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Outline of the session

 An introduction to AgriLink’s Policy Recommendation

 A roundtable discussion

 Questions and Answers

 Conclusion

o Take-Home message by Tom Kelly, former president of EU-FRAS



An introduction to AgriLink’s

Policy Recommendations



Context

 Our Policy recommendations come at a time when Member 

States are finalising SWOT analysis and AKIS plans for next 

CAP

o We tried to integrate this context

 AgriLink is one of many FP7 and H2020 projects that 

contribute to policy debate about AKIS and farm advisory 

services

o We tried to organise debates with other projects, including LIAISON 

and I2Connect today

 Many thanks to:

o Inge van Oost (EC, DG Agri, AgriLink’s Policy Officer)

o Susanne von Münchhausen (HNEE, coordinator of Liaison)

o Sylvian Sturel (APCA, coordinator of I2Connect)

o Natalia Bellostas (INTIA, member of AgriLink)



Foundations of AgriLink’s

recommendations

 Our aim is to contribute to policy debate from a research 

perspective

o We tried to provide useful concepts for policy debates

o We provided extensive empirical evidence and acknowledged their 

limitation

o We tested co-design methods

o We propose options, not solutions

 No silver bullets in terms of advisory methods or policy 

o We tried to identify good fit and gaps related to specific contexts 

 Our policy recommendation benefited from (co-design) 

workshops

o More than 40 events and 500 participants



Perspectives of AgriLink’s

recommendations

 A farmer-centric perspective

 A wide knowledge gap related to farmers’ practices and use of 

services in their decision to adopt or not an innovation

o New concept of microAKIS and > 1000 farmers’ interviews

o No systematic relations between innovation and sustainable 

development

 No a priori definition of boundaries of advisory services

o Advisory services as an activity

o Advisors (advice is their profession) vs. “Occasional advisor”

o Advisors can be “independent” or “linked”

 Changes in farmers’ practices could have broader impact on 

the institutions framing the functioning of advisory services 

o A multi-level perspective (concept of Farm Advisory Regime)



Outline of our recommendation 

report

▪ SECTION 1 - Acknowledging the context (AKIS plans)

▪ what do SWOT within AKIS plans tell us about the conception of 

Ministries of Agriculture / advisory needs in our 13 MS

▪ SECTION 2 – Issues and options identified in our research

▪ Contrasting AKIS plans / SWOT with the priorities identified in our  

approach and workshops (microAKIS /FAR / Living Labs)

▪ SECTION 3 – Presenting our 4 recommendations



OptionsOptionsOptionsOptionsOptionsOptionsOptionsOptions

Shared options to enhance farm advice

Open / multi-actor discussions about options (seminars, workshops, final conference) 

Options

Our recommendations based upon our farmer-centric approach

AgriLink concepts & findings

Expectations about farm advisors 

when considering their contribution to a sustainable development of agriculture

1. Independent and 

impartial
2. Well educated 

and trained

3. Inclusive / farm

diversity

4. Well integrated

in AKIS for 

sustainability

Context: CAP and AKIS plans (art. 102, 72, 13) 

1. Guarantee 

transparent & 

robust advice

2. Derive 

advisor training / 

farmers’ needs

3. Identify

hard-to-reach 

populations

4. Foster 

integration at 

multiple levels



Roundtable



Recommendation #1 – About 

Independent and Impartial advice

▪ Our message

▪ It could be more efficient to guarantee “transparency and 

robustness” of advice than to delimitate the boundaries of 

“independent and impartial” advice

▪ Why? We evidenced a diversity/complexity of bias

▪ Bias in advice might come in many forms

▪ In front-office (e.g. services provided by “linked” suppliers: input & machinery 

dealers, bookkeepers, etc.)

