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Abstract
Policies in the agricultural and rural sectors are of key importance in shaping their sustainable
development. These policies are changing from market-based policies to policies that aim to
influence farmers’ decision-making. Thus, the scientific literature supporting evidence-based
policy-making must develop models that simulate individual decision-making (IDM) by farmers.
This study aims to understand key policy objectives, related policy questions and benchmark
scenarios relevant to the European agricultural sector to define the research agenda for a suite of
IDMmodels. This research goal has been addressed following a five-step process that involved
different research tools and heterogeneous actors, including key stakeholders. Results suggest that
environmental policy objectives are the most relevant for European agriculture in the coming
decades. Thus, the scenario modelling exercise should focus mainly on the agri-environmental
policies’ impacts while properly considering the potential trade-offs between economic and
environmental objectives.

1. Introduction

Agricultural and rural policies are fundamental in
fostering the sustainable development of the agricul-
tural sector and the food system worldwide (Sarker
et al 2019, HLPE 2020). These policies are increas-
ingly changing to respond to society’s concerns
regarding food security, food safety, environmental
care, animal welfare and rural areas’ viability (OECD
2006).

Building on the increasing concerns over environ-
mental and sustainability issues, the European Union
(EU) has recently paved the road towards deep policy
changes. These include the Farm to Fork (F2F) and
European Green Deal strategies (European Commis-
sion 2019, 2020), as well as the Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) reform proposals (European Commis-
sion 2018), which are aimed at enhancing the envir-
onmental objectives of the European agricultural and
food sectors.

In this context, the scientific community can play
a fundamental role by providing a quantitative ex-
ante impact assessment and evaluating the proposed

policy changes. These can indeed represent sound
support for evidence-based policy-making, allowing
the assessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of
policy measures, even in the absence of observational
data.

However, in the agricultural sector, current sim-
ulation models and tools for impact assessments
need to be further developed and aligned to key
policy objectives (Louhichi et al 2018). With the shift
frommarket-based policies to policies aimed at influ-
encing farmer decision-making and farming prac-
tices, the understanding of farmer behaviour and the
modelling of individual decision-making (IDM) has
become increasingly important (Jongeneel et al 2020)
as the eligibility and uptake of the proposed policy
measures largely depend ‘on farm specific characterist-
ics (size, specialisation, location, etc.), posing challenges
for policy evaluation and raising the need for new mod-
elling tools’ (Louhichi et al 2018). In other words, both
farm-specific and local policies need modelling at the
individual farm level (Buysse et al 2007).

Unfortunately, most EU-wide models are aggreg-
ate models—i.e. they are based on farm typologies,
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regions or countries that are not completely able to
model policies targeted at the farm level (Lansink and
Peerlings 1996, Gocht andBritz 2011, Cantelaube et al
2012).

In this context, the so-called IDM models have
recently become popular tools for modelling agricul-
tural systems and studying the impacts of agricultural
and rural policies (Kremmydas et al 2018). Such ana-
lytical tools allow representing farms’ heterogeneity
in policy uptake and impacts (Louhichi et al 2018),
thereby enabling the understanding of policy implic-
ations on a small-scale level (An 2012, Magliocca
et al 2015). These granular insights are made pos-
sible by a more precise definition of individual farm-
ers’ behaviour and, in some cases, the interactions
among farmers and between farmers and other act-
ors in the food (or non-food) supply chain (Helbing
2012, Brown et al 2016).

Having established the importance of IDM mod-
els in exploring the impact of policy reforms, this
study aims at appraising which key policy object-
ives, related policy questions and benchmark scen-
arios are presently compelling to the European agri-
cultural sector. We then use this information to set
out the research agenda of the Horizon 2020 pro-
ject ‘MIND STEP’ (Modelling INdividual Decisions
to Support The European Policies related to agricul-
ture) committed to developing a highly modular and
customisable suite of IDMmodels for the agricultural
sector. These tools will then be used to support the ex-
ante evaluation of future policy settings.

In short, this paper strives to answer the following
two research questions:

Q1: Which agricultural-policy object-
ives and related policy questions are
relevant and worthy of investigation
today?
Q2:Which benchmark scenarios should
be investigated in order to capture the
most relevant impacts of these policy
objectives on EU agriculture and rural
areas?

We pursue these two goals through a five-step
process that involves different research tools and
actors, including stakeholders, whose engagement
played a crucial role in answering the research ques-
tions posed.

This approach to research agenda-setting is not
new in the literature. For example, Vernier et al
(2017) define several alternative scenarios in cooper-
ation with stakeholders to support the pesticide
action plans in France; Dupré et al (2021) develop
a prototype bioeconomic model and then engage
public actors to identify issues and characterise
the scenarios that can be used to explore selected

questions; Van Ginkel et al (2020) analyse the pos-
sible climate-change-induced socio-economic tip-
ping points through a literature review and a stake-
holder consultation to guide the future research on
the topic that could be policy-relevant; and Holzer
et al (2018) evaluate the performances of different
long-term socio-ecological research platforms with
stakeholder collaboration. However, to the best of our
knowledge, this study represents the first attempt to
define the research agenda of an H2020 project that
focuses on integrating IDM models into a suite of
simulation tools that better represents policy settings
at the farm level.

