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Abstract

Agriculture is fundamental to food security and rural livelihoods, but the sector
faces persistent sustainability challenges. Modern production systems have
increased yields but also contributed to soil degradation, biodiversity loss, and
greenhouse gas emissions. This thesis examines how agricultural policy instruments
can be designed to improve the economic efficiency and environmental
effectiveness of the sector, with a focus on the European Union’s Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) and its implementation in Sweden.

Using an interdisciplinary modelling framework combining agent-based modelling
(ABM) and life cycle assessment (LCA), four studies evaluate policy instruments
aimed at biomass energy supply, climate change mitigation, and soil health. The
analyses account for spatial heterogeneity, market dynamics, and structural change
to assess their influence on policy outcomes. Results show that: (i) coarse spatial
targeting reduces cost-effectiveness, as variation in land, soil, farm structure, and
market conditions strongly shapes outcomes; (ii) failing to account for jointness in
the provision of public goods, climate change mitigation and food security, leads to
underfinancing and soil health policy; (iii) instruments unresponsive to market
dynamics lose effectiveness when prices change; (iv) policy-induced structural
changes can cause indirect environmental effects, including international leakage;
and (v) integration of environmental objectives into the CAP remains limited, with
some eco-schemes delivering weak environmental gains.

The thesis demonstrates the benefits of integrating economics and environmental
science in policy analysis. Because of the overlap and interconnectedness between
economic and environmental dimensions, agriculture cannot be economically
sustainable unless it is also environmentally so. The findings suggest that advancing
agricultural sustainability requires more precise spatial targeting, recognition of
ecosystem service interlinkages, mechanisms that adapt to market conditions, and
systematic consideration of structural change. Integrating environmental objectives
directly into the CAP’s incentive structure would promote the sustainable
development of agriculture and the food system.



Popular science summary

Agriculture provides society with food and other vital ecosystem services, making
it one of the most important sectors for societal function. It is highly relevant
today—and for the future—that agriculture is conducted sustainably, as food
security must also be ensured for future generations. Sustainable agriculture means
that current methods and resource management do not diminish future food
production potential. Ideally, these methods should improve future prospects,
especially since agriculture has been conducted unsustainably for decades, leading
to depletion of essential natural resources, particularly soils. In the 1960s,
agricultural productivity increased significantly, driven by crop breeding, synthetic
fertilisers, and chemical pesticides, improving food supply across much of the
world. However, these changes have also brought negative consequences, which
only became widely recognized later—primarily the degradation of the natural
ecosystems that support agriculture and the contribution of intensified farming to
climate change. In the long term, this could reduce productivity and weaken food
security. It is therefore necessary to adapt agricultural methods and natural resource
management not only to meet today’s needs but also those of the future.

The EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is the most important and
comprehensive tool available to Sweden and other EU member states to influence
how farming is conducted in the union. CAP consists of overarching goals, an
accompanying fund with a substantial budget, and a set of policy instruments used
to allocate these funds to achieve the goals. However, it is far from clear which mix
of instruments yields the greatest benefit for the available resources. My dissertation
investigates how policy instruments should be designed to best promote agricultural
sustainability. It contains four academic papers that analyse selected instruments
based on economic efficiency principles from welfare economics. The analyses use
simulations from an agricultural economic model of Swedish farming regions. The
model builds on assumptions about how farms respond to changes in economic
conditions. The simulation results show how the agricultural sector is likely to
evolve in response to policy changes, without needing to test these policies in real
life. In two of the articles, the model is linked to life cycle assessment (LCA),
providing insights into environmental effects beyond the Swedish agricultural sector
itself.

From an economic perspective, agriculture can be seen as the production of a bundle
of goods and services. Some generate market revenue for the producing farm—
generally commodities such as grain or milk (private goods). Other goods (services)
are abstract, and their benefits go to society at large—these are referred to as public
goods or externalities. These can be positive (e.g. food security, carbon
sequestration, or landscape amenities) or negative (e.g. carbon emissions, nutrient
runoff, or soil degradation). The problem is that farms typically only get paid for
private goods that can be sold on the market, and do not pay when they cause



negative externalities. As a result, too few desirable public goods are provided,
while too many negative externalities are generated in the process. Policy
instruments can be used to encourage changes in production practices that increase
the overall societal benefit from both private and public goods—for example, by
compensating farms that provide environmental services such as carbon
sequestration. Although today’s EU agricultural policy states environmental
sustainability as a goal, in practice, it largely prioritizes income support to farmers.
To meet future challenges, both the policy and its instruments need reform.

Currently, CAP funding is primarily distributed through a flat-rate area payment—
the Basic Income Support for Sustainability (BISS)—granted for every hectare of
agricultural land, as long as it meets minimal eligibility requirements. There are
other forms of payments too, such as support coupled to particular industries (cattle
in Sweden) and payments for environmental measures. The articles in this
dissertation analyse how different modifications or additions to these support
schemes affect the achievement of CAP’s goals, and whether this happens in a
socially efficient way, that is, in terms of this thesis, whether the instruments are
cost-effective relative to their objectives.

The first article examines support for cultivating energy crops—grass and woody
biomass grown on farmland for bioenergy. The study shows that a flat per-hectare
payment can be much more costly to society than a scheme tied to the energy content
of the harvested biomass, especially when energy crop markets are volatile. A
common concern is that energy crops could compete with food production and
threaten food security. However, this study finds that such crops can help sustain
agriculture in less productive regions by offering an alternative income source.

A frequent criticism of CAP is that its environmental measures do little to improve
environmental outcomes and instead amount to “greenwashing.” The second article
investigates whether reallocating part of the basic income support to payments for
cover crops results in actual improvement. Cover crops are grown between main
crops to reduce bare soil exposure in autumn and winter. They help retain carbon in
soils, benefiting both climate and soil health. The study shows that such reallocation
leads to more societally beneficial use of funds society, compared to maintaining
the current scheme. However, the measure is insufficient to turn cropland into a
carbon sink, let alone offset all greenhouse gas emissions from farming.

The third article explores how ecological properties of arable soils are relevant to
consider for efficient policy design. Arable land is a critical resource for food
security—a public good. For a long time, more has been extracted from soils than
returned, slowly degrading soil ecosystems and fertility. To improve the situation,
attempts have been made using policy instruments that compensate farmers for
maintaining soil health. This study examines voluntary support for grass ley
cultivation, but uptake by farmers is hindered by high costs—particularly the lost
income from not producing cash crops on all land. The results show that the



proposed ley payment was too low to lead to additional ley production. The
simulated support tended to go to livestock farms already growing ley, thereby also
leading to increased cattle production. Thus, the proposed instrument design was
not only ineffective for improving soil health—it also raised emissions. For the
payment to be effective, all public benefits from improved soil health must be
considered when setting the payment level. Ensuring accurate spatial targeting and
adding complementary instruments was also shown to enhance policy effectiveness.

The fourth article uses an innovative method to assess synergies and conflicts
between the EU’s agricultural policy and the European Green Deal. Agent-based
modelling was combined with life cycle assessment (LCA) to evaluate two potential
policies aimed at accelerating sustainability transitions in European agriculture:
removing support for dairy and beef production and introducing a greenhouse gas
tax combined with carbon sequestration payments. The results show that policy
effects vary regionally depending on economic conditions for farming. Moreover,
positive environmental effects in Sweden can lead to negative spillovers abroad if
domestic production is replaced by imports with higher environmental impacts. The
study highlights the need for carefully balanced instruments that both address
sustainability challenges and avoid unintended consequences.

To summarise, this thesis studied how farm payments can be designed to give the
best value for money while protecting nature, tackling climate change, and keeping
farming viable. The research shows that general payments, i.e., “one-size-fits-all”
policies, waste money and miss environmental targets. Payments work best when
they are targeted to the right places, account for how different environmental
benefits are linked, and adapt when market prices change. Farm subsidies also
reshape the farming sector, which can be good or bad depending on whether they
actually increase public benefits. At EU level, environmental goals are still not fully
built into the CAP, meaning many payments fail to deliver the outcomes they
promise. In short, agricultural policy works best when environmental and economic
goals are treated as equally important and designed together—because farming can
only be truly sustainable if it is both economically and environmentally sustainable.
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Populérvetenskaplig sammanfattning

Jordbruket férser samhéllet med livsmedel och andra viktiga ekosystemtjanster, och
ar dirmed en av de mest betydelsefulla samhillsbdrande sektorerna. Det dr relevant
bade idag och for framtiden att jordbruket bedrivs hallbart. Ett héllbart jordbruk
innebér att metoder och forvaltning av resurser idag inte minskar mojligheten till
livsmedelsforsorjning i1 framtiden. Metoder och forvaltning bor forbéttra
mdjligheterna till framtida livsmedelsforsorjning, eftersom jordbruket under ménga
decennier bedrivits ohallbart och viktiga naturresurser har utarmats. Under 1960-
talet 6kade produktiviteten i jordbruket kraftigt, bland annat genom véxtforadling,
konstgddsel och kemiska bekdmpningsmedel, vilket medférde Okad
livsmedelstillgdng Over stora delar av vérlden. Men det fick dven negativa
konsekvenser, som uppmirksammats forst senare, huvudsakligen att de naturliga
ekosystem som &r en forutsittning for jordbruket har tagit skada och att ett
intensifierat jordbruk bidrar till klimatférdndringen. Detta kan pa sikt minska
produktivitet och livsmedelstrygghet. Darfor maste metoder och forvaltning av
naturresurser anpassas sa att jordbruket inte bara uppfyller dagens behov utan ocksa
framtidens.

EU:s gemensamma jordbrukspolitik (CAP) ar det viktigaste och mest omfattande
verktyget Sverige och 6vriga medlemsliander i EU har for att paverka hur jordbruket
bedrivs. CAP bestar av ett antal dvergripande maél, budgetmedel, samt politiska
styrmedel som fordelar medlen med syfte att uppnd malen. Det &dr langt ifrén
sjalvklart vilka styrmedel som maximerar nyttan av budgetmedlen. Min avhandling
handlar om hur styrmedlen boér utformas for storsta mojliga forbéttring av
jordbrukets hallbarhet. Avhandlingen innehéller fyra vetenskapliga artiklar dér for-
och nackdelar av utvalda styrmedel analyseras utifrdn nationalekonomiska principer
for samhéllsekonomisk effektivitet. Analyserna i sin tur bygger pa simuleringar i en
ekonomisk jordbruksmodell av svenska jordbruksregioner. Modellen bygger pa
antaganden om hur jordbruksforetag agerar nir ekonomiska omstédndigheter
fordndras. Simuleringsresultaten visar hur jordbrukssektorn i en region kan komma
att paverkas av forandringar i politiken, utan att dessa behdver testas i praktiken. I
tva artiklar kombineras modellen med livscykelanalys, vilket ger information om
miljoeffekter d&ven utanfor jordbrukssektorn.

Ur ett nationalekonomiskt perspektiv kan jordbruk ses som produktion av en
samling varor, dir vissa ger marknadsintikter for det producerande
jordbruksforetaget—det kan exempelvis handa om spannmal eller mjolk (privata
varor). Andra varor dr abstrakta och nyttan av dem tillfaller samhéllet—detta &r sa
kallade kollektiva varor eller externa effekter. De senare kan vara bade positiva som
till exempel livsmedelstrygghet, inlagring av koldioxid och ett vackert landskap,
och negativa, till exempel utslédpp av koldioxid, 6vergddning av vattendrag och
utarmning av jordbruksmarken. Problemet &r att jordbruksforetag i regel endast far
betalt for de privata varor som séljs pd marknaden. Detta tenderar att leda till att for
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lite positiva kollektiva varor tillhandahalls, samtidigt som for mycket negativa
externa effekter uppstar i samband med jordbruksproduktionen. Styrmedel kan
anvéndas for att stimulera dndringar i jordbruksproduktionen sé att den samlade
nyttan av de privata och externa effekterna/kollektiva varorna blir s& stor som
mojligt, exempelvis genom att ersétta jordbruksforetag som bidrar med positiva
kollektiva varor. Dagens europeiska jordbrukspolitik har som mal att verka for ett
miljoméssigt hallbart jordbruk, men 4r i praktiken mer inriktad pa att gynna
jordbrukssektorn ekonomiskt. For att méta framtida behov och utmaningar bor
politiken och styrmedlen reformeras.

Idag ar grunden for fordelningen av budgetmedlen inom CAP att alla jordbrukare i
EU far en fast summa pengar for varje hektar jordbruksmark de innehar, det sa
kallade gardsstodet. Det betalas ut oavsett hur marken anvénds, s& ldnge den
fortfarande kan klassas som jordbruksmark. Ytterligare stdd finns for bland annat
notkreaturhéllning och miljodtgarder. Artiklarna i avhandlingen analyserar hur olika
fordndringar i, eller tilldgg till, dessa olika stodformer paverkar maluppfyllelsen i
CAP, samt om det sker pa ett samhallsekonomiskt fordelaktigt sétt, det vill sdga att
styrmedlen &r effektiva i forhéllande till jordbrukspolitikens uppsatta mal.

Den forsta artikeln handlar om ekonomiskt stdd till odling av energigrodor, det vill
sdga grds- och trdbiomassa som odlas pa akermark for att anvdndas i bioenergi-
produktion. Studien visar att ett stdd som betalas ut per hektar kan bli betydligt
mindre effektivt for samhillet 4n om stodet i stéllet kopplas till médngden energi i
den skordade biomassan, sirskilt om marknaden for energigrodor &r instabil. Ett
orosmoment som ofta lyfts kring energigrodor &r att de ska konkurrera med
livsmedelsproduktionen och diarmed hota livsmedelstryggheten. Den hér studien
visar dock att energigrodor kan bidra till att jordbruk i mindre produktiva regioner
lever kvar, genom att produktionen ger en ny inkomstkélla.