▪ Even in informal network

▪ And also in back-office (e.g. role of industries in training or informing certain 

independent advisors)

▪ The role of trust and path-dependence in farmers’ choices for advisors

▪ Caution: Limitation or our evidence

▪ Purposive samples, not representative



Recommendation #1 – Options

▪ Options related to “individual advisors”

▪ Certification and compulsory training

▪ Professional bodies of advisors with ethical requirements

▪ Options related to “multi-actor settings”

▪ Joint demonstration activities

▪ Joint training

▪ Options related to a public back-office for advice and the 

assessment of innovation

▪ Public demonstrators that compare the effectiveness of 

technologies

▪ Open knowledge platforms



Attributes of our advice

 Public (regional gvt’) applied research and advisory organization

 Central in AKIS: over 40 years in the sector. +12.000 farmers. 

 Staff 220. 60 advisors + 25 specialist advisors. 11 local offices 

and 10 experimental farms. 

“It could be more efficient to guarantee 

“transparency and robustness” of advice 

than to delimitate the boundaries of 

“independent and impartial” advice”

Clients know where KW “comes from”

Virtuous circle of needs capture-applied 

research-transfer/advice

Farmer-centric 

& close service
Knowledge-based Impartial and 

Independent

Transparent and Robust



How to face the 

challenges ahead

Public investment in strong back office

• Reinforce AKIS

Directionality of R&D: private goods vs. public 

goods & short vs. mid/long term

• Strategic Research and Innovation Agenda

Bias relation to values and worldviews

• Boost internal knowledge transfer (professional 

facilitation) for harmonisation of criteria & 

integration of young advisors

• Easy to use tools 

Adapt service to changing reality

• Stakeholder involvement at different levels

• Closeness & client management

Participate in EU projects!!!



Recommendation #2 – About 

advisors’ training & links to AKIS

▪ Our message

▪ A farmer-centric approach could be used to highlight gaps and 

needs in the supply of advisory services [in specific contexts] and 

co-design relevant training and education modules for advisors

▪ Why? We evidenced different gaps

▪ Novelty (totally or for a novel situation = avocado in Greece)

▪ Public good issues (health)

▪ Communication skills

▪ Long-term strategy in advisory organisation (why do advisors work?)

▪ Caution: Limitation or our evidence

▪ Again: purposive samples, not representative

▪ We have not tested our microAKIS concept for practice matter



Recommendation #2 – Options

▪ Options related to the multi-actor dimension of advisors’ 

training and education

▪ More exchanges between advisors from different regions (e.g. 

ERASMUS models) on novelty issues (a need for policy support, incl. 

digital)

▪ Spaces for exchange between advisors and actors beyond AKIS (e.g. 

industries, NGO and civil society)

▪ Create rooms for advisors’ reflexivity on long term strategy

▪ Options related to the content of advisors’ training and 

education

▪ Specific training on soft skills still needed 

▪ Propose modules for students or young advisors based on 

microAKIS or TCM models 

▪ for a fast appraisal of farmers’ personal networks

▪ To learn how to identify trigger that would be great entrance gate to 

communication with different groups of farmers



INTERACTIVE INNOVATION

12th November 2021

Training approach in i2connect

AGRILINK Final Conference – policy recommendations
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Training

Key characteristics of an interactive innovation process

Addresses a real challenge
Takes up real problems 
faced by farmers/foresters 
to which there is no simple 
solution. 

Multi-actor based
Brings together diverse people from various 
sectors (e.g. advisors, researchers, 
farmers/foresters, NGOs, private 
companies)

Collaborative
Requires frequent interactions among the 
partners throughout the process where 
members actively share their knowledge, 
skills and expertise  

Shares power and responsibility
Requires sharing of power and 
responsibility in recognition of the 
different areas of expertise

Source: University of Hohenheim
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Requirements:

• Well-trained advisors / facilitators

• An appropriate organisation

• An enabling environment

Training

Target groups:

• Active advisors

• Future advisors

• Trainers

• Managers

• Other AKIS actors
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Training contents & methods

• Inputs from scientific literature

• Experience from partners

• Experience from previous projects

• Inspiring practical cases

• Peer to peer learning

• Coaching trainees

• Reflective capitalisation

• A toolbox

Training



@i2connect.EU

Contacts

Lead partner: APCA (French Chambers of Agriculture)
Coordinator: sylvain.sturel@apca.chambagri.fr
Manager: carmen.avellaner@apca.chambagri.fr