The remainder of the paper is organised as fol-
lows: section 2 presents the background of the ana-
lysis; section 3, the material and methods; section 4,
the results; section 5, discussion of the results; and
section 6 briefly concludes.

2. Background of the analysis

According to the definition of the High-Level Panel of
Experts on Food Security and Nutrition of the Com-
mittee on World Food Security, ‘A food system gath-
ers all the elements (environment, people, inputs, pro-
cesses, infrastructures, institutions, etc) and activities
that relate to the production, processing, distribution,
preparation and consumption of food, and the output of
these activities, including socio-economic and environ-
mental outcomes’ (HLPE 2014, p 29). Therefore, the
first component of the ‘food system’ is the primary
sector, which can deliver sufficient, safe, healthy and
affordable food for all.

Addressing food security and nutrition at a global
level calls for policies designed to appreciate the com-
plexities of the food system, including its undeni-
able interactions with other sectors and systems—i.e.
ecological, human, energy, economic and health sys-
tems, which provide essential inputs into the food sys-
tem (HLPE 2020). Among human systems, the urban
dimension is exceptionally important, as the relation-
ship with the urban environments deeply influences
food systems through the growing urban demand for
foods and rural-to-urban migration (HLPE 2020).

Such tightly connected systems inevitably pro-
duce feedback loops that propagate any shock at
any stage back to the origin, either amplified or
weakened. Thus,multiple trade-offs exist between the
economic, environmental, health, social and cultural
dimensions of food systems. For example, food sys-
tems overlap with consumer behaviours that affect
diets (Downs et al 2020), and diets, in turn, con-
trol nutritional impacts within populations that affect
health systems and also climate change through the
impact of diets on greenhouse gases (GHG) emis-
sions (Reisch 2021). However, at the same time, grow-
ing climate change weakens the capacity of ecological
systems to support the increasing demand for diverse
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and healthy food. Therefore, ensuring that ecological,
social and economic systems work together is para-
mount to guaranteeing food security in the long term
(FAO 2006).

Consequently, the scope of any research activity
involving the primary sector should acknowledge the
complex relationships between the food systems and
its major drivers of change, namely: biophysical and
environmental drivers; technological and innovation
drivers; economic and market drivers; socio-cultural
and demographic drivers; and political and institu-
tional drivers. (For a detailed representation of a sus-
tainable food system framework, please refer toHLPE
2020, p 13). Concerning the latter, agricultural and
rural policies play a crucial role in promoting the sus-
tainable development of the agricultural sector, which
is at the heart of food systems (EuropeanCommission
2019, Alam et al 2020).

In Europe, the CAP is one of the oldest policies.
Its objectives, as stated in Article 39.1 of the Treaty
of Rome, are to increase productivity through tech-
nological progress and the best use of the factors of
production (such as labour); ensure a fair standard
of living for communities employed in agriculture;
stabilise markets; secure the availability of supplies;
and enforce fair prices. Hinging on these objectives,
the CAP has largely contributed to keeping the EU
agri-food sector highly relevant throughout the last
60 years, but, conversely, it has also brought negat-
ive impacts on food safety, the preservation of natural
resources, and the demographic, economic and social
structures of rural areas (Candau et al 2005).

For these reasons, the CAP has undergone sev-
eral reforms to engage with the constantly evolving
economic circumstances and citizens’ requirements.
Eventually, ‘a new partnership between Europe and
farmers’, based on a newCAP, was established in 2013.
‘This new partnership […] reflects the desire to reshape
the contract of confidence between European citizens
and their farming sector’, read the motivations for
the 2013 CAP reform (European Commission 2012).
However, as new concerns regarding the environ-
mental sustainability of current food practices have
emerged in recent years, wide-ranging criticism of the
CAP has fostered the 2014–2020 CAP reform process.
This makeover of the old common agricultural regu-
lations provides a deeper commitment to address the
compelling environmental concerns so urgently risen
by the EU citizens (Erjavec and Erjavec 2009, 2015).

The democratic legitimacy of the CAP legisla-
tion process substantially increased during the 2013
reform with the introduction of a co-decision mech-
anism (Knops and Garrone 2015) that sees the par-
ticipation also of the European Parliament (EP) in
the legislative procedure. Despite numerous limita-
tions and areas for improvement, the EP significantly
influenced the outcome to become a full co-legislator
(Knops and Garrone 2015, Swinnen 2015).

To address the concerns related to its legitim-
acy, in addition to the co-decision mechanism,
the EU has strengthened its approach of evidence-
based policy-making, including a stakeholders’
consultation approach and a system of impact assess-
ment. Even within the CAP, these two elements have
increased their importance. Regarding the stakehold-
ers’ engagement, a structured debate with all stake-
holders, comprising non-agricultural actors, has been
established to evaluate progress towards the CAP
objectives and identify future challenges (European
Commission 2018).

Regarding impact assessment, reliable simulation
models of the farming systems are required to assess
the effectiveness and efficiency of policy measures,
even in the absence of observational data (Louhichi
et al 2018).

In this respect, this study wishes to give sound sci-
entific foundations to evidence-based policy-making
by designing the research agenda for anH2020 project
to develop a modular and customisable suite of IDM
models that can better mimic the effect of policies
aimed at influencing farmers’ decision-making.