En kritik som ofta lyfts mot CAP é&r att miljorelaterade styrmedel inte leder till mer
miljovanligt jordbruk, utan snarare utgdr en verkningslos “gronmaélning” av
politiken. Den andra artikeln analyserar huruvida en omfordelning av en del av
gardsstddet till odling av tickgrodor medfor en samhallsekonomisk forbéttring eller
inte. Tackgrodor dr grodor som odlas under en period mellan tva huvudgrédor for
att undvika att dkermark ligger bar under host- och vinterhalvaret. Tackgrodor kan
bidra till att bevara mer kol i marken vilket dr bra for klimatet och gynnar viktiga
marklevande organismer. Resultaten visar att omfordelningen av stod bidrar till en
mer fordelaktig anvindning av budgetmedel, jamfort med att lata pengarna vara
kvar i gardsstodet. Atgirden dr dock otillriicklig for att helt géra dkermarken till en
kolsinka, 4n mindre for att vaga upp for alla jordbrukets utsldapp av vixthusgaser.

Den tredje artikeln handlar om hur &kermarkens ekologiska egenskaper behdver
beaktas for att effektiva styrmedel for markhilsa ska kunna utformas. Akermarken
utgdr en mycket viktig resurs for samhillets livsmedelstrygghet—en kollektiv
nyttighet. Under lang tid har mer resurser tagits fran marken &n vad som aterforts,
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vilket langsamt utarmar markens ekosystem och gradvis forsamrar bordigheten. For
att motverka utvecklingen finns styrmedel som ska ersdtta jordbrukare for
underhéllet av markens hélsa. I den hér studien analyseras ett frivilligt stod till
vallodling, som pa grund av hdga kostnader, framfor allt for utebliven skord, gor att
jordbrukare inte ansluter sig. Darmed kan de konventionella véxtfoljderna inte
paverkas med planerade stodnivaer i Sverige. Studien visar att stod for vallodling
ofta dr lagre dn det samhéllsekonomiska vérdet av nyttan de skapar i intensiv
vixtodling, eftersom man bara tar hansyn till ett fatal nyttor. Stodet betalas i stéllet
ut till djurgardar som redan odlar vall och leder till 6kar nétkreaturproduktion.
Dirmed ar styrmedlet inte bara ineffektivt for forbattrad markhaélsa, utan leder ocksa
till 6kade vixthusgasutsldpp. For att stodet ska vara effektivt méste alla kollektiva
nyttor som forbattrad markhélsa skapar beaktas ndr betalningsnivan faststills.
Politikens effektivitet kan ocksd forbéttras genom att flera olika styrmedel
kombineras

I den fjérde artikeln anvénds en innovativ metod for att belysa synergier och
konflikter mellan EU:s jordbrukspolitik och mélen i den s& kallade Europeiska
Grona Given (EGD) (The European Green Deal). Agent-baserad modellering
lankades samman med livscykelanalys i en analys av tva tankbara styrmedel for att
paskynda utvecklingen mot ett hallbart europeiskt jordbruk: att slopa stod till mjolk-
och nétkotts-produktion och att infora en skatt pa vixthusgasutslapp i kombination
med en betalning for kolinlagring Resultaten visar att effekten av styrmedlen
varierar regionalt beroende pa de ekonomiska forutsittningarna for jordbruk, samt
att positiva miljoeffekter i Sverige indirekt kan leda till negativa miljoeffekter i
andra ldnder. Detta genom att svenskproducerade varor ersitts med importerade
varor, som generellt har storre miljobelastning. Studien understryker behovet av en
vilavviagd kombination av styrmedel som bade adresserar de hallbarhetsproblem
som finns i jordbruket, och de oonskade konsekvenser som kan uppsté nir sidana
styrmedel infors.

Sammanfattningsvis har denna avhandling undersokt hur gardsstod kan utformas
for att ge bdsta mojliga virde for pengarna samtidigt som naturen skyddas,
klimatférdndringarna bek&mpas och jordbrukets livskraft bevaras. Forskningen
visar att generella stod, alltsd “one-size-fits-all”-politik, leder till sléseri med
resurser och missade miljomal. Stod fungerar bast nar de riktas till ritt platser, tar
hiansyn till hur olika miljonyttor hdnger samman och kan anpassas nér
marknadspriser fordndras. Jordbruksstod fordndrar ocksd jordbrukssektorns
struktur, vilket kan vara positivt eller negativt beroende pa om det 6kar nyttan for
samhéllet. PA EU-nivd ar miljomalen fortfarande inte fullt integrerade i den
gemensamma jordbrukspolitiken (CAP), vilket innebér att ménga stod inte levererar
de resultat de utlovar. Kort sagt fungerar jordbrukspolitiken bast nir miljoméassiga
och ekonomiska méal behandlas som lika viktiga och utformas tillsammans—
eftersom jordbruket bara kan vara verkligt hallbart om det &r bdde ekonomiskt och
miljomaéssigt hallbart.
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Introduction

Agriculture is not only fundamental for producing food but also a key provider of
essential public goods in the EU—such as food security, climate regulation, soil
health, biodiversity, and culturally valued landscapes (Cooper et al., 2009). It is also
a source of significant negative externalities, including greenhouse gas emissions,
nutrient runoff, and the depletion of natural resources (Campbell et al., 2017).
Ensuring that agriculture contributes positively to societal welfare requires policy
frameworks that support the efficient provision of public goods while mitigating
adverse environmental impacts. Although the Green Revolution and subsequent
intensification of agricultural production have led to substantial increases in food
availability, these gains have often come at the expense of long-term sustainability
(Matson et al., 1997). Practices reliant on synthetic inputs and simplified cropping
systems have degraded the ecosystems underpinning agricultural productivity
(Stoate et al., 2009), with long-term consequences for both environmental and
economic resilience (Tilman et al., 2002; Foley et al., 2005). Moving forward, it is
essential to adapt agricultural policies and practices to better internalise external
costs and incentivise the delivery of public goods, thereby aligning agricultural
development with broader societal and environmental objectives (Pe'er et al., 2019).

Unfortunately, agricultural policy has so far to a large extent contributed to the
negative externalities and public bads rather than goods (Henderson and Lankoski,
2019). Considerable public support is paid to agriculture: the annual average is over
€100 billion in the EU (OECD, 2025), out of which €57.7 billion is from the
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) funds. Such money buys a lot of environmental
harm (Scown et al., 2020) and its spending needs to be revised if the environmental
objectives of the CAP are to be fulfilled (Pe'er et al., 2019; ECA, 2021), not to
mention those of the EU Green Deal (Guyomard et al., 2020) or the Paris
Agreement. Science as well as civil society are demanding a change (BirdLife
Europe et al., 2024; Pe'er et al., 2020), and several major global institutions are
calling for a ‘repurposing’ of agricultural payments (Gautam et al., 2022; FAO et
al., 2021; OECD, 2023): reducing producer support that is “inefficient,
unsustainable and/or inequitable, [and replacing it with policy payments] that are
the opposite” (FAO et al., 2021, p. 8). The papers in this dissertation analyse a set
of policy instruments, asking if and under what circumstances they can contribute
toward this ambition.
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The role of economics in environmental science

This interdisciplinary work takes an economics perspective on environmental
science. Economic analysis is highly relevant to environmental science as a field of
research concerned with the interactions between society and nature. The primary
cause of anthropogenic environmental degradation is economic activity—people
making a living (or a fortune) by using and sometimes abusing nature—such as
through food production and other forms of land use, forestry, fishing, construction,
etc. (IPBES, 2019). Environmental science is concerned with identifying and
quantifying such impacts, while economics is concerned with addressing them in an
efficient manner. Neither the natural nor the social sciences are in possession of the
complete metaphorical map showing the way towards a sustainable society. Though
interdisciplinary research is a challenging venture, society-nature problems cannot
be solved by only looking at nature, or only at society, but require integrated
approaches—such as those offered by interdisciplinary science. Thus, despite its
imperfections, the value of the combined map is greater than the sum of its parts.

Economic policy offers a means to address environmental challenges by realigning
the economic incentives that often underlie environmental degradation; harnessing
them instead to promote more sustainable outcomes (Western et al., 2024). For
economic policy to be effective, it must be grounded in a clear identification of the
behaviours driving environmental degradation (i.e., “the problem”), and in the
precise design of instruments that directly address those behaviours. Agricultural
policy, however, offers numerous examples where insufficient targeting or
ambiguous objectives have limited the effectiveness of such instruments (Hristov et
al., 2020; Searchinger et al., 2008). Environmental science should make use of
economics, a social-science endeavour working to identify and understand
economic patterns and behaviour, to translate natural science findings into sharp and
cost-effective policy (Dasgupta, 2021; Stern, 2006).

The overarching aim of this thesis is to explore how agricultural policy instruments
can be redesigned to more effectively address public goods and mitigate negative
externalities. Using integrated economic-environmental modelling, the thesis
assesses the effectiveness and trade-offs of various policy instruments, with the goal
of improving cost-effectiveness. Particular attention is given to the influence of
market dynamics, production jointness, regional and spatial variation, structural
change, and the interplay between environmental and economic sustainability, on
efficient agricultural policy design. Economic instruments only are considered here.

Before turning to the specific studies comprising this thesis, it is in order to expand
on a number of topics relevant for the analysis, not least because of the
interdisciplinary nature of this work.
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What is sustainable agriculture?

Paraphrasing the Brundtland Commission Report (WCED, 1987), sustainable
agriculture may be defined as agricultural practices that meet the food needs of the
present generation without compromising the ability of future generations to meet
theirs. Sustainable development is commonly described as encompassing three
dimensions—economic, environmental, and social (UN, 2015). In agriculture, the
boundaries between these are far from clear-cut (Goodland, 1995), leading to
disagreements or tensions regarding where agriculture should be heading to be
‘sustainable’ (Shennan et al., 2017). This makes it important to examine how the
dimensions interact, and to specify the approach taken in this thesis.

Economic sustainability is primarily concerned with the efficient, i.e., the welfare-
maximising, allocation and use of scarce resources across space and time. Pezzey
(1992) defines economic sustainability as mnon-declining utility over time,
highlighting the intergenerational nature of agricultural sustainability challenges.
This implies that resources should be used so that the productive capacity is
maintained or enhanced. In agriculture, many of these resources—such as soil,
water, and phosphorus—are natural, meaning that long-term economic viability is
inseparable from environmental sustainability. Soil health illustrates this overlap.
Defined as “the continued capacity of soil to function as a vital living ecosystem
that sustains plants, animals and humans ...” (Lehmann et al., 2020, p. 544), soil
health underpins environmental sustainability through ecosystem services such as
water regulation and biodiversity, while also safeguarding economic sustainability
by preserving arable land as a production factor essential for long-term food
security.

Despite these overlaps, the economic and environmental rationales may diverge.
From an ecological perspective, conservation is valuable in its own right; from an
economic perspective, its justification depends on the balance of costs, benefits, and
opportunity costs (Ang and Passel, 2012). A policy that is environmentally sound
may not be economically optimal if it imposes costs that outweigh its tangible
benefits or ignores opportunity costs.

From the perspective of the CAP, economically sustainable agriculture also
encompasses the viability and diversity of farms in the EU (EU, 2021). Ensuring
that the sector remains attractive, profitable, and capable of renewal through
investment and modernisation is critical for food production. Policies that promote
environmental goals must therefore consider how they interact with farm incomes,
market conditions, and structural dynamics.

Finally, economic sustainability is not only about efficient allocation but also about
scale. Beyond a certain point, agricultural expansion—especially if reliant on finite
natural capital—imposes more costs than benefits (Daly, 1996). Recognising this
need for balance between production, environmental protection, and long-term
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welfare motivates the dynamic and spatial modelling approaches applied in this
thesis.

Why markets fail in agriculture

Market failure refers to conditions under which the mechanisms of a free market do
not lead to an optimal (socially desirable) outcome. Here the focus is on two such
conditions: the presence of public goods, i.e., products or services that a member of
society can benefit from without reducing its availability to others, and negative
externalities, i.e., harmful side-effects of production or consumption on others, that
are not considered in production/consumption decisions. Both these are prevalent in
agriculture, and policy intervention is required to correct them. This section
describes the nature of public goods and negative externalities in agriculture,
explains how they lead to market failure, and discusses the rationale for using policy
instruments to address them.

Environmental impacts relevant to this thesis

Agriculture is an interesting example of an economic activity that has pervasive
negative environmental impacts (Pretty et al., 2000). There is no dispute as to its
continuation: despite its environmental impacts, the optimal level of food
production is greater than zero. This is arguably not the case with many other
consumer products (Durning, 1993). There is though considerable room for
improvement in the environmental impact of agriculture with limited or no effect
on the level of food production (Willett et al., 2019). This thesis is primarily focused
on two central influences of agriculture on society: food security and climate impact.

The aspects of food security in focus here are the stable, physical availability of
food, i.e., the non-declining capacity of the agricultural sector to produce sufficient
food indefinitely (FAO et al., 2022). In an EU context, the primary threats to the
productive capacity are climate change, environmental degradation, and agricultural
system vulnerabilities (Lal, 2010; Antle, 2015; EP, 2024).!

Agriculture can contribute positively or negatively to climate change. Agricultural
production releases significant amounts of greenhouse gases (GHG) (Nabuurs et al.,
2022): i) enteric fermentation in ruminants and manure storage cause significant
methane emissions, ii) carbon dioxide emissions are caused by microbial decay of

! This thesis is not concerned with the broader requirements for food security regarding, e.g.,
economic and physical access to food or its utilisation (FAO et al., 2022). Risks concerning
markets and supply chains, and external chocks and crises are not considered (Gullstrand and
Jorgensen, 2018).
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soil organic matter and combustion of fuels, and iii) nitrous oxide is generated by
microbial transformation of nitrogen in soils and manures (Jia et al., 2019).
Agriculture can also have negative emissions through sequestering carbon in soils
and vegetation (Lal, 2004; Albrecht and Kandji, 2003). It can also contribute
indirectly to GHG fluxes: negatively by using inputs that are associated with
emissions such burning of natural gas to produce nitrogenous fertilisers, or
positively by supplying raw material for e.g. bioenergy (Calvin et al., 2021).

Food security and climate impacts differ in character, which has important
implications for their efficient provision and for the design of appropriate policy
instruments to target them. In the remainder of this section, the analytical foundation
of market failure in economics and some key characteristics of these particular
market failures are outlined.