Communication & dissemination: EUFRAS
info@i2connect-h2020.eu

Website https://i2connect-h2020.eu

Follow Us

mailto:sylvain.sturel@apca.chambagri.fr
mailto:carmen.avellaner@apca.chambagri.fr
mailto:info@i2connect-h2020.eu
https://i2connect-h2020.eu/


Recommendation #3 – About 

Social inclusiveness of advice

▪ Our message

▪ The current advice system is letting some profiles out, designated 

by the "hard to reach" population. We need to identify who the 

"hard-to-reach" populations are and find innovative methods to 

understand their needs and design services for and with them.

▪ Why? We evidence different “hard-to-reach” populations

▪ Small farmers 

▪ Older farmers

▪ Part-time farmers

▪ Farm workers who are not a target for advisors

▪ New entrants (not part of existing networks)

▪ Less obvious categories: some “pioneers” or “non-adopters”

▪ Caution:

▪ Again, Purposive samples, not representative, and we focused on farm 

managers, not other workers or household members



Recommendation #3 – Options

▪ Use innovative methods to find “hard-to-reach” populations 

and understand their needs

▪ Use random samples technique to interview farmers

▪ Use a simplified microAKIS tool to understand their personal 

networks

▪ Make use of “compulsory interactions” with farmers (bookkeeping, 

CAP declaration for subsidies) to try and propose farm advice to 

them

▪ Apply these ideas in advisors’ education and training

▪ Co-design new forms of services

▪ Explore potential of digital solutions

▪ Financial support (voucher) is necessary but not sufficient: a need 

to adjust method / places / time of meetings to the needs and 

constraints of different populations



Recommendation #4 – About co-

design, AKIS and sustainability

▪ Our message

▪ We need to recognise and invest in situations which are 

characterised by uncertainty, gaps, and controversies if we want 

holistic advisory services that contribute to more sustainable 

agriculture in contexts. In these conditions, co-design 

methodologies can be tested. 

▪ But they are only tools. The development of integrated advice 

should be thought in a multi-level perspective, and in relation to 

broader agricultural and rural policy framework.

▪ Why? We evidence a limited role for holistic advice at multiple 

levels

▪ Farmers’ interviews revealed different gaps
▪ Little presence of “independent” advice with holistic perspectives

▪ Lack of integration between specialised advisory services

▪ Lack of assessment of innovation that would be relevant (context specific), robust 

(scientific methods) and holistic (social, environmental and economic perspectives)



▪ At the level of the design of advisory services

▪ Identify conditions when co-design methodologies might be 

applied

▪ 1) Complexity of the challenge

▪ 2) Enabling setting

▪ 3) Energy to move

▪ 4) Methodological preparation

▪ Make use of toolboxes

▪ At the level of the coordination of AKIS

▪ Explore new opportunities for joint back-office activities between 

different categories of advisors

▪ Joint training, etc.

Recommendation #4 – Options



This project has received funding from the European Union’s 
Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under grant 
agreement No 773418. This document presents the authors’ 
perspective but not the position of the European Commission. 

Reflecting about AgriLink’s
‘Policy Recommendation #4 –
Co-design, AKIS and Sustainability’

AgriLink final conference, closing session
12 November 2021 

Susanne v. Münchhausen, HNEE

AgriLink Conference, November 2021



UNESCO Word Heritage: Rhaetian Railway, Brusio viaduct, Valposchiavo, Switzerland

18/11/21
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About AgriLink recommendation #4

• “We need to recognise and invest in situations 
which are characterised by uncertainty, gaps, and 
controversies if we want holistic advisory services 
that contribute to more sustainable agriculture in 
contexts. In these conditions, co-design 
methodologies can be tested. 

• But they are only tools. The development of 
integrated advice should be thought in a multi-
level perspective, and in relation to broader 
agricultural and rural policy framework.”