3. Materials andmethods

To define the research agenda of the H2020 pro-
ject under development, we carried out the analysis
through a five-step process using different research
tools and involving different actors. In particular, we
set up three main working groups: (1) the research
team, led by the authors and occasionally supported
by other researchers participating in the aforemen-
tioned project; (2) the policy-expert team, consisting
of researchers belonging to the project’s consortium
with high expertise in policy-evaluation and impact-
assessmentmethods; (3) and public and private stake-
holders selected through the criteria discussed in
section 3.2.

We then addressed our two research questions
through a set of qualitative tools, including (1) desk
research and virtual meetings coordinated by the
research group; (2) desk research and virtualmeetings
with the policy-expert team on the key policy ques-
tions relating to agricultural and rural areas; and (3)
consultations with the stakeholders to canvass their
opinions on which policy questions deserve atten-
tion from the farming-sector perspective and which
benchmark scenarios are worth modelling.

We describe the five-step process in detail
throughout the next sub-sections and synthesise it
in figure 1, which shows the steps followed detailing
the actors involved, the tools used and the outputs
obtained.

3.1. Key policy questions definition
In the first step of the analysis, the policy team pro-
posed a set of relevant policy questions (one or more
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Figure 1. Actors, tools and output of each step of the proposed approach.

questions for each key policy objective of the EU
CAP) to be answered by the suite of IDMmodels and
related market models4 included in the H2020 pro-
jectmodel toolbox. The policy team started reviewing
both existing policies and future policy proposals and
analysed the key global drivers affecting the agricul-
tural sector in the EU. After a preliminary analysis, the
group decided to concentrate on the post-2020 CAP
objectives for two reasons: (1) this set of goals already
covers a wide range of relevant issues, and as a result,
they include several far-reaching global drivers (e.g.
climate change, environment, food-demand trends,
health, energy, technological innovation, etc.); and
(2) the CAP reform represents one of the most
important policy changes that will impact European
agriculture.

Based on the nine post-2020 CAP objectives, the
policy-expert team selected highly pertinent policy
questions to be evaluated against a set of previ-
ously agreed-upon criteria. Through these criteria, we
selected policy questions that have the following char-
acteristics:

(a) Have an impact on farmers’ individual decisions
(or on collective decisions by farmers).

(b) Are related to medium- or long-term issues and
affect many farmers, leading to analysis of issues
that impact a large share of EU agriculture.

4 One of the objectives of theH2020 project is also that of creating a
link between the results of the IDMmodels and the market models
routinely used for policy impact analysis at the aggregate EU level.

(c) Could be modelled through the project toolbox.
This criterion includes, among others, selecting
policies for which it is possible to identify a
baseline against which to develop appropriate
scenario analyses.

(d) Give extra weight to environmental and climate
issues in light of the prominence of these object-
ives for the EU policy agenda.

The work of the policy-expert team provided the
key inputs for steps 3 and 5 (see figure 1).

3.2. The stakeholders’ selection and interviews
The key part of the work concerned stakeholders’
engagement. This pivotal phase involved three differ-
ent steps (from 2 to 4 in figure 1).

Step 2 of the process consisted of selecting the pro-
ject’s core stakeholders’ group. Stakeholders’ engage-
ment has been increasingly pursued in research pro-
jects and set into sustainability sciences (Neßhöver
et al 2013, De Vente et al 2016, Hagemann et al
2020), as it raises the quality and relevance of
research by consideringmore comprehensive inform-
ation inputs (Reed 2008, Reed et al 2009, Ravikumar
et al 2017, Saidi and Spray 2018, Rochette et al 2019).
Also, stakeholders’ involvement recently has been
employed to derive overviews of relevant policy issues
(Van Ginkel et al 2020).

In the present study, we designed the core stake-
holders’ group to accurately cover different interest
groups, including public- and private-sector repres-
entatives, and consider gender balance.
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We paid particular attention to the inclusion
of two classes of stakeholders: policy-makers and
researchers. Since policy-makers at a strategic level are
expected to focus on questions with a medium- to
long-term time horizon, we strove to involve people
who champion, oversee or guide agricultural-policy
processes in high-level institutions to foster the dia-
logue between science and politics (Neßhöver et al
2013; Greenhough et al 2020). On the other hand,
researchers are expected to prioritise policy questions
and modelling needs. We expected some familiar-
ity with the project’s modelling approach, and they
potentially can be interested in using the modelling
tools developed in the project.

The final stakeholder group numbered 10 people,
representative of each of the following entities: four
researchers, two EU policy-makers (from Director-
ate General Agriculture and Climate), one regional
authority, one farmers’ association, one consulting
company and one cooperative bank. Given the small
size and the skewed composition of the group, we
defined criteria to mitigate the potential selection
bias. For example, we decided to eventually give
higher weight to the replies of the underrepresented
groups had these situations emerged.

In step 3, we individually interviewed the mem-
bers of the stakeholders’ group. We administered a
total of 10 interviews between 19 May and 9 June
2020. Since the COVID-19 pandemic hindered the
arrangement of physical meetings, we organised a
series of online meetings. The interviews were aimed
to supplement the work of the policy-expert team by
providing the perspective of heterogeneous interest
groups.