Negative externalities and public goods

In economics, the description of environmental degradation as a phenomenon is that
an economic agent imposes damage on society in the form of a negative
environmental impact (Baumol and Oates, 1988). This “drives a wedge between
humans’ demand for the biosphere’s goods and services and its ability to supply
them without undergoing decline” (Dasgupta, 2021, p. 48). A negative externality
such as this occurs when an activity performed by one agent, such as a farmer,
appears in the utility function of another member of society, including future people
(Arrow et al., 2013), and that member is not compensated for the harm done to them.
Because the agent does not bear the cost of the damage they have no economic
incentive to limit it, leading to more resources than optimal being spent on
production, resulting in over-supply of the harmful good relative to the socially
optimal level: a market failure.

A public good is described and analysed analogously but reversed: the activity
appearing in others’ utility functions is then positive, a benefit, but the provider is
not rewarded for its provision, hence the activity tends to be under-supplied.

While environmental science focuses on identifying and quantifying the
environmental impacts and contributions of agriculture, economics addresses the
complementary challenge of determining the socially optimal level of their
provision and the design of efficient policy instruments to guide producer and
consumer behaviour to optimality, i.e., the desirable allocation of resources from
society’s perspective.

As described above, the presence of public goods and negative externalities leads to
a failure of the market for agricultural products to allocate the efficient amount of
resources to resolving environmental problems. Economic policy instruments can
be used to alter producers’ and consumers’ incentives (Springmann et al., 2016;
Moberg et al., 2021). If, for instance, the polluter (producer or consumer) is required
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to compensate for the damage caused, they have the options to reduce the polluting
activity, pay the compensation, or adjust their behaviour somewhere in between,
depending on how much they value the activity.

Thus attaching a “price” to pollution corresponding to the damage it causes (Hanley
et al., 2012), is a way of internalising the externality into the decision-making
framework of the polluter. This compels them to consider not only the cost of the
activity in terms of materials, labour, and capital, but its full societal cost, including
environmental harm. Provided that the price accurately reflects the damage and is
enforceable, this approach can correct the market failure, by allowing supply and
demand to adjust toward the societally optimal—the efficient—Ilevels of production
and pollution. Compared to using regulation, the economic approach to correcting
market failure is more responsive to heterogeneity of consumer preferences and
market fluctuations, and, importantly, allows the polluter to find ways of reducing
the damage, e.g. through making the production process more environmentally
friendly, without necessarily reducing the production level (Sterner and Coria,
2012). However, in some cases regulation will be the efficient approach, such as in
the case of banning the use of DDT or other highly dangerous chemicals (but these
are not in focus here).

Specific characteristics of food security and climate impacts

Agriculture’s contribution to climate change, whether positive or negative,
represents a reciprocal externality—those who pollute/mitigate are simultaneously
affected by/contribute to the problem (e.g. increasing likelihood of future droughts).
This kind of externality underlies the tragedy of the commons (Hardin, 1968; Stavi
and Lal, 2013), where the absence of clear property rights over shared
environmental resources leads to their overuse or degradation. In contrast, food
security is a unidirectional public good: its benefits flow from provider to
beneficiary. While the provision of food security can, in principle, be supported
through payments to producers, its non-rival and non-excludable nature makes it
prone to free-rider problems, where beneficiaries have little incentive to contribute
to its production. An important group of beneficiaries that is unable to contribute is
future generations (Arrow et al., 2013), whose stakes are arguably at least as high
as those of current generations. This often results in inefficient provision of
unidirectional public goods. Both characteristics motivate the need for policy
intervention.
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Why agricultural policy fails on the environment

Agricultural policy in the EU’s CAP, and other parts of the world, struggles to meet
its environmental performance goals, and commonly contributes to environmental
degradation (Reyes-Garcia et al., 2025). There are multiple complexities inherent in
this problem, which is really a nexus of problems, that contribute to the failure in
aligning CAP with its objectives. This nexus of problems has features that fit well
with the definition of a ‘wicked problem’.

Wicked problems go beyond ‘complex’ problems (DeFries and Nagendra, 2017,
Guerry et al., 2015). As expressed by Shortle and Horan (2017), in environmental
problems, these features include numerous complex and often imperfectly
understood ecological and anthropogenic interactions that contribute to the issue;
intricate spatio-temporal dynamics operating across multiple scales (including
jurisdictional and bureaucratic borders), which require context-specific strategies
over space and time; and economic, political, and institutional complexities that
shape the feasibility of potential solutions. Therefore, the problem itself can be
resistant to definition, persistent and recurring, characterised by political and
stakeholder disagreements, difficult to monitor, and intertwined by other problems
(Rittel and Webber, 1973; Head, 2022). Consequently, attempted solutions often
expose misunderstood or unrecognised dimensions of the problem and can result in
unintended consequences.

This thesis addresses some of these features, as barriers to sustainable agricultural
development and policy efficiency, and these are outlines below.

Trade-offs between objectives

Fundamental dilemmas inherent in agri-environmental policy are frequent conflicts
and complementarities between agricultural and environmental goals, where the
former implies that trade-offs must be made.

The resource conflict

The foundation of many trade-offs in agri-environmental policy is resource scarcity.
Had natural capital, such as land, soil health and biodiversity, not been scarce or
threatened, sustainability had not been a problem and policy intervention not
required. As it is, these resources have multiple potential uses, including
conservation, and their optimal allocation is far from clear-cut.

Agriculture-based bioenergy is a topic in three of the papers in this thesis. A main
concern with increasing energy crop production are the goal conflicts inherent in the
use of arable land and other natural and agricultural resources (Smith et al., 2010;
Koh and Ghazoul, 2008; Vera et al., 2022). One such aspect is food security, that
could be negatively affected if increased use of agricultural land for energy
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production leads to replaced food production (Koizumi, 2015; Zilberman et al.,
2012). Replaced food production can also mean displaced food production, which
can cause indirect land-use change with impacts on biodiversity and ecosystem
services elsewhere (Nufiez-Regueiro et al., 2019; Winberg et al., 2023), and could
even negate the climate benefit of renewable energy (Searchinger et al., 2008;
Fargione et al., 2008).

Utilising economically marginal agricultural land for energy crop production has
been suggested as a way of minimising these risks and simultaneously preventing
land degradation and abandonment (Nass et al., 2023). Though this is not a
problem-free strategy (Winberg et al., 2024a; Winberg et al., 2024b) it could be
risky to rule out energy crops altogether (Xu et al., 2022).

Government funds also represent a finite resource, that has an opportunity cost in
the form of other uses that provide benefits to society, such as other environmental
improvements or public services like health care or education. In addition, the
collection of taxes to fund public spending usually is accompanied by an efficiency
loss. Because funds are limited, there is a risk that poorly designed instruments
crowd out spending that could lead to greater improvements (Gupta et al., 1995).
This is considered in this thesis by analysing policy instruments’ budget-
effectiveness.

The problem of time horizons

An added layer of complexity is that resources must be allocated efficiently not only
across regions but also over time. One of the objectives of the CAP is to support
viable farm incomes (EU, 2021). Low incomes have immediate social consequences
and can be addressed quickly through direct payments. In contrast, many
environmental and economic goals, such as sector resilience, competitiveness, and
climate change mitigation, have longer time horizons, both in their impacts and in
the policies needed to achieve them. This creates a tension: reallocating payments
towards environmental mitigation can reduce farm profitability and competitiveness
in the short run. Agricultural diversity—another CAP objective—illustrates this
tension well. A more heterogeneous, less specialised farming sector can promote
biodiversity and resilience (Egli et al., 2021), hence focusing on short term income
support can help sustain a larger and more varied farm population. More specialised
farms, on the other hand, are often more competitive and profitable, and more likely
to adopt advanced technologies (which can also reduce environmental impacts) and
long-term strategies that align with certain economic objectives of the CAP (Appel
and Balmann, 2023). There is therefore a temporal trade-off between safeguarding
the immediate livelihoods of European farmers and pursuing the longer-term goals
of economic and environmental sustainability. This thesis addresses this through
dynamic modelling that takes the long-term impacts of farmers’ decisions into
account.
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Inadequate policy instrument design for provisioning of public goods

Poorly designed policy instruments can result in no improvement or even a
reduction in efficiency. Effective policy instrument design requires an
understanding of the properties of the good or service it is intended to provide, and
of the incentives for their private provision (Naeem et al., 2015). Paying too little to
induce the societally desired provision level, paying too much and induce over-
production that cause other inefficiencies, or paying for practices that would have
been adopted anyway thus providing no additionality of the government funds
(Ferraro and Pattanayak, 2006; Engel et al., 2008). A common cause of inefficient
policy design is the lack of appropriate targeting of policy instruments (Antle et al.,
2003; Ekroos et al., 2014; Kleijn et al., 2006). Targeting can be based on benefits,
i.e., the actual delivery of public goods, on the severity of threats to the ecosystem,
or on cost for provisioning (Engel et al., 2008).

Jointness in production of soil-related ecosystem services

A particular cause of inefficiency addressed in this thesis is under-paying for public
goods due to not accounting for bundled soil-related ecosystem services. In ecology,
ecosystem service bundles refer to sets of these that co-occur across space or time
due to underlying ecological processes and land-use patterns (Figure 1) (Raudsepp-
Hearne et al., 2010). These bundles reflect the multifunctionality of ecosystems and
the trade-offs or synergies between different services.

Soil ecosystem Soil-based ecosystem
functions services
Habitat provision Food/feed/fibre
production

Element cycling
Biodiversity conservation

Decomposition >

Erosion control
Soil structure maintenance ! |:> Food security
Pest and disease

Biological population ) control
regulation ‘
Water quality and

Water cycling / supply
Organic matter cycling Climate regulation

Figure 1 Linkages between soil functions and soil ecosystem services/public goods. Adapted
from Biinemann et al. (2018)

In economic terms ecosystem service bundling can be analysed as joint goods, i.e.,
that the production processes of two or more goods are interlinked (OECD, 2001).
Like bundles, joint goods can have different underlying causes and be competitive
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or complementary. In ecology the notion of ecosystem service bundles is often used
to describe and classify the co-occurrence and interdependence of services arising
from shared ecological processes (Bennett et al., 2009). In economics, jointness in
production is used to analyse the production process itself and the relationships
between outputs, with the aim of informing optimal management and policy
decisions (Wossink and Swinton, 2007). The implications of jointness in soil-related
public goods are explicitly examined in this thesis, both in terms of how it affects
the efficiency of payments and how it shapes the balance between different public
goods.

Focus on economic analysis of jointness has primarily been on multifunctionality
between private and public goods, which, as described above, is an important source
of public goods and negative externalities (Vatn, 2002; OECD, 2008). Studies on
situations where ecosystem services are jointly produced are few. The third paper
of this thesis highlights the potential influence of jointness between public goods. It
is argued that maintenance of arable soil health can be analysed as a non-allocable
input in the production process of soil ecosystem services. This means that spending
on maintaining soil health will supply a bundle of ecosystem services and,
consequently, that the possibility of making a partial, targeted investment in soils to
extract increased supply of a single ecosystem service is limited, though not zero
(Razzaghi et al., 2020). The paper shows that when policymakers attempt to target
one service in the bundle, commonly carbon regulation for climate change
mitigation and adaptation, this can lead to policy failure (Butler et al., 2009).

Redesigning agricultural policy for sustainability

The tool at hand: the EU Common Agricultural Policy

The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is the foremost instrument the EU has at
its disposal to change European agriculture. It was launched in 1962, with the
purpose of promoting agricultural productivity in the six countries of the EEG, and
now in the EU, to ensure fair farmer living standards and reasonable consumer food
prices, and stable agricultural markets (Treaty of Rome). European agriculture in
2025 bears little resemblance to that in 1962, yet the original goals persist and new
goals have been layered on the old (Daugbjerg and Swinbank, 2015). Today, the
sector is highly mechanised and optimised as regards inputs, such that most
commercial farm operations resemble industrial production more than the
traditional smallholders of the post-war times.

During the modernisation process, the CAP framework has been reformed, moving
away from production-based subsidies, towards a stronger focus on preservation of
agricultural land and environmental protection. The European Commission intends
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for the CAP to lead a transition towards more sustainable agriculture (EC, 2017).
This is most obvious in the recitals to the CAP regulation, but also conveyed by the
legally binding objectives and obligations under the framework.? Notably, several
CAP objectives are focused on environmental protection and a new article
compelling member states to make a greater overall contribution to these than they
made in the previous period (the so-called ‘no-backsliding’ clause (EU, 2021). Since
the latest CAP reform in 2023, each EU member state designs their own national
CAP Strategic Plan. The plans set out an assessment of needs, intervention strategies
to meet CAP objectives, and performance indicators to track results. Member states
thus have greater autonomy in (and responsibility for) fulfilling the CAP’s
objectives than before. This means new opportunities for national and even local
adaptation of policies, bringing potential efficiency gains (Witzold and
Schwerdtner, 2005) but also challenges (Roder et al., 2024).

CAP instruments for the climate and the environment

CAP schemes targeting the climate and the environment can be funded as direct
payments from the European Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAGF)—previously
referred to as the CAP’s first pillar—or as rural development interventions by the
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)—formerly the
second pillar. The size of the EAGF in 2023 was €41 billion and the EAFRD
approximately one-third of that, €13 billion. This thesis is concerned with how direct
payment funds are used for agri-environmental policy, which, since the latest CAP
reform 2023 have been partially reallocated to eco-schemes, i.e., voluntary
interventions for the environment and the climate in the form of annual payments
(EU, 2021, art. 31).3 Member states must allocate at least 25 percent of their EAGF
funds to eco-schemes and they must cover at least two action areas specified in the
regulation, such as climate change mitigation, soil degradation, and biodiversity
protection (art. 31(4)). Eco-schemes are different in their design from environmental
and climate-related measures (AECM) under the EAFRD. Although AECM’s are
not explicitly analysed here many of the findings are broadly applicable.