AgriLink’s message

18/11/21
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About AgriLink recommendation #4

“We need to recognise and invest in situations which are 
characterised by uncertainty, gaps, and controversies if we want 
holistic advisory services that contribute to more sustainable 
agriculture in contexts. “

Yes, we need to recognise situations which are characterized by 
uncertainty, gaps and controversies. Farmers’ decision making in 
such situations affects all sustainability dimensions! BUT

• Who is ‘We’?  - Researchers, politicians, ag officers, tax 
payers?! Do I sense a slight top-down attitude?

• Why holistic advice? Who asks for it? Who needs it? Who pays?

What does that mean?

18/11/21
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About AgriLink recommendation #4

In these conditions, co-design methodologies can 
be tested.”

Yes, but they have been tested already. 

• Or should holistic advisors test co-design 
methodologies in particular?  

• Why do we focus (only) on holistic advisors 
and not the other types of advisors for farmers 
also? (‘holistic AKIS’)

“Situations characterised by uncertainty, 
gaps, and controversies…

18/11/21
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About AgriLink recommendation #4

“The development of integrated advice should be thought in a 
multi-level perspective, and in relation to broader agricultural 
and rural policy framework.”

Yes, the provision of advice to farmers is complex.

• But does farm advice need to take into account all the 
different aspects and information driving farmers’ decisions? 

• Who could cover (all) the relevant aspects from 
• high level policy, 

• meso-level industry, to the

• local or farm level?

Address complexity in farm advice?!

18/11/21
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About AgriLink recommendation #418/11/21

Shall we invest in 

an energy smart 

processing plant? 

Great idea, 

let‘s look for 

information

and advice. 

Who to ask?



32
About AgriLink recommendation #4

• Specialist farm advisors for fruit processing

• Generalist farm advisor to link the new 
processing with the other farm activities

• Scientist from the university working on smart 
processing

• Regional manager due to the future contribution 
to the region‘s fruit growing profile

• Innovation brokerage agent helping to find co-
innovation partners

• Guide for public funding at the regional authority

“Who to ask?”

18/11/21

• Book keeping agent for advice on taxation / 
finance

• Bank for financing options

• Lawyer for the contracts with the new 
business partners

• Fruit cooperative for product quality and sales

• Regional food initiative for local marketing 

• Other farmers experienced in smart 
technology

• Relevant articles in professional media
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About AgriLink recommendation #418/11/21

Shall we buy a 

house in the

countryside or

move to town? 

Let‘s look for 

information

and advice. 

Who to ask?



https://youtube.com/playlist?list=PLSwCCZQECphqki10T

ZxJZmqNK6jj2fLl4 

@liaison2020 

www.liaison2020.eu

All rights for the photographs belong to LIAISON2020.

Thank you!

svmuenchhausen@hnee.de

http://www.liaison2020.eu/
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Titel of the presentation

• Specialist farm advisors - dairy, arable… (private or public service)

• Generalist farm advisor – ‚the holistic advisor‘ (private or public)

• Scientists at universities, private or public research institutes

• Regional manager - rural tourism, local marketing/PGO (public)

• Innovation brokerage agends (public service)

• Guides for public funding (public service)

Reflection (1) About different types of
advisors who are laising with farmers

18/11/21
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Titel of the presentation

• Lasting contracted agent - book keeping, taxation, 
bank (private service)

• Specific service providers - vets, lawyers for land
purchase or succession (private service)

• Staff of producer organisations  - cooperatives, for-
profit/non-profit associations (private service)

• NGO members - nature conservation, marketing or
food associations (private and/or honorary service)

• Peers such as the neighbouring farmers (private 
and/or honorary service)

Farmers are also liaising with these non-
public advisors…

18/11/21
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Titel of the presentation
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Titel of the presentation

• Lasting contracted agent - book keeping, taxation, 
bank (private service)

• Specific service providers - vets, lawyers for land
purchase or succession (private service)

• Staff of producer organisations  - cooperatives, for-
profit/non-profit associations (private service)

• NGO members - nature conservation, marketing or
food associations (private and/or honorary service)

• Peers such as the neighbouring farmers (private 
and/or honorary service)

Farmers are also liaising with these non-public advisors…

18/11/21



Thank you for your participation!