We chose to conduct individual semi-structured
interviews, as they allowed single opinions to emerge
without any external conditioning (Barriball and
While 1994). We prepared an informal hierarchy of
topics and questions to steer the conversation (Kal-
lio et al 2016) and formulated open-ended ques-
tions to encourage spontaneous, articulated and
unique answers (Dearnley 2005, Krauss et al 2009,
Baumbusch 2010, Kallio et al 2016).

The advantage of semi-structured interviews is
twofold: first, informants get the freedom to express
their views, and the interview can be more conver-
sational, thus facilitating two-way communication
(Barriball and While 1994); second, both the inter-
viewee and interviewer can ask for clarifications. On
the cons side, semi-structured interviews are rather
time-consuming, and thus they cannot be used for
large groups of informants.

Each interview contained the following three
questions: (1) ‘What agricultural-policy objectives do
you consider relevant and worth of investigation today
and for what reasons?’; (2) ‘Among the proposed post-
2020 CAP objectives, which one do you consider the
most relevant, and for what reasons?’; and (3) ‘In this
moment, which benchmark scenarios could be useful to

investigate to capture their relevant impacts on the EU
agriculture and rural sector?’

Following the suggestions derived from the policy
experts’ work, we posed a structured inquiry address-
ing the post-2020 CAP objectives. However, to avoid
influencing one interviewee’s replies, we designed the
first question to be as generic as possible.

The policy-expert team also clearly defined what
criteria the stakeholders should follow for selecting
the pertinent scenarios. The suggestion was that we
remind the interviewees the selected policy issues
should comply with the following four requirements:

(a) Have a clear linkage with a relevant EU policy
issue related to agriculture (i.e. the CAP and
policies related to climate, environment, health,
energy, cohesion, innovation, biodiversity, etc.).

(b) Point to a measurable phenomenon (e.g. pro-
duction, investments, labour use, farmers’
income change, structural changes at the farm
and sector levels, environmental impacts such as
nitrogen input or GHG emissions, etc.).

(c) Have an impact on farm management/IDM by
farmers (i.e. policies aimed at influencing farm
decision-making, whose eligibility and uptake
depend on farm-specific characteristics, like size,
specialisation, location, etc.). This has been
painted to be particularly relevant, given the
focus of the project.

(d) Relate to medium- to long-term fundamental
issues (i.e. 5–7 years) and affect a large share of
EU farmers (thus excluding short-term policies
like temporal restoration after an extreme-
weather event or a policy targeted to a specific
region or type of farming).

3.3. The definitions of the key policy objectives,
questions and scenarios
After the interview sessions, we summarised the
results by drafting a brief document shortlisting
the policy questions and benchmark scenarios that
emerged from the individual interviews.

We presented the document during a focus-
group meeting with the stakeholders, policy-expert
team and research team (step 4). We chose to dis-
cuss through a focus group because this approach
is useful for gathering qualitative information to
answer specific research questions (Bloor et al 2001).
Focus groups are also helpful to learn more about
a subject and to discover stakeholders’ opinions
(Morgan and Krueger 1993) while letting spontan-
eous and unplanned opinions emerge; such opin-
ions might otherwise remain hidden in other social-
research methods, such as one-to-one interviews or
questionnaire surveys (Gibbs 1997). This type of
discussion may also provide the scope and space
for interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary conversa-
tions, letting interesting cross-cutting issues for future
research emerge.
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Focus groups are not free of drawbacks. First, the
representativeness of the groups may be question-
able (Gibbs 1997, Gamboa and Munda 2007). Also,
if not adequately moderated, it might be difficult to
let the opinion of some participants emerge, as they
could be discouraged because of the absence of con-
fidentiality (Gibbs 1997)5, due to differences in ‘social
status’ (Bloor et al 2001), or because some parti-
cipants monopolise the discussion (Smithson 2000),
perhaps due to power relations (Bloor et al 2001).
With these caveats in mind, we tried to control all
these possible drawbacks during the meeting through
an expert moderator of the discussion.

The focus-group meeting was organised on 24
June 2020. Due to the COVID-19 emergency, the
focus group took place online. The number of par-
ticipants was 22. Almost all stakeholders (8 out of 10)
attended the meeting, together with the five research-
ers of the research group and nine members of the
policy team. Although the online setting may not be
ideal for the discussion, housekeeping rules were cla-
rified before the meeting, and the discussion pro-
ceeded rather smoothly.

During the last step (figure 1, stage 5), the research
team summarised all the results from the focus-group
meeting and complemented them with the work of
the policy-expert team. The output of this desk work
consists of a shortlist of key policy objectives, related
policy questions and benchmark scenarios that are
worthy of investigation.

4. Results

4.1. Policy questions reflecting the post-2020 CAP
objectives
The policy questions that the project should answer
are those defined by the policy-expert team. As men-
tioned, the team has developed a conceptual mat-
rix in which sensible policy questions get mapped
to each of the nine post-2020 proposed CAP object-
ives. The policy questions were then evaluated against
the four above-defined selection criteria and selec-
ted according to their relevance to the project. (table
S1-available online at stacks.iop.org/ERL/16/094044/
mmedia-provides the list of all the key policy ques-
tions analysed against the selection criteria).