2 The CAP specific objectives: (a) support viable farm income, resilience of the agricultural sector,
long-term food security, agricultural diversity, economic sustainability of agricultural production;
(b) enhance market orientation and farm competitiveness; (c) improve the farmers’ position in the
value chain; (d) contribute to climate change mitigation and adaptation; (e) foster sustainable
development and efficient management of natural resources; (f) contribute to halting and reversing
biodiversity loss, enhance ecosystem services, preserve habitats and landscapes; (g) attract and
sustain young and new farmers, facilitate rural business development; (h) promote employment,
growth, gender equality, social inclusion, rural development; (i) improve agriculture’s response to
societal demands, reduce food waste, improve animal welfare, combat antimicrobial resistance
(EU, 2021, Art. 6. Revised for brevity.).

3 These must go beyond relevant requirements in national and Union law, and the statutory
management requirements and the GAEC standards also established in the CAP legislation
(Annex III).
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A note on methods

This thesis employs the agent-based model (ABM) AgriPoliS (Balmann, 1997,
Happe, 2004). ABMs are well suited for ex ante policy evaluation, enabling
simulation of structural change and farm-level decision-making in response to
policy incentives. A key strength is their capacity to analyse counterfactual
scenarios and to capture heterogeneity and interaction among agents, such as
competition for land, which gives rise to emergent system-wide outcomes.
Additionally, AgriPoliS has the ability to represent spatial variation, which is
relevant for multiple ecosystem services, notably soil quality, as well as agricultural
profitability, and hence for policy efficiency.

Farmer decision-making in AgriPoliS is based on a mixed-integer programming
framework in which autonomous farm agents maximise household income under
constraints like land, capital, and market conditions (Kellermann et al., 2008).
Farms exit the sector if insufficiently profitable to cover opportunity costs of family
labour and capital, bankrupt, or lacking successors. All studies used a consistent
model initialisation and compared simulated policy scenarios with counterfactual
references. For Papers II and IV, AgriPoliS was coupled with life cycle assessment
(LCA) to capture broader environmental consequences and dynamic interactions
between economic and environmental systems.

While the same model base was used across papers, extensions were made to
address specific research questions. These included the introduction of non-food
energy crops (Paper I), modelling of cover crop strategies (Paper II), addition of
soil-based agri-environmental measures (Paper III), and simulation of policy
instruments targeting methane emissions and soil carbon sequestration (Paper 1V).
Together, these studies demonstrate how integrated modelling approaches can
support policy design aligned with environmental and structural goals.

Overview

The remainder of this doctoral thesis is structured as follows. I first present the
overarching aim and scope of the project, followed by an account of the methods
and materials used in the four papers. A synthesis of the main results and a
discussion in relation to the overarching aim then follow, before concluding with a
summary of key findings and policy recommendations.

The four papers presented share a focus on agricultural policy at the intersection of
economic efficiency and environmental sustainability. They all analyse how the
design of policy instruments influences outcomes and implications for achieving
defined policy targets, using Swedish agricultural regions as empirical cases. Paper
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I concentrates on climate change mitigation as a policy objective, Papers II and I1I
focus on soil carbon sequestration as a way of maintaining soil natural capital, and
Paper IV examines broader impacts on EU Green Deal objectives.

A cross-cutting theme throughout the papers is the provision of public goods from
agriculture, the complementarities and trade-offs with commodity production,
structural change, and land use, and how regional characteristics shape policy
outcomes. The empirical settings vary: Paper I focuses on a livestock-dominated
region; Papers II and IIl analyse an intensive cropping region; and Paper IV
compares both types of regions. The studies are complementary in that each
addresses a different aspect of the agri-environment: Paper I investigates
agriculture-based bioenergy feedstocks, Paper II, the role of agricultural soils as
carbon sinks, Paper III is focused on maintenance of soil natural capital, and Paper
IV, greenhouse gas emissions from livestock and soils.
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Aim and scope

This thesis examines the economic efficiency and environmental effectiveness of
agricultural policy instruments designed to support the sustainable provision of
public goods, with emphasis on balancing food security, agroecosystem
management, climate change mitigation, and the long-term viability of the
agricultural sector. The analysis adopts an interdisciplinary environmental science
perspective, combining theoretical and methodological approaches to evaluate
policy performance.

The scope is the EU agricultural sector, with Sweden as a case study. The primary
focus is on economic instruments under the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP).
Regulatory measures, equity and distributional aspects, and political economy
considerations fall outside the scope of this work.

This overarching aim is operationalised through four papers, each addressing a
specific policy question within the broader themes of economic efficiency and
environmental effectiveness. Paper I assesses the cost-effectiveness of alternative
subsidy designs for expanding non-food energy crop production, examining their
effects on agricultural structure and land use under varying market conditions. Paper
II evaluates whether reallocating CAP direct-payment funds from basic income
support to a cover crop eco-scheme for carbon sequestration can be considered a
form of policy repurposing, and whether such reallocation improves efficiency
without compromising other CAP objectives. Paper III investigates how
recognising the joint provision of soil-based public goods influences the efficiency
of a soil-health policy instrument, analysing both environmental outcomes and
economic or structural implications. Paper IV explores how removing coupled
income support to cattle and introducing a combined tax/payment incentive
targeting methane emissions and soil carbon sequestration could steer agricultural
transformation towards European Green Deal objectives, considering structural,
environmental, and life-cycle impacts.

Together, these studies provide complementary perspectives on how agricultural
policy instruments can be designed or adjusted to better align economic viability
with the sustainable provision of public goods.
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Methods

The work in this thesis combines two complementary approaches: theoretical
analysis grounded in welfare and environmental economics, and agent-based
modelling of the agricultural sector. The following sections summarise each method
and describe how they were applied in the individual papers.

Economic analysis of policy instruments

The policy instruments analysed in this thesis are all economic instruments and
primarily action-based, which is the most common type of CAP instrument (i.c., a
hectare payment for a particular activity/measure). This section outlines two central
concepts in policymaking: allocative efficiency and cost-effectiveness, which are
central to the aim of this thesis and to all four papers, in addition to provisioning of
public goods and management of negative externalities in agriculture.

Efficiency and cost-effectiveness

Using the words of Peter Drucker (1977), allocative efficiency is concerned with
“doing the right things”, while cost-effectiveness is about “doing things right”.
Economic efficiency is achieved when scarce resources, including environmental
resources, are allocated to maximise societal welfare—including welfare of future
generations (Arrow et al., 2013). To this end, market failures must be eliminated,
which requires policy intervention. To design policy instruments that lead to an
efficient resource allocation and maximised societal welfare it is necessary to know
the benefits and costs of public goods and externalities. In practice, the benefits and
costs of externalities and public goods like food security and climate change
mitigation are difficult to quantify and value reliably. The CAP instead comprises a
set of objectives that the framework of policy instruments aim towards.

Cost-effectiveness analysis can provide a guide to policymaking for target
achievement. Typically, several means of attaining a target are available and differ
in cost, and the least costly action (or combination of actions) is not always easily
identifiable. A persistent problem of action-based agri-environmental policy is that
the marginal cost of achieving a target—such as mitigating climate change, reducing
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nutrient pollution, improving soil health, or addressing biodiversity loss—varies
substantially across space and between alternative measures (Shortle and Horan,
2017; Bamiere et al., 2023; Moran et al., 2011). The same target can therefore be
achieved at a higher or lower cost, depending on how and where interventions are
implemented.* In this thesis, societal cost is proxied by loss in value-added in the
agricultural sector. Cost-effectiveness analysis is a systematic method for finding
the lowest cost means for achieving the policy target (Tietenberg, 2003). This thesis
examines how policy instruments can contribute to greater efficiency in terms of
cost-effectively addressing the CAP objectives.

Central to cost-effectiveness is the equimarginal cost principle: total costs are
minimised when the marginal cost of delivering an additional unit towards a target
is equal across sites and methods (Baumol and Oates, 1988). In other words, every
incremental unit of improvement should occur where it is cheapest to achieve.
Achieving this in practice requires understanding not only the spatial variation in
environmental potential, but also how farm-level decisions respond to economic
incentives and interact with markets. This thesis addresses these complexities by
applying integrated economic—environmental modelling to simulate policy
outcomes under diverse spatial, structural, and market conditions. The approach
enables ex-ante assessment of cost-effectiveness, identification of trade-offs, and
evaluation of where targeted interventions can deliver the greatest benefit at the
lowest cost.

Finally, a practical criterion in redesigning agricultural policy for sustainability is
budget-effectiveness—the efficient use of limited public funds per unit of target
achievement. While cost-effectiveness remains the guiding principle, budget-
effectiveness highlights the importance of ensuring that policy goals can be pursued
within real-world budgetary constraints.

In this thesis, societal cost is defined as the sum of private costs (direct compliance
and opportunity costs to farms) and indirect costs of environmental impacts.
Administrative and transaction costs are excluded. In the modelling framework,
societal cost is proxied by the change in sector profit excluding CAP payments,
while external costs of environmental impacts are not monetised but assessed
separately through environmental indicators. This approach is applied across the
four papers: the cost of increasing bioenergy feedstock supply (Paper I), enhancing
SOC (Papers II and I1I), and reducing GHG emissions (Paper IV) varies spatially
and between measures. Cost-effectiveness calculations are explicitly described in

4 “Cost’ is the societal cost, i.¢., the total welfare loss to society from a policy, measured as the sum
of private costs (direct compliance costs and opportunity costs to farms) and non-market
environmental damages, plus any welfare losses arising from market-mediated effects such as
changes in consumer and producer surplus.
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e.g. Paper III. The measure of fiscal cost used in the papers is total CAP
expenditure.

Economic, agricultural, and environmental modelling

The agent-based model AgriPoliS has been used for all the papers comprising this
thesis. It has been extended to allow for additional analyses tailored to each study’s
objectives. In Paper I, production activities and markets for non-food energy crops
were incorporated to explore land-use shifts under an energy crop subsidy. Paper 11
introduced cover crop activities in the model to assess the enrolment in such a
scheme and predict its impact on SOC concentration. For Paper IV, a GHG
emissions tax was implemented to simulate the effects of a typical climate policy
on the environmental impact of agriculture. These targeted extensions reflect a
cumulative modelling approach, where AgriPoliS was adapted to address
increasingly complex environmental and policy challenges.

Agent-based modelling with AgriPoliS

Agriculture consists of a large number of heterogeneous businesses (farms) that
operate under varying natural conditions and compete for a limited production
resource—agricultural land. As a result, the sector is characterised by spatial
variation in productivity and medium- to long-term decision-making under
uncertainty, such as output and input price variability. In addition, agricultural
production is subject to an evolving policy landscape. To analyse sector- and
landscape-level economic and environmental impacts of agricultural policy
instruments, a method was needed that could accommaodate this complexity, leading
to the adoption of an agent-based modelling (ABM) approach. ABM has been
frequently applied in agricultural policy analysis to simulate responses to policy
incentives (e.g., Huber et al., 2023; Berger and Troost, 2013; Marvuglia et al., 2022;
Hristov et al., 2020; Brady et al., 2015). This method allows for ex ante assessment
of policy interventions which is of fundamental importance, especially in systems
where experimental approaches are unfeasible.

The ABM used here comprises a full population of individually acting farms
(agents) that operate in virtual representations of two agricultural regions, following
a set of pre-defined behavioural rules based on economic theory. Farm agents
interact with each other, often in terms of land exchange (Brady et al., 2012), which
dynamically affects farmer decision-making. This allows the ABM to capture
emergent phenomena, i.e., that system-wide change emerges from the aggregation
of individual decisions, leading to complex, non-linear outcomes through a bottom-
up process. A system characterised by path dependence and hysteresis cannot be
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adequately captured by aggregate models (Bonabeau, 2002). This property makes
ABMs suitable for modelling structural change and hence the long-term impacts of
policy reform.

ABM has several advantages over other economic modelling approaches. A central
one is the capacity to distinguish impacts for different farm types. Farms differ in
orientation, size, degree of specialisation and intensity, etc., and therefore,
potentially, also in their responses to changes in policy. Assessments of structural
and environmental effects are therefore more reliable when this heterogeneity is
considered (Reidsma et al., 2018).

The model used in this thesis is AgriPoliS (Agricultural Policy Simulator), a model
developed for analysing structural change in regional agricultural sectors and policy
analysis (Balmann, 1997; Happe et al., 2006), and described in the ODD protocol®
by Sahrbacher et al. (2012). Farm-agent’s optimising decision-making in AgriPoliS
is based on a mathematical programming (MP) approach (Hazell and Norton, 1986).
The virtual landscape, endogenous markets, system dynamics, etc. are programmed
in the object-orientated programming language C++ (Happe, 2004). The actions and
interactions of farm agents thus builds on maximisation of farm household income,
subject to constraints like resource endowments, the vintage of fixed assets, market
prices, spatial context, and the agricultural policy framework. Optimal production
decisions reflect the relative profitability of alternative agricultural activities (crops
and livestock), the opportunity costs of labour and capital (i.e., off-farm
opportunities), and the institutional environment. A farm agent quits farming if it
becomes bankrupt, cannot cover opportunity costs, or the farmer reaches retirement
age without a successor (Kellermann et al., 2008).

Model input includes empirical data on individual farm agents, e.g., family labour,
machinery, buildings, production facilities, land, liquid assets, and borrowed capital,
and regional data on, e.g., number of farms, farm types, total land, technical
coefficients, prices, and costs (Hristov et al., 2017). The AgriPoliS landscape is
abstractly modelled, calibrated to match the statistical characteristics of the real-
world region, including land type distribution and field size variability (Brady et al.,
2012). Three land types are modelled: two arable land types and semi-natural
pasture. The arable land types are characterised by their productivity and thus usage:
high-productivity land is used today in cash-crop rotations and low-productivity
land in feed crop rotations. Separate land markets exist for each land type. Land is
allocated by an auctioneer agent based on marginal land valuations submitted by
competing farms, with the highest bidder winning each parcel. Additional
interaction occurs in regional livestock markets for calves and piglets to maintain
herd dynamics and breeding stock.

