth case in this clustes thearable farming system in the Altmark region in Eastern
Germany(seeFigure5). The gstem is challenged by poor soil quality, outmigration and an
ageing population, a decreasing agricultural workfasimaygenerational renewal, decasing
societal acceptance of large conventional farms, a risk ofirdesisive regulations and the
capping of direct payments, rising land prices, a risk of lower rainfall due to climate change and
aweak capital base. The policy constellation enhan@esotiustness of the farming system by
providing buffer resources through direct paymeptsyments for leséavoured areaand the

crisis reserve, but with little dedicated support for other risk management tools. The RDP are
designed to enhance adaptatyili e.g. through programs for the protection of agricultural
resourcesand access to innovationdut are not well funded. The strong decoupling of-first
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D4.2: Resilience policy assessmarase study results

pillar payments provides much flexibility and the RDP programs in Sexioalyexplicitly
addressesssues of diversity, including fatevel diversification, support of new entrees in a
special young farmers program (since 2017), strengthefhihg value chain, and engagement

in the EIP Social learning is encouraged through LEADER, which is howewetl fionded.
Transformability is not well supported with little lel@gm considerations, no ambition to
dismantle theconsiderablencentives to maintain the status quo and limited space fdepth
learning however, there isignificant support forinhe innovations througBIPs, programs for
organic production and regional marketing, and networks between publicly funded research
institutions and the sectalso enhance transformability

The fifth case in this clustare privatdruit and vegetabléarms in the Polish regions of Mazovia

and Podlasi€seeFigure6). This farming systens challengedy the loss of a major export
market after the Russia embargo, jorgorice fluctuations, increasing environmental risks with
more frequent extreme weather events and pests, as well as quickly changing consumer
preferences and limited uptake of crop insurance. The policy constellation in thenbasees

the farming s§ i SYQa NRoOodzaldySaa GKNBAAKXI AYyadSNI | f A
geographical indications, subsidies for market development, a crisis fund for income
stabilization|essfavoured aregpayments investments in infrastructure projects to improve
water availability, or action plans to reduce risks from chemical plant protection. The
robustnessorientation is complemented with adaptabitityiented policiesunder the RDP,
which are, however, less well funddthere is support for, inter alia, monessainable farming
practices and for social learning, e.g. through innovation networks, but less than for
cooperationand seHgovernancewithin the sector.Transformabilitenhancing policies are
mostly absent. Lonterm development is addressed is polgnals, but in rather unspecific
terms. There is little support for-gepth learning or niche innovations and no strategy to
reduce incentives to maintain the status quo. Overall, the policies enhance mainly robustness
and to a lesser degree adaptabilityit lack a strategy to support transformability.

Thesixthcase in this cluster is the arable crop system invibenkolmién ¢ Oldambt in the
Netherlands(see Figure 7). This farming system faces challenges fr@tative economic
backwardnesgéin the Dutch contextlan ageing farm population, reduction of direct payments
through the convergence mechanisms introduced in the 2013/14 CAP reform, climate change
and exteme weather conditions as well as plant diseases and vulnerableTéalqolicy
constellation in this case strongly enhances the robustness of the farming system, in particular
through the direct payments which provide buffer resources to stabilize ssa@amdwhich
thereby support the status quo. This is complemented by support for risk management.
Adaptability is fairly enabled through various RDP programs, althihegladaptability
orientation isstrongerat the level of the goalthan the level of theinstruments. However,
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support for transformability is weak. Lotegm goals are rather generithe phasingout of
statusquo incentives is occasionally discussed but not implemented atepih learning is
barely mentionedn the policiesHowever, vaous programs provide support for selected niche
innovations, e.g. new fertilization systems, monitoring techniques and early disease detection
systems.