Overall, all the nine objectives of the CAP are
covered by the project modelling tools, but three out
of nine (namely: generational renewal, vibrant rural
areas and improving the response of EU agriculture to
societal demands on food and health) seem less easy
to explore, meaning they are not modellable or diffi-
cult to model in the H2020 project toolbox.

5 In the present exercise, these drawbacks should have been
weakened by the fact that we already had individual interviews that
should have given the possibility to everyone to let his or her opin-
ion emerge in confidentiality.

Figure 2 summarises the results of the evaluation
of the policy questions against the selection criteria.
Coherently with the project’s scope, the policy team
has selected only policy questions that impact IDMby
farmers. Thus, selection criteria 1 has been satisfied by
all the policy questions.

The bulk of the 23 policy questions refers to
medium- to long-term fundamental issues. Fifteen
out of 23 can be (actually or potentially) mod-
elled by the project’s toolbox for quantitative eval-
uation. For 13 questions, it is easy to identify a
baseline of policies against which to develop appro-
priate scenario analyses. Almost half (10 out of 23)
give special weight to the environment and climate
change.

4.2. The stakeholders’ contribution: The individual
interviews and the focus group
The first question stakeholders were asked was, ‘What
agricultural-policy objectives do you consider relevant
and worthy of investigation today, and for what reas-
ons?’ This question has allowed a lack of influence
and restricts the discussion to the post-2020 CAP
objectives. Almost all stakeholders mentioned envir-
onmental topics, highlighting the importance of bal-
ancing the economic and environmental perform-
ance of the primary sector. What follows are the
shortlisted policy objectives included in the brief doc-
ument prepared for the focus group:

(a) Joint environmental and economic perform-
ances: Provision of enough healthy food with
minimal impact on the environment and
reduced reliance on subsidies, increasing the
system’s efficiency, climate-change adaptation
and resilience.

(b) Provision of environmental public goods with a
special focus on climate-change mitigation.

(c) Increasing competitiveness: Make viable farm
communities less dependent on subsidies and
better risk management.

(d) Foster innovation in agriculture.

During the focus-group discussion, the stakehold-
ers largely agreed with the list, although some fur-
ther aspects emerged. First, connections in the food
supply chain should be emphasised, considering that
the recently released F2F strategy aims to compre-
hensively address the challenges of a sustainable
food system. Secondly, among the multiple trade-
offs existing in a food system (see section 2), stake-
holders pointed that a specific focus should be
dedicated to those between economic and envir-
onmental objectives and among the environmental
objectives themselves, with particular attention on
biodiversity issues. Thirdly, short-term versus long-
term effects of the different scenarios should be
explored.
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Figure 2. Evaluation of the policy questions against the selection criteria.
Source: Policy-expert team.

Figure 3. Replies to the question on the most relevant post-2020 CAP objective.
Source: Stakeholders’ interviews.

Next, figure 3 summarises the stakeholders’ opin-
ions on the relevance of the post-2020CAPobjectives.
Each respondent could indicate more than one
objective.

Even in this case, a clear focus on environ-
mental objectives emerged, with (a) preserving biod-
iversity, ecosystem services and landscapes, (b) fos-
tering environmental care, and (c) climate-change
action being the most-rated objectives. This ranking
is not univocal, as, for some stakeholders, economic
objectives were more important, and in general, all
stakeholders considered the nine objectives relevant
and worthy of investigation.

Finally, the stakeholders were shown the set of
proposed benchmark scenarios that emerged from
the question ‘In this moment, which benchmark
scenario could be useful to investigate to capture its
relevant impacts on EU agriculture and rural areas?’
administered during the semi-structured vis-à-vis
interviews (respondents could providemore than one
option). Table 1 summarises the results of this pro-
cess by classifying the type of scenarios proposed
according to their main topic; then, for each topic, it
provides two indicators: (1) the number of scenarios
suggested by the stakeholders per topic (column 2),
and (2) the number of times a topic was indicated in

Table 1. Proposed benchmark scenarios grouped by category with
the number of scenarios listed and of stakeholders’ replies.

Scenario type

Number of
scenarios
proposed

Number of
times cited

Environmental 8 10
Low-carbon scenario 7 9
Animal welfare 1 2
First pillar payment
changes

4 4

Cross-cutting issues 5 7

Source: Stakeholders’ interviews.

the replies (column 3), as some scenarios have been
indicated by more than one stakeholder.

Environmental scenarios include, among others,
the creation of markets for ecosystem services and the
fostering of their implementation. On the other hand,
low-carbon scenarios cover the implementation of
different mitigation measures (livestock numbers,
nutrient management) and the simulation of top-
down policy instruments (e.g. carbon taxes).

The proposed scenarios concerning changes in
first pillar payments address the complete removal
of subsidies and the re-coupling of support to
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environmental services. The latter was often deemed
the only rationale for maintaining such payments to
farmers.

Cross-cutting issues include, for example, foster-
ing the adoption of risk-management tools.

Finally, the focus-group discussion brought up
additional points of attention, emerging as aspects
to be considered when designing scenarios. Among
these, special attention was given to the possibil-
ity to model collective payments to farmers (i.e. the
coordination of different farmers to provide environ-
mental outputs).