3> The ODD (Overview, Design concepts, Details) protocol is a set of documentation guidelines
designed to describe agent-based models as fully as possible (Grimm et al., 2010).
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For Papers 11, I11, and IV it was necessary to model agriculture’s multifunctionality.
Challenges to modelling multifunctionality include measuring the non-commodity
output and linking it with the commodity output (Buysse et al., 2007). Because
AgriPoliS provides a wide range of economic, structural, and environmental outputs
it can capture multifunctionality to an adequate extent (Brady et al., 2012).
AgriPoliS output compiles aggregate economic data at the sector level and
individual farm data on, e.g., land use, farm size, yields, input and output quantities
and values, fixed and variable costs, assets and investment expenditure, labour,
capital. It also models environmental variables indicators, notably SOC, GHG
emissions, and nutrient surplus. Se Paper II for more detailed information about the
modelling of change in SOC concentration and optimisation of yield and fertiliser
application given current SOC.

Case regions

Two distinct case regions in AgriPoliS were studied in this thesis: Jonkoping County
(Papers I and IV) and Gétaland’s southern plains (Gétalands sodra slittbygder,
GSS) (Papers II, III and IV), both located in southern Sweden (Figure 2). These
cases are interesting in an EU perspective, as examples that are representative of
two common farming regions in the EU. Jonkdping County is a typical area with
natural or other area-specific constraints (ANC), i.e., areas that experience specific
conditions that make farming difficult. Of all utilised agricultural area (UAA) in the
EU-27 in 2021, 59 % was ANC area (EC, 2021b). GSS is a typical intensive-
cropping region and similar to many areas in continental Europe (Rega et al., 2020).

Jonkoping County is an inland region dominated by forest interspersed by
fragmented agricultural land. Agriculture in JonkOping is livestock based,
dominated by dairy and beef, and many farms combine livestock production and
forestry. One third of agricultural land is semi-natural pasture (SCB, 2022). Because
of the land fragmentation, moraine soils, and uneven terrain, agriculture in
Jonkoping is characterised by relatively low productivity and profitability.
Jonkoping is therefore an interesting case for studying the impact of policy on land
abandonment and structural change, which has occurred over the past decades
(SBA, 2024).

Gotaland’s southern plains (GSS) is a naturally defined agricultural region located
along the south-western coast. It is the most productive agricultural region in
Sweden with primarily arable agricultural land (95 %) in large, continuous, and
well-connected parcels. Production is characterised by intensive arable cropping,
economies of scale, and high yields (normal winter wheat yield is 8 t ha'') (Statistics
Sweden, 2020). Typical cash-crop rotations contain winter wheat, winter rapeseed,
sugar beet, and spring barley. Specialised pig and poultry are important industries
in GSS, whereas livestock density is low, resulting in low availability of stable
manure and low demand for temporary grasses and pastures. Long-term intensive
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management with limited use of organic soil amendments has been accompanied by
a trend in SOC decline in GSS (Brady et al., 2019). The region was therefore a
suitable choice for the analyses of soil carbon loss and soil health.

Study areas
[] Gotalands Sodra Slattbygder (GSS)
[ J6nképing County

Figure 2 Location of case regions Jonkoping County and Goétaland’s souther plains on a map of
Sweden. The map is created using NMD 2023, base layer v2.0: yellow = farmland, green = forest.

Combining AgriPoliS with agent-based life cycle assessment (AB-LCA)

For Papers II and IV AgriPoliS modelling was combined with life cycle analysis
(LCA) in an agent-based LCA (AB-LCA) framework. The methodology has been
developed for agricultural systems in recent years (Vazquez-Rowe et al., 2014; Lan
and Yao, 2019; Marvuglia et al., 2022). The coupling to AgriPoliS and LCA
modelling for these papers was performed by co-author Raiil Lopez i Losada (Lopez
i Losada et al., 2024).

The integration was modular: output from the final simulation year of AgriPoliS
was used as input to the Life Cycle Inventory stage of the LCA. An attributional
cradle-to-farmgate approach was applied to model environmental impacts. In Paper
I1, a territorial LCA of greenhouse gas emissions was conducted over a 100-year
time horizon using the ReCiPe midpoint hierarchical methodology (Huijbregts et
al., 2017). The system boundary encompassed the agricultural sector in GSS.

36



Paper IV employed a more comprehensive LCA, assessing impacts on human health
and biodiversity using ReCiPe endpoint methodology, alongside weighted
environmental scores from the Environmental Footprint (Huijbregts et al., 2017,
EC, 2021a). The system boundary included the agricultural sectors of Jonkoping
County and GSS. A key assumption was fixed consumption: any reduction in
regional production was offset by imports. The functional unit was defined as
maintaining global production levels in the final simulation year across scenarios.
This assumption allowed for more accurate estimation of environmental impacts
resulting from production displacement.

LCA added a layer of environmental consequence analysis, particularly capturing
indirect effects of policy beyond the AgriPoliS region. Conversely, AgriPoliS
contributed a dynamic dimension to the LCA (Gutiérrez et al., 2015), resulting in
synergistic insights.

Study-specific modelling and setup

The same model initialisation was used in every study. The four analyses all build
on policy scenario simulations and comparison to a reference scenario.

In Paper I, the cost-effectiveness and land-use impacts of an area-based and energy
content-based subsidy for promoting expansion of production of non-food energy
crops were assessed. Jonkoping County was chosen as the study region because of
its relatively low opportunity cost for arable land and risk of agricultural land
abandonment, making the adoption of non-food energy crops more likely. For this
analysis, AgriPoliS was extended to include energy crops. Three non-food energy
crops were added to the already published model: reed canary grass, ley grass mix,
and SRC willow. Output and input parameters were collected from the Swedish
agricultural production database (Agriwise, 2020). The energy crop selection was
based on a holistic judgement of their relevance in an expansion of non-food energy
crop production (Borjesson, 2021), including natural conditions for cultivation of
crops throughout Sweden, economic conditions for a viable market notably
transportation costs, and on whether they were cultivated in Sweden at present
(Mola-Yudego et al., 2021; Nilsson et al., 2015; Bjornsson et al., 2016; Dimitriou
and Mola-Yudego, 2017). A difficulty in the modelling and calibration of these
activities was that energy-crop production levels are currently very low in
Jonkoping. This was overcome by applying a consistent method for compiling data
and using the same data sources for all the crops in the model (Hristov et al., 2017).
The same challenge occurred in the modelling of rotational leys in Paper III. We
return to the implications for model calibration below.

The aim of Paper II was to assess whether reallocation of CAP direct-payment funds
to a payment for cover crops was successful as a policy strategy to improve policy
efficiency. GSS was used in this analysis because soil health in the region is
exhibiting deterioration due to intensive management practices (Brady et al., 2019).
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For this analysis two contrasting cover crop strategies were modelled in AgriPoliS.
They differed in management cost and intensity, in policy payment, and in
associated agronomic benefits. For the high-cost, high-payment, high-benefit
option, oilseed radish was modelled, which is a favoured option in southern Sweden
for its agronomic benefits. For the low-cost, low-payment, low-benefit cover crop
activity barley was modelled. Both activities were parametrised with coefficients
for annual SOC carbon sequestration based on Poeplau and Don (2015) and N
uptake based on Tonitto et al. (2006). The AgriPoliS results were used to inform a
territorial LCA of GHG emissions (see more on LCA below).

In Paper 111, the impact was analysed of accounting for jointness in the provision of
soil-based public goods when designing a soil health payment. A payment for grass
leys on arable soils is forthcoming in Sweden (to be introduced in 2026). The
instrument is intended to promote carbon sequestration in soils, thus contributing to
climate change mitigation and soil fertility. Jointness was represented in the model
through the dependence of soil ecosystems on SOC levels. SOC was thus used as a
proxy indicator of soil health: changes in SOC are associated with improvements in
multiple ecosystem functions, including carbon sequestration, nutrient cycling,
water holding capacity, and microbial activity (e.g. Lal, 2004; Creamer et al., 2022).
AgriPoliS does not explicitly represent each individual service, hence SOC was
used as a central indicator to reflect the non-allocability of soil health maintenance
for multiple public goods. Again, the GSS model was used for this analysis because
soil health deterioration is a potential problem and because the ley payment that will
be introduced in Sweden by 2016 only applies to nitrogen-sensitive regions like
GSS.

A modelling choice had to be made regarding the use of the additional biomass
resulting from the policy-induced land-use change. It was assumed that livestock
production (i.e., feed and pasture) could not expand onto arable land typically used
for cash cropping. To test the sensitivity of the results to the presence of a market
outlet for the biomass, an alternative set of scenarios was introduced in which a
market for biogas feedstock was assumed. The energy crop activities developed in
Paper | were therefore extended and adapted to the GSS context, with yield levels
and cost parameters adjusted to reflect GSS conditions.

Finally, the aim of Paper IV was to analyse how abolishing the coupled income
support to cattle and a tax/payment incentive on enteric methane emissions and
carbon sequestration in soils would influence the transformation of agriculture
towards the EU Green Deal objectives. Both regional models were used in this study
to capture differences in effects of regional variation. The tax on SOC was modelled
as a permit market where production of SOC-depleting activities required emission
permits corresponding to the annual depleted quantity. Emission permits could be
purchased or awarded to the farm for production of SOC-restoring activities. The
tax was based on the current carbon tax in Sweden and set to 2.74 EUR kg CH4 for
enteric methane emissions and a payment/tax of 0.37 EUR kg' C for
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sequestering/releasing SOC. Similar to Paper 11, ABM was integrated with LCA for
this analysis, but in a more extensive analysis that included life cycle environmental
impacts in terms of damage to human health and biodiversity. In addition, the results
were related to nine agri-environmental indicators defined from EGD goals.

Table 1 provides an overview of central aspects of the papers.

Dealing with uncertainty: model verification, validation, and calibration

AgriPoliS is a deterministic model: for a given set of inputs, it yields exact and
repeatable outputs. Consequently, stochastic variation is not present in the model’s
output. However, the landscape initialisation is based on probability distributions of
various variables: location of farm centres, field size, vintage or stables, farmer age,
etc. The impact of different random seeds for model initialisation was tested by
Sahrbacher et al. (2017), and shown not to significantly influence model outcomes.
An initialisation based on an identical random seed forms the basis for all
subsequent policy simulations. Because standard errors and statistical significance
cannot be computed, uncertainty must be handled differently. The approach taken
here includes: (1) rigorous verification, validation, and calibration during model
development; and (2) a conditional interpretation of simulation results, focusing on
scenario comparisons that control for shared model limitations.

Verification and validation in ABMs are not confined to testing the final model but
are integral to the entire development process (Figure 3) (Sargent, 2010). AgriPoliS
has undergone substantial validation throughout its development (Happe, 2004;
Brady et al., 2012).

The real-word

PA 4 system A N
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Operat|onal Conceptual model
validation validation
EXPERIMENTATION MODELLING

I' Data \I
l validity |

Computerised PROGRAMMING — Conceptual model
system model of the system
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~ ///
Computer model

verification

~

Figure 3 The modeling process. Adapted version from Sargent (2010).
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One validation challenge with ABM is its flexibility and complexity. However,
ABM and MIP are natural ways to describe farming systems and resonate with how
practitioners think—using activity-based input-output relationships over the crop
cycle (Hazell and Norton, 1986; Bonabeau, 2002). This alignment facilitates expert
validation, which was carried out through consultation and review (Borjesson, 2021;
Segerslitt, 2022; Palsson, 2024; Andersson, 2025). A critical step was the accurate
initialisation of the farm agent population. This was done through a cluster analysis
of the IACS database to generate a representative set of regional farm types (Boke
Olén et al., 2021). Model extensions developed for this thesis were constructed
using a consistent data framework, applying uniform methods and data sources
across all crop activities (Hristov et al., 2017).

Calibration was carried out using operational validation via graphical comparisons
between simulated and empirical data for the 2010-2022 period (SBA, 2023b; a). It
was done by iteratively adjusting a residual variable-cost parameter for selected
production activities until they repeated the observed trend. This method accounts
for unobservable or aggregated costs that are not captured by standard accounting
but influence farm decisions such as use of unpaid family labour, managerial effort,
or risk preferences. The goal was to reproduce key structural trends such as farm
numbers and livestock types (Hazell and Norton, 1986; Buysse et al., 2007). These
steps together resulted in a model that behaves in a theoretically sound and
empirically grounded manner when subjected to policy changes, thereby supporting
reliable policy analysis and insights into the agricultural sector.

Summary of data sources

The modelling in this study drew on multiple data sources. Regional characteristics
on farm structure, normal yields, crop areas and livestock were collected from the
IACS database and official statistics from the Swedish Board of Agriculture (SBA,
2025a), while enterprise budgets for different production activities were obtained
from Agriwise (2020). Historical production data were used for model calibration
(SBA, 2023Db; a). Estimates for soil carbon levels came from (Brady et al., 2019).

Environmental impacts in the LCA modelling were assessed using the World Food
LCA Database (WFLDB) (Nemecek et al., 2014).

Model limitations

As with any modelling approach, the use of AgriPoliS involves simplifying
assumptions that should be borne in mind when interpreting results. Importantly,
the farm agents’ decision-making behaviour is represented through an income
maximisation assumption. While this is consistent with much of the economic
modelling literature, it does not capture the full range of motivations and preferences
real-world farmers have, such as relating to risk aversion, cultural norms, or
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environmental stewardship goals. Additionally, the model’s landscape
representation is abstract, and while it captures certain structural characteristics of
the regions it cannot reflect the full spatial complexity. For instance, the
representation of arable land is simplified to only two types, whereas real landscapes
are differentiated by a broad range of characteristics. Environmental processes are
also represented in a simplified form. For example, SOC change is used as a proxy
for soil health. While SOC is an important and widely used indicator, it does not
encompass the full spectrum of soil physical, chemical, and biological properties
that influence ecosystem productivity. As described above, AgriPoliS is
deterministic, hence the stochastic variability that characterises real agricultural
systems is excluded.