The final case in this cluster @mall andnediumsized mixed farms in NorBastern Romania
(seeFigure8). This farming system located in a very poor region and faces challenges from
fluctuating incomes, dreme weather events (drought, floods), competition from large
companies, market access restrictions and demographic chanagser challenges for small
mixed farms emerge from political programs to accelerate structural change in the farm sector
whilethe farm population is ageing, younger people are migrating to urban areas and producer
organisation remains weakhe policy constellation is enhancing the robustness of the farming
system to a limited extent. Direct payments provide essential workingalcagth additional
payments for smaller holdings, complementedriigr aliafree water supply. Support for risk
management appears to have limited effeé¢arious measures to enhance adaptability are
available but access is obviously difficult for sfaahs. The case also unveils various attempts

to enhance transformability. However, the main aim appears to be structural consolidation and
the training opportunities remain within traditional frameworks. The overall effect on the
resilience of small farsnappears to be limited and the agricultural policy has competing aims:
support for small famers as part of rural social policy versus structural transformation towards
larger, more competitive holdings. Subsidies for small farms are probably not sutéicien
induce business development. Support for the transition from peasant farming to more
specialist business models and commercialisation is seen as desirable, and market access
remains an issue. Overall, this leads to a relataelgivalent assessment the resilience
enhancing effects of the policiesthis case

:***** ¢tKAa tNReSOl KLFa NBOSAOGSR TdzyRa TNRY (KS 9dNR LISy 21
***** Agreement No. 727520



D4.2: Resilience policy assessngaratse study results

Figure2: ResAT wheels for case study anydarming in Flander8elgium
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Figured: ResAT wheel for case studycatile breeding sector in Bocage Bourbonnais in the Massif Central in France

INSTRUMENTS

Resilience
Enabling
Policies

Resilience
Enabling
Policies

24
TN KA A t NRP2SOGl KFa NBOSAGSR TdzyRa TNRY (KS 9dz2NRLISHY
* *
* Agreement No. 727520




INSTRUMENTS

Resilience
Enabling
Policies

Resilience
Enabling
Policies

25
TN KA A t NRP2SOG KFa NBOSAGSR FTdzyRa TNRY (KS 9dzNRLISHY
* *
* Agreement No. 727520




D4.2: Resilience policy assessnarase study results

INSTRUMENTS

Resilience
Enabling
Policies

Resilience
Enabling
Policies

26

N KAa t NP2SOld KlIa NBOSAGSR TdzyRa FNBY (KS 9dzNRLISHY
*
bt * Agreement No. 727520




D4.2: Resilience policy assessnarase study results

Resilience Resilience
Enabling Enabling
Policies ; Policies

27

KT ¢tKAa tNR2SOG KIFa NBOSAGSR FdzyRa FTNRY (G KS 9dz2NR LS|y
*
* X Agreement No. 727520




D4.2: Resilience policy assessnarase study results

Figure8: ResAT wheels for case study on small amliumesized mixed farms in NorEastern Romania
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3.2.2 Cluster 2: Adaptabilitgnhancing policy

The first case in this clastis thepredominantlysmaltscalehazelnut production system in
centralltaly (seeFigure9). This farming system is challenged by an ageing producer population,
price volatilityin particularin response to political turbulences in Turkéae dominant global
producer of hazelnuts) increasing consumer reservations aboutrielt processed food,
downstream market concentratipand increasing water stress as a result of climate change.
For the resilience of this farming system, measuraler the common market organization
(CMO) andural development policies (RD& far more important than direct payments.
Producer organisations plagiso an important role.CMO and RDP provide support to
compensate for natural and other constraints, while ambitious support for risk management
hasnot yet been implemented. A combination of RIDB CMO measurenhance adaptability
towards more sustainable practices, provide much flexibility and space for tailored solutions.
Support for cooperation, however, is mostly limited to networks alreadjvet/on the supply
chain. While the policy goals envision a more4&nign transition, the support for lorgerm
investments, generational renewals and Eleanentlylimited.

The second case in this cluster is commeegigland broiler production in SwedgeeFigure

10). Despite a prospéng market, the farming system is under great grge from stricter
regulations and market demands with regard to animal welfare, animal health and food safety.
This makes the continuation of the current system untendhle policies provide only limited
buffer resources through direct payments and sapgor veterinary services and disease
prevention to maintain the status quo. At the same time, rural development programs provide
ample support for more environmentally and climate friendly methods, investments in stables
and vocational trainingherebyenhancinghe adaptabilityof the systemPolicy goals aim at a
more transformative change in the long run which is supported by policy instruments such as
support for European Innovation Partnerships, organic farming, novel nitrogen management
systems ad niche innovations for the bioeconomy.
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Figure9: ResATvheels for case study on Hazelnut production in Italy
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