4.3. Definition of key policy objectives and related
policy questions and benchmark scenarios
Table 2 presents the final shortlisted key policy object-
ives, related policy questions and benchmark scen-
arios for the ex-ante impact assessment of EU agricul-
tural and rural policies, resulting from the five-step
process adopted in this study. In the table, the pro-
posed post-2020 CAP objectives are presented in the
ranking resulting from the stakeholders’ answers; for
each post-2020 CAP objective, the list of key policy
questions proposed by the policy-expert team is also
indicated. Finally, the table lists the corresponding
relevant benchmark scenarios that have been pro-
posed. We classify the policy objectives that emerged
from our five-step investigation according to the nine
goals of the CAP reform proposal for two reasons:
first, stakeholders endorsed the comprehensiveness
and relevance of such objectives, and second, these
points of action will undoubtedly steer EU agricul-
tural policies in the future.

Exploiting the indications that emerged from the
individualmeetings and the focus group, wewere able
to rank the post-2020 CAP objectives from the most
relevant to the least compelling. As a result, overall
prominent importance has been given to environ-
mental and climate objectives. All the scenarios sug-
gested by the stakeholders have been included in
the final list, although they are not homogeneously
defined (e.g. different spatial scales, different levels of
description detail, etc.), as we wanted to keep the ori-
ginal stakeholder contributions as much as possible
without influencing them in any way.

5. Discussion

5.1. Key policy objectives and policy questions
The stakeholders’ engagement led to a comprehens-
ive definition of the policy objectives and brought
up two major indications: (1) prioritising environ-
mental issues and (2) jointly analysing the economic
and environmental performances (at the farm and the
territorial levels). In fact, among the post-2020 CAP
objectives, the environmental ones were the only ones
quoted bymost of the stakeholders. Specifically, 7 out

of 10 stakeholders quoted the objective ‘preserving
biodiversity, ecosystem services and landscapes’, 6
out of 10 the objective ‘fostering environmental care’
and 6 out of 10 the objective ‘climate-change action’.
Although the composition of the stakeholders’ group
might have stirred the analysis towards a narrower
range of subjects, opinions proved to be substantially
homogeneous across stakeholder categories. Indeed,
all the actors involved indicated as first or second
objective one the post-2020 environmental policy
goal, sharing, in this respect, a very common vision of
future policy goals; thus, mitigation strategies for cor-
recting biases in the focus-group management were
not used.

However, what the stakeholders have clearly
indicated, is that the environmental objectives are not
relevant per se, but they are only relevant if the eco-
nomic viability of the farming sector is also factored
in. This vision was then confirmed by the answers
stakeholders gave to the question ‘What agricultural-
policy objectives do you consider relevant and worthy of
investigation today and for what reasons?’ The primary
objective was, in fact, the joint environmental and
economic performance of agriculture, intended as
the provision of enough healthy food with minimal
impact on the environment and reduced reliance on
subsidies, increasing the system’s efficiency, climate-
change adaptation and resilience. The second and
third objectives, on the other hand, seem to be simply
a split of the first one into its components—namely,
the provision of environmental public goods and the
increase of farmers’ competitiveness. Unsurprisingly,
the stakeholders considered both to be less compre-
hensive than the first.

The discussion in the focus group highlighted the
importance of trade-offs between the health, envir-
onmental, economic and social dimensions, which
also is widely stressed by the Commission’s CAP
reform proposal and the F2F strategy (European
Commission 2018 and 2020). In particular, the trade-
off between economic and environmental perform-
ances and among the different environmental per-
formances have been widely stressed. In general,
trade-offs highlight the opportunity costs of one
potential choice, and from an economic perspective,
one would typically attach explicit costs and bene-
fits to specific sets of actions. Conversely, analysing
the trade-offs of interventions in the food system is
much more complex and involves estimating poten-
tial impacts ‘beyond the economic, food security or
environmental domain and beyond the sphere of the
farmer, consumer or value chain’ (Fresco et al 2021).
One solution is to considermultiple criteria thatmake
trade-offs explicit, leading tomore informed and bet-
ter decisions (Fresco et al 2021). However, this issue
is highly related to the definition and use of a proper
set of indicators, a task that the MIND STEP project
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will deal with but going beyond the scope of this
paper.

As the policy questions proposed by the policy
team are all mapped to each of the nine post-2020
proposed CAP objectives, the key policy questions
that the project should answer are linked to the most-
rated post-2020 CAP objectives—namely, the envir-
onmental ones (table 2). Although almost all these
policy questions refer to medium- to long-term fun-
damental issues, the extent to which they will be
modelled by the project toolbox is difficult to estab-
lish a priori. Indeed, the feasibility of any such ana-
lytical exercise largely depends on the specific scen-
arios defined within each policy question (see next
section).

On the other hand, given the status of the current
modelling capacity, the policy questions with a clear
economic cut are judged readily implemented by the
present project’s toolbox.

Lastly, the policy questions related to the post-
2020 CAP objectives of generational renewal, vibrant
rural areas and improving the response of EU agri-
culture to societal demands on food and health
appear less easy to address, given the foreseen pro-
ject’s model’s toolbox. However, the impacts of the
various policy scenarios on employment and income
in agriculture and rural areas can be indirectly eval-
uated as results of the other proposed scenarios (see
next section).