41



-obewep jo abeyes|

pue sjoaye-apIs pajuemun
ploAe 0} papaau si Aojjod
pajeuIpJo0d pue palojie|

‘sjoedwi [BIUSWUOIIAUS JO
abexes) Jo ysiy "1oedwi Aojjod
Ul s@oualayIp asned ainynoLbe
Ul seoualaylp |euoibay

Juswissasse
Aoljod paseq-Buljjepoly

y0 Buroud HHD Jo spoedw
8[0A0-8}1] 8} UO UOINQIUOD
jeaibojopoyjow pue [eouidwg
SS9

+ Buidoyuor :suoibal ase)

‘Juswissassy aj0AD
Ilopow paseg-jusby

oy ‘b

"Apisgns a0 ‘xe}
aueyjew ‘xejpuswAied DOS

£ainynoube ul saxe} OHO
10 S}08Yo |elUBWIUOIIAUS [eqo|f
pue |euoiBal ay) ale ey

'saAljoalqo |eaq UssI N3 Uo
Aoijod [eanynoLibe jo sjoedw)

‘'S9WO02IN0
BA1}08}}9-]S00 JBAI|OP 0} papaau
ale Buneble) [eneds pue
uofen|eA yjjeay |1os Jopeolg

‘uoisinoid

pooB o1ignd pue asueusjulew
yjeay |l0S 0I9Z UdAS

Jo [ewndogns uj }nsas ues
ssauuiof asiubooal oy Buljie

‘uoiNqLIU0D
|en}deouod Yym Juswissasse
Aoljod paseq-Buljjepoy

SSO :uoibal ase)
‘Buijjepow paseqg-juaby

uawAed As| |euoneloy

¢ siuswanoidwi o} pes| Aay) op
pue ‘eoueusiulew yjeay |10s
109e uawAed A9 e jo subisap
JuswinJjsul JusJaylp op MoH

‘spoob

o1jgnd J1os paonpo.ud Apuiof

10 asuasaud ay} ul yyeay |los
Buiureurew Joy Aoijod juaiog

‘syjuawinJisul a|buls
10U ‘sylomawely Aoljod aiius
0} pajidde uaym |njasn alow

s| Buisodinda. jo deouod ay ]

"9]B0S Ul pa}iwi| Sem
10edwi 8y} Inq ‘Buisodindal
S9JN}ISU09 pue s|eob
[BIUSWIUOIIAUS YIM Juswubife
panoidwi uorjedo|eas sy

Juswubije jeob
panoidwi Jo) ABajels wiojal Jo
Juswissasse paseq-bul|opoy

SSO :uoibal ase)

‘Juswssassy a|9AD
aJI ‘Buljjepow paseqg-juaby

‘uawAed doio 1ano)

¢uswAed

doud Janoo Auejunjon e

0] sjuawAed 10811p Buieoo|esas
40 DOS uo joedwli BY} SI JBYA

‘Aousiolye Aoljod
Buinosdwi 1oy ABajelss e se
sjuawAed j0a.ip Buneoojeay

*sisay} ay} Buisuidwos siaded Jo MalAIaA0 paInjong | aqe ]

-o|diound

Aoljod e se aAoNASU0D 8q

0} oisiidwis A0 sI BLIWI|IP
asn-pue| ABJaus-poo} ay |

"SUOI}IPUOD
193JeW a|geleA Japun Jou

INg ‘saIpIsqns paseq-juajuod
ABJaus pue -eale ue Jo} dWeS
8} 99 UBD SSBUBAIJ09)48-}S0D)

"SSOUBAIJ09YO
-}S00 ,sjuswinJjsul

Aoljod jo Juswssesse
aAneledwoo paseqg-buljjopo

Buidoyuor :uoibas asen

‘sisA|eue ssauaAloayd
-1s09 ‘Buljjepow paseq-juaby

‘sdouo
ABiaus 0} salpisqns paseq
-Jusjuod Abisus pue -ealy

¢ainynoube ul suoieoldwi
|ednjonuis ey} aJe Jeym pue
‘uononpoud doio ABisua pooy
-uou Buisealoul 1o} saIpIsqns
JUBISLIP 18 BAIJ09}48-}S00 MOH

‘uononpoud

ABlauaolq paseqg-ainynoube
Bunowoud 1oy ubisap
JUBWINJISUI BAI}0BYS-1S0D



Synthesis of results and discussion

Main findings

Paper I assessed the cost-effectiveness and structural impacts of an area-based and
an energy content-based subsidy for promoting expansion of production of non-food
energy crops. Under stable market conditions, area-based subsidies and energy-
based subsidies performed similarly. When feedstock market prices dropped
however, area-based subsidies led to substantially higher societal costs. In contrast,
energy content-based subsidies maintained cost-effectiveness by being responsive
to changing market conditions. This indicated that failing to align the goal of the
farmer with the goal of society can lead to excessive costs for biomass production.
Specifically, energy-based payments increased the area-efficiency (MJ ha') of
energy crop production, while this did not occur for the area-based payment.

The study also highlighted the structural implications of energy crop subsidies,
demonstrating that they can reduce agricultural land abandonment, support food
security, and maintain landscape heterogeneity in a marginal agricultural region.
This challenged the notion that food and energy production are inherently in
conflict. In areas at risk of land abandonment, bioenergy crops can serve as
transitional crops—maintaining farm income and keeping land in good agricultural
condition while supporting the energy transition.

Paper II evaluated reallocation of CAP direct-payment funds from basic income
support to a cover crop eco-scheme for carbon sequestration in arable soils. The aim
was to assess if it constituted repurposing, as a test of the potential for such
reallocation as a strategy to improve policy efficiency.

Reallocating a portion of direct payments to cover crops slowed the decline of SOC
in high-productivity arable soils, improved nitrogen efficiency, and reduced
greenhouse gas emissions. From an economic perspective, farm incomes and sector
profitability were only marginally affected, indicating that the reallocation did not
jeopardise long-term food security or farm viability. Structurally, it induced (minor)
shifts toward fewer and larger farms but did not trigger land abandonment or loss of
food production capacity. It was hence concluded that the reallocation constituted a
partial repurposing of direct payments: efficiency of the CAP funds for achieving
its targets improved.
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The SOC gains were, however, relatively small. The improvement was not
sufficient to reverse the negative trend in SOC stocks. Nor did it suffice as a climate
change mitigation measure for agricultural GHG emissions, particularly as it does
not target livestock emissions. Moreover, while the cover crop eco-scheme
supported climate change mitigation at a competitive cost (€50 COze!), both in
comparison to carbon prices and findings in other studies, its long-term
effectiveness depends on sustained carbon storage and could be reversed if the
policy changes or farming practices shift.

Paper I1I focused on the efficiency of a carbon sequestration policy for arable soils
when considering jointness in production of soil-related public goods. Jointness
limits the possibility of targeting a single soil-related public good/ecosystem
service. When farmers were offered a payment for introducing leys in cash-crop
rotations corresponding to the climate benefit of the resultant improvement in SOC
content, they chose not to enrol in the scheme. Consequently, the instrument resulted
in neither climate benefits nor any other public goods associated with improved soil
health. Simulations of the forthcoming ley payment in Sweden (to be introduced in
2026)—a lower payment without spatial targeting—resulted in both no additionality
and an increase in GHG emissions from livestock.

In summary, the study demonstrated that failing to recognise jointness, and hence
under-paying for soil health, can result in suboptimal and even absent soil health
maintenance, i.e., inefficient provisioning of both the targeted public good and of
other soil-related public goods. An over-simplified policy instruments in this case
led to at least one of two policy failures: first, the market failure that the instrument
is meant to address remained unsolved and, second, an increase in unintended
negative effects (e.g., increasing emissions). The results suggest that both an
efficient payment level and precise spatial targeting of policy payments are
necessary to consider in the design of action-based policy instruments for soil
health.

Finally, Paper IV examined the effects of removing coupled cattle support and
implementing a tax on soil C and methane emissions, on the environmental
performance of agriculture within the European Green Deal framework. The carbon
pricing mechanism led to substantial reductions in livestock production, land use
changes including abandonment of semi-natural pastures that are crucial for
biodiversity conservation, and expansion of bioenergy crops in high-productivity
regions. Though the environmental impacts declined regionally, the LCA results
showed that damage to natural environments globally was 10-20 % higher than in
the reference scenario, because of displaced Swedish production. That is, the
leakage of environmental impacts outweighed the domestic emissions reductions.
Farming in Jonkdping contracted substantially, e.g., ruminant livestock declined by
half and arable land use by 40 %. Leakage effects were hence particularly strong in
Jonkoping, with the most pronounced effects in the dairy industry.
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The results also pointed to important effects of regional heterogeneity. Abolishing
the coupled cattle support had a stronger effect on cattle production in the intensive
cropping region than in the livestock dominated region due to the availability of
alternative profitable agricultural activities in the former. Similarly, energy crop
deployment was substantial in arable land in G6taland, but limited in Jonkoping due
to low profitability, which made land set-aside or afforestation more attractive in
Jonkoping than energy crop cultivation.

Discussion

The findings reveal a number of overarching insights that are not apparent when the
papers are considered individually. These are discussed below with reference to the
overall aim of this thesis: to evaluate the economic efficiency and environmental
effectiveness of agricultural policy instruments for the sustainable provision of
public goods, with particular attention to balancing food security, agroecosystem
management, climate change mitigation, and the long-term viability of the
agricultural sector.

Cost-effective policy instrument design for public goods

The papers in this thesis analysed policy instruments designed to achieve targets for
biomass energy supply (Paper I), climate change mitigation (Paper II and IV), and
maintaining soil health (Paper III). Several insights emerged regarding the design
of instruments, particularly the importance for cost-effective policy of spatial
heterogeneity, the optimal payment level, and responsiveness to market conditions;
these are discussed in the following sections.

Spatial heterogeneity

A clear theme across the papers is that spatial heterogeneity—differences in land
and soil characteristics, land-use pressures, farm structure, and market access—
strongly shapes both the environmental and economic outcomes of agri-
environmental policy. Thus, the same instrument can yield very different effects
depending on where (i.e., region) and how it is applied (i.e., general or targeted
payments).

Spatial heterogeneity was operationalised in the modelling along two main
dimensions: agricultural regions—an intensive cropping region and a livestock-
dominated, highly forested region—and three land-use types: high-productivity
arable land, low-productivity arable land, and semi-natural pasture, that are further
differentiated according to field size and distance from farm centres. The proxy
commonly used for distributing agri-environmental payments in Sweden is less
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specific, distinguishing between regions, arable land, and pasture, which the results
show to be an insufficient representation of spatial heterogeneity for allocating agri-
environmental payments. For instance, as demonstrated in Paper II1I, ‘arable land in
a high-productivity region’ proved to be a poor proxy for SOC deficit, as it varies
depending on the combination of soil characteristics and historical management
practices, resulting in suboptimal policy outcomes. More granular or function-based
targeting may offer more effective means of aligning policy objectives with on-the-
ground realities (Bamiére et al., 2011; Cong et al., 2014; Brady et al., 2019).

Not considering regional differences can also lead to unexpected policy outcomes.
Paper IV found that a tax on GHG emissions from soil and livestock over time
resulted in production displacement and leakage of environmental damage in a
livestock-dominated region but not in an intensive-cropping region. This was related
to a difference in economic resilience between the regions, as the tax impacted less
profitable livestock farms more strongly. (This discussion closely relates to
structural change effects that are further discussed below.) Paper I'V contributes with
important context for interpreting the effects on food production observed in Papers
I and III, the effects of which were only analysed regionally. LCA thus provided
valuable insights into the potentially substantial global consequences of domestic
policy and magnitude of indirect impacts. The coupling of ABM and LCA was
essential for this, as the dynamic effects would not have been visible in a static LCA.

The policy implications of these findings are not clear-cut. The risks of indirect land-
use change are commonly pointed to in literature on agriculture-based bioenergy
(Daioglou et al., 2020), warning that increased energy crop production can result in
negative effects on the environment globally (Searchinger et al., 2008). This has
given rise to policy restricting bioenergy use in the EU (2018). However, avoiding
all policy that could cause indirect land-use change may be counterproductive, as it
risks constraining necessary structural transitions and the development of more
sustainable land-use strategies (Xu et al., 2022; Fujimori et al., 2022). Moreover,
current land-use patterns may themselves be shaped by inefficient or
environmentally counterproductive policies already in place (Bulte et al., 2007).

The complexity is underscored by other findings from this thesis. Paper I showed
that a subsidy for non-food energy crops supported the maintenance of agricultural
landscapes by reducing abandonment of arable land (Ustaoglu and Collier, 2018;
Kuemmerle et al., 2016). In the analysis of the cattle payment in Paper IV it was
found that the instrument, which, while constituting a subsidy to an emissions-
intense product, alleviated global emissions due to comparatively low emissions
intensity in Swedish milk and beef. (It may be added, however, that such subsidies
also reduce consumer prices and thereby increase overall consumption (Jansson et
al., 2021), potentially offsetting the intended benefits.)
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The optimal payment level

The payment levels for agri-environmental schemes are decisive for the
instruments’ effectiveness and efficiency. As previously outlined, instead of
attempting to equate marginal social benefit with cost, which involves determining
the societal value of public goods and costs of externalities, the CAP is built on a
set of predefined objectives that are to be achieved. In this framework, it is no longer
a matter of assessing the value of the outcome in welfare-economic terms, but of
minimising the societal costs of reaching the stated target. Target-steering reflects
the practical difficulty of valuing public goods, where monetary evaluation is
replaced by implicit valuation. Thus, instruments can be cost-effective relative to
the stated objective, but this does not guarantee that the objective itself is efficient.

The payment level is a key determinant of farmers’ enrolment in agri-environmental
schemes (Schaub et al., 2023). As shown in Paper III, high opportunity costs in high-
productivity regions can require correspondingly high payments, which in turn may
limit total target achievement under a fixed budget. In this case, the rotational ley
payment exhibited lower cost-effectiveness for carbon sequestration than a cover
crop payment, suggesting that alternative measures can sometimes deliver more at
lower cost. However, high compliance costs do not necessarily undermine policy
effectiveness when no cheaper alternatives exist; in such situations, a high payment
level can still be justified if the instrument achieves the target at a lower cost than
other options.

Paper III also addressed the particular case of jointness in production of soil-related
public goods, as an economic expression of bundled soil ecosystem services
(Bennett et al., 2009; OECD, 2001). The analysis showed that a policy instrument
that targeted soil carbon sequestration for climate change mitigation—paying
farmers for that value at carbon market prices—had no effect. If climate change
mitigation had been the only societal benefit created by carbon sequestration this
outcome would have been optimal. However, because the benefits of SOC for soil
health also contributes to a range of other public goods (Figure 1), the payment level
was too low to reflect the value of maintaining soil health (implied by the CAP
target e regarding natural resources management). This issue is relevant to consider
in connection with policy instruments supporting ‘carbon farming’ or carbon offsets
(Saifuddin et al., 2024; Paul et al., 2023; Strauss et al., 2024). These often refer to
the positive effects of revitalising soil ecosystems as ‘co-benefits’ or synergies of
climate policy (Barbieri et al., 2024; Verspecht et al., 2012; Bustamante et al., 2014),
which understates their importance and risks leading to underfinancing of soil
recovery efforts (Karlsson et al., 2020; Ding et al., 2021; Moinet et al., 2022). Since
determining the full societal value of soil-related public goods is effectively
impossible, predefined policy targets for soil health serve as a pragmatic substitute
for efficiency. They allow for cost-effective progress toward specific objectives, but
do not guarantee societal optimality; the efficiency of such an approach depends
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critically on the adequacy of the targets themselves and the instruments chosen to
achieve them.

Responsiveness to market dynamics

Policy instruments interact with markets for agricultural inputs and outputs, which
can amplify or undermine policy effectiveness depending on how well the
instrument design accounts for market dynamics. Paper I demonstrated that poor
alignment between policy objectives and instrument design created inefficiencies
under market volatility; the area-based subsidy failed to maintain cost-effectiveness
as energy crop prices fluctuated. Similarly, Paper III showed that the effectiveness
of a soil health policy varied substantially depending on whether a market for
bioenergy feedstock existed. When such a market was present farmers could sell the
new ley biomass to biogas facilities, thereby reducing the opportunity cost of
implementing the measure and making adoption more attractive.

Together, these findings reinforce a fundamental design principle: instruments that
are adaptive to changing market conditions—either by design or through built-in
adjustment mechanisms—are more likely to remain cost-effective over time and
across diverse contexts.

Structural change

Introducing an agricultural payment, whether or not it targets public goods, can alter
the structure of the agricultural sector (Appel et al., 2016). This effect was observed
across all papers in the thesis, resulting in indirect environmental effects. By
increasing the profitability of certain farms, payments influence relative returns
across production activities, triggering changes in resource allocation (e.g., land,
capital, labour) and, over time, the composition and number of farms. In Papers II
and III, payments for SOC sequestration shifted land and other resources toward
recipient farms; in Paper 11, toward crop farms adopting cover crops; in Paper I1I,
toward livestock farms; and in Paper IV the methane tax shifted livestock
production outside of Sweden.

From a welfare economics perspective, such reallocations are desirable if they
reflect a correction of a market failure, i.e., if the payment internalises an externality
or supports the efficient provision of public goods. However, in the case of the
proposed ley payment (a low payment level available to all farmers) that failed to
increase provisioning of public goods, the policy shifted production away from the
mix of goods that consumers preferred (more beef and milk), without providing
compensating benefits, thereby reducing overall consumer welfare. (It is unlikely
that the initial market-clearing allocation is efficient, but it is possible the resulting
allocation is even more inefficient.) Thus, because the structure of the agricultural
sector is an indirect representation of consumer preferences, the instrument created
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welfare loss in addition to what was imposed by increased GHG emissions and its
direct budgetary cost.

There are also potential dynamic effects to consider. For example, a policy
intervention may accelerate land-use changes that would otherwise occur later. Data
from Sweden shows a declining trend in cattle production (SBA, 2025b)—a trend
that modelling in this thesis suggests will continue—as well as increasing
afforestation of agricultural land in low-profitability areas (Kumm and Hessle,
2020). This indicates that displacement of production may already be occurring
‘organically’. In response to this structural development, introducing alternative
income sources could help prevent land abandonment, farm closures, and sector
homogenisation, thereby supporting food security and agricultural diversity.
Dynamic modelling with AgriPoliS made it possible to observe this effect in Paper
I, where risk of land abandonment was reduced by the introduction of energy crop
subsidies. Through their dynamic effects on agriculture in the region they arguably
supported rather than threatened food security. This reflects the kind of dynamic
effects discussed by Requate (2005), where policy instruments not only influence
current behaviour but also shape long-term structural changes by altering incentives
for land use, innovation, and adaptation over time.

Ultimately, this suggests that land-use change should not be viewed as inherently
beneficial or detrimental, but rather assessed in relation to its policy context, timing,
and contribution to long-term sustainability and resilience.

Environmental effectiveness and policy integration

Finally, it was found that policy instruments commonly favoured in the CAP have
limited impacts on environmental objectives. In particular, Papers II and III both
analysed instruments that are currently part of Sweden’s CAP Strategic Plan,
showing that neither have a substantial effect on their intended targets, i.e., soil
carbon sequestration and climate change mitigation. Concern was also raised by the
European Commission in its assessment of Sweden’s proposal (EC, 2022), stating
that it might have a predominantly negative impact on the climate compared to the
current situation (p. 3). In general, integrating payments for ecosystem services in
agricultural policy does not have a good track record (Pe'er et al., 2014; Pattanayak
et al., 2010; ECA, 2017)

The design flaws discussed above partly explain the lack of effects, but it is also
indicative of a tension between economic/structural and environmental objectives
that could severely limit the potential for substantial efficiency improvement: the
limitation is not inherent in the CAP framework, but the framework allows it (Roder
et al., 2024). The absence of effects suggests that the integration of environmental
policy in the framework remains low, i.e., it is not genuinely perceived by the
majority of policymakers that the agricultural sector should be a provider of public
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goods, as opposed to a recipient of economic support (Alons, 2017). The political
difficulties associated with removing established subsidies is also echoed by the
recent ‘repurposing’ agenda, which argues for reallocating rather than reducing
economic support to the agri-food system (FAO et al., 2021; Gautam et al., 2022;
Gill et al., 2024).

Agricultural policy for sustainability

Agricultural sustainability is commonly conceptualised as encompassing
environmental, economic, and social dimensions, with emphasis on the
intergenerational nature of the challenge (UN, 2015). In agriculture, these are
closely interdependent: the maintenance of productive resources such as soil, water,
and biodiversity is essential for economic viability, while economic resilience
influences the adoption of environmentally beneficial practices. However, the two
are not automatically aligned in the short term, as economically attractive strategies
may degrade the resource base (Stoate et al., 2009), and environmentally sound
measures may impose additional costs on farmers.

The results of this thesis highlight that policy design is central to reconciling these
dimensions. Recognising spatial heterogeneity improves the targeting of measures;
setting payment levels in line with clearly defined objectives reduces inefficiency;
and incorporating responsiveness to market dynamics helps maintain cost-
effectiveness over time. Policy instruments also shape the structural trajectory of the
sector, with implications for land use, diversity, and resource allocation. The net
effect on sustainability depends on whether these changes enhance or diminish the
capacity to maintain resources and supply public goods.

These findings illustrate the value of combining economics and environmental
science in policymaking, particularly in the design of integrated environmental—
economic policy frameworks. Such integration enables the assessment of both
environmental outcomes and their economic trade-offs, supports the identification
of cost-effective interventions. Advancing agricultural sustainability requires policy
frameworks in which environmental performance is a central indicator of sectoral
viability. Targeted, cost-effective, and adaptive instruments can align environmental
and economic goals, reduce structural distortions, and preserve the resource base
needed to meet societal needs over the long term.
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Conclusions

The overarching aim of this thesis was to evaluate the economic efficiency and
environmental effectiveness of agricultural policy instruments that support the
sustainable provision of public goods, with particular attention to balancing food
security, agroecosystem management, climate change mitigation, and the long-term
viability of the agricultural sector. Five main conclusions emerge from the thesis:

CAP agri-environmental payments need better spatial targeting. Variation in land
and soil characteristics, farming intensity/risk of land abandonment, farm structure,
and market conditions strongly shaped policy outcomes. An instrument that was
based on a poor proxy of its actual aim resulted in a worse outcome than if the
instrument had not been implemented at all. Relying on coarse regional categories
or broad land-use types led to poor results; more precise criteria—such as soil health
status, productivity potential, or ecosystem service capacity—is needed to improve
cost-effectiveness of CAP payments for environmental management.

Jointness in provision of public goods should be accounted for in policy. For soil-
related public goods, focusing payments narrowly on one service (i.e., carbon
sequestration) resulted in underfinancing soil-health interventions and inefficient
provision of the broader ecosystem service bundle (i.e., multiple public goods),
including services critical for food production. In general this implies that
recognising and incorporating the properties of the targeted ecosystem, at the
appropriate spatial scale, should be part of the instrument design process.

Policy instruments that are responsive to changing market conditions are more cost-
effective. Because farmers decision-making is responsive to market conditions,
instruments that were unresponsive lost its effectiveness when market prices
declined or increased. To avoid policy instruments that are as unpredictable as the
market, mechanisms should be built into the instrument that adjust for market
fluctuations. This implies that the efficiency of the current hectare-based design of
the CAP Progress Assessment, e.g. impact and result indicators, could be improved
by considering instruments that adapt to changing market conditions.

Indirect environmental effects caused by structural change can be substantial.
Policy instruments aimed at environmental benefits had dynamic effects on
structural change in the sector. Changes in production volumes and composition
spread globally through trade and resulted in this case in negative environmental
impacts globally, but structural change can also have positive net effects. This thesis
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does not conclude that structural effects should be avoided, but they may impact the
outcome of policy instruments, and should therefore be considered as part of the
policymaking process.

Environmental policy integration in the CAP remains limited. The eco-schemes
studied delivered relatively weak environmental outcomes, reflecting a persistent
framing of agriculture as a recipient of income support rather than a provider of
public goods. Achieving genuine integration will require embedding environmental
objectives directly into the incentive structure and repurposing funds or redesigning
instruments that do not contribute to provisioning of public goods, to take into
account the issues identified above.

Collectively, these findings demonstrate that agricultural sustainability cannot be
achieved by focusing on either economic or environmental performance in isolation.
The thesis contributes by combining economics and environmental science in an
interdisciplinary modelling approach, showing how agri-environmental payments
can be redesigned to improve both cost-effectiveness and environmental
sustainability. It also highlights that the sustainable provision of public goods is a
complex, potentially wicked, problem, that demands more nuanced, flexible, and
evidence-of-effects-based policy frameworks.

Ultimately, because of the overlap and interconnectedness between economic and
environmental dimensions, agriculture cannot be economically sustainable unless it
is also environmentally so. A policy framework that fully integrates these objectives
will be better positioned to support a resilient agricultural sector, a sustainable food
system, and food security.

52



Acknowledgements and thanks

This doctoral dissertation would not have materialised without some Very Important
People. Some have been instrumental in the academic work, some have been valued
friends, many have been both.

Mark Brady, Fredrik Wilhelmsson, and Katarina Hedlund have been my mentors
and advisors, as well as supervisors, and of course enormously important for the
coming-together of this doctoral thesis. As my main supervisor, Mark Brady has
generously shared his knowledge, time, and patience as I learned to master
AgriPoliS. Always encouraging, humble, and near to laughter: it is a pleasure to
work with you. Fredrik Wilhelmsson has been a rock when my economics intuition
has failed me. He has incredible clarity of thought and a gentle and pedagogical way
of putting me on the right path. Katarina Hedlund always found time for me
despite having a thousand things to do. She guides with a firm hand and speaks
freely, which combined is reassuring in challenging situations.

I am grateful to you all for these things and more.

My projects collaborators, PhD student cohort, and friends Raiil Lopez i Losada
and Josefin Winberg have been important to me and my work from the get-go.
There has been joy but also frustration, harmony but also confusion, and in the end
I believe we are better scientists for it. Raiil, it was really nice and fun to share a
room with you at CEC. Thank you Josefin for being the rock that you are, and for
your last-minute help with the map!

This work had not existed without the FORMAS funding that Yann Clough
received for the Land4Biomass project, which has also supported my participation
in several conferences.

The core Land4Biomass project group has been a very diverse backdrop to my thesis
work, asking difficult questions and highlighting issues outside my comfort zone. It
has been both perplexing and inspiring: Yann Clough, Jagdeep Singh, Josefin
Winberg and Raiil Lépez i Losada.

I want to acknowledge the vital role Henrik Smith has played for environmental
science at Lund University, by founding the Centre for Environmental and Climate
Science, and still plays as a proponent of research in the interface of natural and
social sciences. I sincerely hope that the new Department of Earth and

53



Environmental Sciences will continue to reinforce this important area of research
outside the traditional academic silos.

AgriFood Economics Centre, my former and future place of work, where I have
continued to spend some time whilst off getting my PhD. There is always interesting
conversation and laughter at AgriFood, and my colleagues there have kept me
anchored in economics during my time at CEC.

As the PhD student representative at the board of the strategic research area BECC
(Biodiversity and Ecosystem services in a Changing Climate), I have had rewarding
opportunities and the privilege to spend time with and learn from some of the best
in our disciplines. For that I want to thank the BECC board and of course Josefin
Madjidian and Lina Nikoleris.

I also want to acknowledge a number of knowledgeable people that I have met along
the way. Pal Borjesson is a bioenergy sage that helped me grasp the essentials of
the energy crop playing field at an early stage; Hikan Rosenqvist has extensive
experience in the agronomy side of bioenergy and his work was central to my
modelling and grasping the real-life side of energy crops; Blas Mola-Yudego and
Ioannis Dimitriou gave a very interesting course on biomass at SLU—it is among
the highlights of my time as a PhD student; Anna Maria Erling was a force of
nature as communication manager at CEC: they were lucky to have her. She pushed
as well as facilitated my efforts in the ‘third assignment’.

On a personal note, [ am very grateful for the unwavering support I have had from
family and friends, inside and outside of work: my partner Max—who has read,
discussed, and marvelled over near everything I have written—and my bonus son
Pelle; my parents and immediate family: Marylen and Arne, Daniel and Erling,
Evelina and Cleo. My good friends Matilda and Kathryn have been there
throughout.

To the PhD student community and other friends at the Ecology building I want to
say that I truly appreciate you all! CEC has been a great place to be, there are lovely
people, academic and administrative staff alike. Thank you all for making it a
pleasure!