When comparing our results on themost import-
ant post-2020 CAP objectives with those obtained
from the public consultation ‘Modernizing and Sim-
plifying the Common Agricultural Policy’ (ECO-
RYS 2017), a clear common focus on environmental
objectives emerges. Indeed, the opinions surfacing
from this wider EU consultation indicate that people
see farmers as suppliers of healthy and safe products
while being also responsible for protecting the envir-
onment and ensuring animal health and welfare.
Therefore, the environmental objectives of the CAP
are those that, more than others, justify the high
level of interest in keeping a common EU policy on
agriculture and rural development into place, with a
consensus between citizens and farmers. Regarding
the specific environmental challenges, respondents
(both farmers and non-farmers) gave clear priority to
protecting biodiversity, reducing soil degradation and
finding a more sustainable use of pesticides and fer-
tilisers. These results are largely in line with our find-
ings, which point to placing very high relevance on
the environmental and biodiversity issues when con-
ducting impact assessments for the EU agricultural
sector.

In addition, from the public consultation, the EU
level seems to be the appropriate government level
of global phenomena, such as mitigating and adapt-
ing to the impact of climate change (85% of the

respondents), contributing to a high level of environ-
mental protection (73%), addressing market uncer-
tainties (67%) and encouraging the supply of healthy
and quality products (62%). This issue would some-
how corroborate the EU Commission’s goal to estab-
lish a new partnership between Europe and farm-
ers based on the CAP (European Commission 2012).
However, strong criticism has emerged over the feas-
ibility of this objective (see, among others, Swinnen
2015).

5.2. The benchmark scenarios
Coherently, with the suggestions received by the
stakeholders, we record 16 mentions for the scen-
arios addressing the three environmental and animal-
welfare objectives, while another nine touch object-
ives relating more to competitiveness and innov-
ation. The F2F scenarios-i.e. those simulating the
impact of the long-term targets proposed in the
strategy (e.g.: −50% use of fertilisers)-also received
great attention, but since the interviews took place
on the same days the corresponding strategic docu-
ment was released, these preferences should be con-
sidered with due caution. Regarding the other policy
goals (rural development, generational renewal, and
food safety and quality), the stakeholders suggested
only five scenarios, although, as mentioned, many
other scenarios will likely produce results that impact
these three policy objectives, which will be explicitly
evaluated.

In addition to expressing their preferences for
specific scenarios (or sets thereof), the stakeholders
have also repeatedly stressed two important features
that the modelling toolbox should be equipped with:
first, contemplating connections between subsectors
and heterogeneous actors in the food system; second,
focussing on the multiple trade-offs between eco-
nomic and environmental objectives and among the
environmental objectives themselves.

Given the relevance of these remarks, we con-
versed with the project’s modellers to understand the
potential of including such representation in devel-
oping the modelling framework. The reactions to the
first aspect were generally condescending and posit-
ive, as connections in the food supply chain are very
relevant from a policy perspective.

The project toolbox represents a promising
instrument for addressing the complex proposed
scenarios. That is, bridging the IDM models and the
current EU-wide and global models will allow both
addressing policy changes at finer spatial resolution—
from global to regional—and considering a wider
scope of EU policies related to agriculture, such as the
Paris Climate Agreement, the Sustainability Develop-
ment Goals and, indeed, the F2F strategy. In partic-
ular, EU-wide and global models provide a spatially
comprehensive set of sustainability indicators beyond
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the regions/countries and sectors covered by IDM
unit approaches. These typically include food secur-
ity (availability, access, utilisation, stability), employ-
ment, national income, biodiversity, GHG emissions,
and land and water use. Given the vast heterogen-
eity between and within EU countries, with arguably
very different geographical, social and cultural con-
texts across the EU, the flexibility of modelling at the
micro-level cannot be understated.

Following stakeholders’ suggestions, specific
modelling issues have been further detailed as
important aspects in scenario analysis. These mod-
elling issues include the differences across countries,
regions and sectors, and the relevance of the scen-
arios’ timing and dynamics.

Regarding the different impacts, it has been poin-
ted out that the scenarios proposed do not have
external validity, regardless of the context, but in this
respect, a differentiation of impacts by member states
is foreseen.

Specific focus has been given to the trade-offs
between economic and environmental performances
and between environmental targets that appeal to
the multifunctional value of the agricultural sector,
which can also be intended as a source of several
non-commodity outputs that exhibit the character-
istics of public goods or externalities (OECD 2008).
Moreover, since trade-offs hinge on the concept
of opportunity costs over sets of potential choices
(Buchanan 1991), the modellers suggested that it
is always possible to model the trade-offs when
these are of the ‘money versus adoption’ type.
On the other hand, modelling the environmental
shocks is significantly more challenging, as indicat-
ors capturing agriculture’s environmental externalit-
ies are unavailable. Additionally, modelling the inter-
connections between agricultural outputs and such
externalities is rather challenging from a technical
perspective.

Finally, trade-off analysis hinges on the mul-
tidisciplinary collaboration between economics and
other scientific disciplines (Fresco et al 2021). Indeed,
the demand for model integration has recently
surged, thereby fostering research on combining bio-
physical and economic components to fully reflect the
complexity of multifunctional agriculture (Kragt et al
2016). However, this kind of collaboration poses seri-
ous challenges that Fresco et al (2021) classify into (1)
differences in methodology and vocabulary (which
include common metrics, data availability and data
comparability); (2) resistance from the institutional
environment; and (3) disciplinary chauvinism and
perceived parasitism.

Another issue that poses interesting methodolo-
gical challenges concerns the possibility of modelling
all the proposed scenarios and investigating any pos-
sible overlap. After another brief consultation with
all the project’s consortium members in charge of
modelling, it emerged that 20 out of 25 scenarios can

already be implemented through the existing model-
ling tools, while the remaining five are not yet mod-
ellable at present. This first assessment is promising
and reveals the potential of the modelling toolbox
regarding the scenarios proposed. However, some
modelling gaps still exist, particularly when model-
ling all the proposed scenarios at the IDM unit level.

Take, for instance, the F2F scenario on the man-
datory 25% utilised agricultural area (UAA) cul-
tivated with organic-farming methods. The main
obstacles in simulating this policy shock at the IDM
level are the challenges of modelling farmers’ will-
ingness to adopt organic-production practices, which
also depends on unobserved economic and non-
economic drivers. A similar issue emerges in the
scenario ‘Simulate the adoption of supply-chain-
management tools such as contracting and produ-
cers’ organisations’, in which the IDM representa-
tion is very challenging, as some models have no
representation of the relationships among supply-
chain actors. However, these difficulties should not be
interpreted as unmanageable. In fact, acknowledging
the current limitations of IDM models and working
towards the development ofmore flexible tools is pre-
cisely what lies ahead. Since modelling IDM is the
main purpose of the project, efforts will be made to
factor in finer behavioural dynamics while aiming for
stronger integration of IDMmodels with the existing
aggregate-level tools.

On a side note, modellers also have highlighted
the potential overlapping of some scenarios. For
example, the simulation of the impacts of GHG-
mitigation measures could overlap with the creation
of incentives to increase carbon sinks by farmers or
with the simulation of land-use changes derived from
different livestock-management options. Also, mod-
elling a fundamental change in the distribution of dir-
ect payments could overlapwith themodelling of a re-
coupling of the first pillar payments to public goods
and ecosystem services, etc.

To this end, when overlapping scenarios are sim-
ulated, they could give interesting insights about the
robustness of the simulation—i.e. if results are con-
firmed by the different scenarios, they could prove
to be more robust. The same is true for the use of a
model toolbox instead of a single model. In fact, with
a model toolbox, simulation results obtained by dif-
ferent models can be compared, thus giving strength
to the results if they are similar and presenting
interesting complementarities. Moreover, if the res-
ults contradict each other, the reasons for discrepan-
cies can be analysed.

Finally, scenarios also present some synergies—
e.g. the mandatory reduction of input use could be
coupled with creating markets for ecosystem services
to provide farmers with an incentive for reducing
their input use. Also, the mandatory reduction of
input use and the mandatory UAA cultivated with
organic methods show some interesting synergies, as
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in organic production, chemical use is highly reduced.
Synergies between scenarios could give interesting
insights on how to minimise or overcome the trade-
offs between multiple targets (e.g. economic and
environmental performances, among others).

6. Conclusions

This study focuses on identifying key policy object-
ives, related policy questions and benchmark scen-
arios that are worth modelling to analyse the IDM
response of EU farmers to potential policy changes.
Using a mix of desk research, interviews and focus
groups, environmental issues emerged as the most
relevant and pressing issues that researchers, partic-
ularly quantitative-modelling experts, should focus
on and put more effort into developing and consol-
idating tools. Indeed, the common understanding is
that modelling the environmental impact of policies
is a key activity if one wishes to jointly assess the
economic and environmental performances of the
EU agricultural sector and the potential trade-offs
between multiple environmental objectives. Unsur-
prisingly, the synthesis of the work yielded a list of
key policy questions and related benchmark scenarios
with a prevalence of environmental and low-carbon
scenarios.

Although the results we present in this paper are
only preliminary, they nevertheless provide a prom-
ising exercise in gathering valuable opinions and
expertise to design the research agenda for develop-
ing an IDMmodelling approach to support evidence-
based policy-making. Further steps of the analysis
include selecting proper indicators to capture the
impacts of policy changes and identifying detailed
bottlenecks and gaps of current models and model-
ling approaches concerning their ability to simulate
the suggested scenarios.

Regarding the policy implications, by providing
key policy objectives, related policy questions and
benchmark scenarios that could be used to provide
reliable simulation models and tools for impact
assessment and evaluations, this study aims to repres-
ent a first step in the direction of providing a sound
basis for the development of evidence-based policy-
making.

Of course, this study is not without limita-
tions. First, the representativeness of the stakeholders’
sample may be somewhat questionable, although no
bias has been detected in the analysis. Secondly, the
definition of the scenarios is not always consistent,
and some of them tend to overlap. However, this is
largely due to our interview strategy: spontaneous yet
coincidental replies emerged by not interfering with
stakeholders’ opinions and giving no strict guidelines
to follow in proposing the scenarios.

Finally, several complex methodological issues
that underpin scenarios’ modelling have not yet been
fully explored at this stage of the project, so some

scenarios may, in fact, never be implemented in prac-
tice. However, it is too early to say which of the more
challenging policy setups will eventually be analysed.
Still, most future project developments will concen-
trate on closing the gap between the proposed scen-
arios and the current IDMmodelling capacity.
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