With gratitude,

Cecilia

54



References

Agriwise, 2020. Agriwise 2020. Data Book for Production Planning and Regional
Enterprise Budgets [Online]. https://www.agriwise.se: Swedish Board of Agriculture.
[Accessed 2024-04-16].

Albrecht, A. & Kandji, S. T., 2003. Carbon sequestration in tropical agroforestry systems.
Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 99(1-3): 15-27.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8809(03)00138-5.

Alons, G., 2017. Environmental policy integration in the EU’s common agricultural
policy: greening or greenwashing? Journal of European Public Policy, 24(11): 1604-
1622. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2017.1334085.

Andersson, S., 2025-05-06 2025. RE: Personal communication concerning Scanian
farmers' seed purchases cover crops with Sven Andersson, Skdnefié.

Ang, F. & Passel, S. V., 2012. Beyond the environmentalist's paradox and the debate on
weak versus strong sustainability. BioScience, 63(3): 251-259.
https://doi.org/10.1525/bi0.2012.62.3.6.

Antle, J., 2015. Climate change, vulnerability and food insecurity. Choices, 30(2): 1-7.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/choices.30.2.02.

Antle, J., Capalbo, S., Mooney, S., Elliott, E. & Paustian, K., 2003. Spatial heterogeneity,
contract design, and the efficiency of carbon sequestration policies for agriculture.

Journal of Environmental Economics and Management, 46(2): 231-250.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0095-0696(02)00038-4.

Appel, F. & Balmann, A., 2023. Predator or prey? Effects of farm growth on neighbouring
farms. Journal of Agricultural Economics, T4(1): 214-236.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1477-9552.12503.

Appel, F., Ostermeyer-Wiethaup, A. & Balmann, A., 2016. Effects of the German
Renewable Energy Act on structural change in agriculture - The case of biogas.
Utilities Policy, 41: 172-182. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jup.2016.02.013.

Arrow, K., Cropper, M. L., Gollier, C., Groom, B., Heal, G. M., Newell, R. G., Nordhaus,
W. D., Pindyck, R., Pizer, W. A., Portney, P., Sterner, T., Tol, R. S. J. & Weitzman,
M. L., 2013. Determining benefits and costs for future generations. Science,
341(6144): 349-350.

Balmann, A., 1997. Farm-based modelling of regional structural change: A cellular

automata approach. Furopean Review of Agricultural Economics, 24(1): 85-108.
https://doi.org/10.1093/erae/24.1.85.

55


https://www.agriwise.se/
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8809(03)00138-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2017.1334085
https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2012.62.3.6
https://www.jstor.org/stable/choices.30.2.02
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0095-0696(02)00038-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/1477-9552.12503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jup.2016.02.013
https://doi.org/10.1093/erae/24.1.85

Bamicre, L., Bellassen, V., Angers, D., Cardinael, R., Ceschia, E., Chenu, C., Constantin,
J., Delame, N., Diallo, A., Graux, A.-1., Houot, S., Klumpp, K., Launay, C., Letort,
E., Martin, R., Méziére, D., Mosnier, C., Réchauchére, O., Schiavo, M., Thérond, O.
& Pellerin, S., 2023. A marginal abatement cost curve for climate change mitigation
by additional carbon storage in French agricultural land. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 383: 135423. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.135423.

Bamicre, L., Havlik, P., Jacquet, F., Lherm, M., Millet, G. & Bretagnolle, V., 2011.
Farming system modelling for agri-environmental policy design: The case of a

spatially non-aggregated allocation of conservation measures. Ecological Economics,
70: 891-899. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2010.12.014.

Barbieri, L., Bittner, C., Wollenberg, E. & Adair, E. C., 2024. Climate change adaptation
and mitigation in agriculture: a review of the evidence for synergies and tradeoffs.
Environmental Research Letters, 19: 013005. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-
9326/ad1629.

Baumol, W. J. & Oates, W. E., 1988. The theory of environmental policy. Second edition.,
New York, Cambridge University Press.

Bennett, E. M., Peterson, G. D. & Gordon, L. J., 2009. Understanding relationships among
multiple ecosystem services. Ecology Letters, 12: 1394-1404.
https://doi.org/10.1111/7.1461-0248.2009.01387.x.

Berger, T. & Troost, C., 2013. Agent-based modelling of climate adaptation and mitigation
options in agriculture. Journal of Agricultural Economics, 65(2): 323-348.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1477-9552.12045.

BirdLife Europe, EEB & WWF 2024. Open letter to EU Agriculture Ministers. Subject:
BirdLife Europe, EEB and WWF input for the Future Common Agricultural Policy
Debate. Brussels, 10 June 2024

Bjornsson, L., Prade, T. & Lantz, M., 2016. Grass for biogas — Arable land as a carbon
sink. An environmental and economic assessment of carbon sequestration in arable
land through introduction of grass for biogas production.

Boke Olén, N., Roger, F., Brady, M. V., Larsson, C., Andersson, G. K. S. A., Ekroos, J.,
Caplat, P., Smith, H. G., Dénhardt, J. & Clough, Y., 2021. Effects of farm type on
food production, landscape openness, grassland biodiversity, and greenhouse gas
emissions in mixed agricultural-forestry regions. Agricultural Systems, 189: 103071.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2021.103071.

Bonabeau, E., 2002. Agent-based modeling: Methods and techniques for simulating human
systems. PNAS, 99: 7280-7287. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.082080899.

Borjesson, P., 2021. RE: Personal communication on Zoom 2021-03-09.

Brady, M., Hristov, J., Wilhelmsson, F. & Hedlund, K., 2019. Roadmap for valuing soil

ecosystem services to inform multi-level decision-making in agriculture.
Sustainability, 11(9): 5285. https://doi.org/10.3390/sul11195285.

Brady, M., Sahrbacher, C., Kellermann, K. & Happe, K., 2012. An agent-based approach
to modeling impacts of agricultural policy on land use, biodiversity and ecosystem
services. Landscape Ecology, 27(9): 1363-1381. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-012-
9787-3.

56


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.135423
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2010.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ad1629
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ad1629
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01387.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1477-9552.12045
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2021.103071
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.082080899
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11195285
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-012-9787-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-012-9787-3

Brady, M. V., Hedlund, K., Cong, R.-G., Hemerik, L., Hotes, S., Machado, S., Mattsson,
L., Schulz, E. & Thomsen, I. K., 2015. Valuing supporting soil ecosystem services in
agriculture: A natural capital approach. Agronomy Journal, 107(5): 1809-1921.
https://doi.org/10.2134/agronj14.0597.

Buchanan, J. M., 1967. Cooperation and conflict in public-goods interaction. Western
Economic Journal, 5(2): 109-121. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1465-
7295.1967.tb01944 .x.

Bulte, E. H., Damania, R. & Lopez, R., 2007. On the gains of committing to inefficiency:
Corruption, deforestation and low land productivity in Latin America. Journal of
Environmental Economics and Management, 54(3): 277-295.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeem.2007.05.002.

Biinemann, E. K., Bongiorno, G., Bai, Z., Creamer, R. E., Deyn, G. D., Goede, R. d.,
Fleskens, L., Geissen, V., Kuyper, T. W., Mider, P., Pulleman, M., Sukkel, W.,
Groenigen, J. W. v. & Brussaard, L., 2018. Soil quality - A critical review. Soil
Biology and Biochemistry, 120: 105-125.
https://doi.org/10.1016/1.50ilbi0.2018.01.030.

Bustamante, M., Robledo-Abad, C., Harper, R., Mbow, C., Ravindranat, N. H., Sperling,
F., Haberl, H., Pinto, A. d. S. & Smith, P., 2014. Co-benefits, trade-offs, barriers and
policies for greenhouse gas mitigation in the agriculture, forestry and other land use
(AFOLU) sector. Global Change Biology, 20(10): 3270-3290.
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12591.

Butler, R. A., Koh, L. P. & Ghazoul, J., 2009. REDD in the red: palm oil could undermine
carbon payment schemes. Conservation Letters, 2: 67-73.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1755-263X.2009.00047 .x.

Buysse, J., Van Huylenbroek, G. & Lauwers, L., 2007. Normative, positive and
econometric mathematical programming as tools for incorporation of
multifunctionality in agricultural policy modelling. Agriculture, Ecosystems and
Environment, 120: 70-81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2006.03.035.

Calvin, K., Cowie, A., Berndes, G., Arneth, A., Cherubini, F., Portugal-Pereira, J., Grassi,
G., House, J., Johnson, F. X., Popp, A., Rounsevell, M., Slade, R. & Smith, P., 2021.
Bioenergy for climate change mitigation: Scale and sustainability. Global Change
Biology Bioenergy, 13(9): 1346-1371. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.12863.

Campbell, B. M., Beare, D. J., Bennett, E. M., Hall-Spencer, J. M., Ingram, J. S. L.,
Jaramillo, F., Ortiz, R., Ramankutty, N., Sayer, J. A. & Shindell, D., 2017.
Agriculture production as a major driver of the Earth system exceeding planetary
boundaries. Ecology and Society, 22(4): 8. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-09595-220408.

Cong, R.-G., Smith, H. G., Olsson, O. & Brady, M., 2014. Managing ecosystem services
for agriculture: Will landscape-scale management pay? Ecological Economics, 99:
10.

Cooper, T., Hart, K. & Baldock, D., 2009. Provision of public goods through agriculture

in the European Union, Report prepared for DG Agriculture and Rural
Development, Contract nr 30-CE-0233091/00-28. London.

57


https://doi.org/10.2134/agronj14.0597
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1465-7295.1967.tb01944.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1465-7295.1967.tb01944.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeem.2007.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soilbio.2018.01.030
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12591
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-263X.2009.00047.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2006.03.035
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.12863
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-09595-220408

Daioglou, V., Woltjer, G., Strengers, B., Elbersen, B., Barberena Ibafiez, G., Sanchez
Gonzalez, D., Gil Barno, J. & van Vuuren, D. P., 2020. Progress and barriers in
understanding and preventing indirect land-use change. Biofuels, Bioproducts &
Biorefining, 14(2020): 924-934. https://doi.org/10.1002/bbb.2124.

Daly, H. E., 1996. Beyond growth: The economics of sustainable development, Boston,
USA, Beacon Press.

Dasgupta, P., 2021. The Economics of Biodiversity. The Dasgupta Review. Abridged
Version. London.

Daugbjerg, C. & Swinbank, A., 2015. Three decades of policy layering and politically
sustainable reform in the European Union's agricultural policy. Governance, 29: 265-
280. https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12171.

DeFries, R. & Nagendra, H., 2017. Ecosystem management as a wicked problem. Science,
356: 265-270. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aal1950.

Dimitriou, I. & Mola-Yudego, B., 2017. Poplar and willow plantations on agricultural land
in Sweden: Area, yield, groundwater quality and soil organic carbon. Forest Ecology
and Management, 383: 99-107. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2016.08.022.

Ding, H., Markandya, A., Feltran-Barbieri, R., Calmon, M., Cervera, M., Duraisami, M.,
Singh, R., Warman, J. & Anderson, W., 2021. Repurposing agricultural subsidies to
restore degraded farmland and grow rural prosperity. Washington DC.

Drucker, P. F., 1977. An introductory view of management, Harper's College Press.
Durning, A., 1993. How Much Is Enough? The Social Contract, Spring 1993.

European Commission (EC), 2017. The Future of Food and Farming. COM(2017) 713,
Brussels, European Commission.

European Commission (EC), 2021a. Commission Recommendation (EU) 2021/2279 of 15
December 2021 on the use of the Environmental Footprint methods to measure and
communicate the life cycle environmental performance of products and
organisations, Brussels, European Commission.

EC, 2021b. Context indicator 32 : Areas facing natural and other specific constraints
(ANCs) [Online]. European Commission. Available:
https://agridata.ec.europa.eu/extensions/IndicatorsEnvironmental/LessFavoured Areas
.html [Accessed 2025-07-08].

European Commission (EC), 2022. Observations on the proposal by Sweden for a CAP
Strategic Plan 2023-2027, Brussels.

ECA, 2017. Greening: a more complex income support scheme, not yet environmentally
effective. Luxembourg.

ECA, 2021. Common Agricultural Policy and climate. Half of EU climate spending but
farm emissions are not decreasing Luxembourg.

Egli, L., Mehrabi, Z. & Seppelt, R., 2021. More farms, less specialized landscapes, and
higher crop diversity stabilize food supplies. Environmental Research Letters, 16(5):
055015. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/abf529.

Ekroos, J., Olsson, O., Rundléf, M., Witzold, F. & Smith, H. G., 2014. Optimizing agri-

environment schemes for biodiversity, ecosystem services or both? Biological
Conservation, 172: 65-71. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2014.02.013.

58


https://doi.org/10.1002/bbb.2124
https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12171
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aal1950
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2016.08.022
https://agridata.ec.europa.eu/extensions/IndicatorsEnvironmental/LessFavouredAreas.html
https://agridata.ec.europa.eu/extensions/IndicatorsEnvironmental/LessFavouredAreas.html
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/abf529
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2014.02.013

Engel, S., Pagiola, S. & Wunder, S., 2008. Designing payments for environmental services
in theory and practice: An overview of the issues. Ecological Economics, 65: 663-
674. https://doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2008.03.011.

European Parliament (EP), 2024. Ensuring food security and the long-term resilience of
EU agriculture, European Parliament.

EU 2018. Directive (EU) 2018/2001 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11
December 2018 on the promotion of the use of energy from renewable sources
(recast). Official Journal of the European Union.

EU 2021. Regulation (EU) 2021/2115 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 2
December 2021 establishing rules on support for strategic plans to be drawn up by
Member States under the common agricultural policy (CAP Strategic Plans) and
financed by the European Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAGF) and by the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and repealing Regulations (EU)
No 1305/2013 and (EU) No 1307/2013.

FAO, IFAD, UNICEF, WFP & WHO, 2022. The State of Food Security and Nutrition in
the World 2022. Repurposing food and agricultural policies to make healthy diets
more affordable. Rome.

FAO, UNDP & UNEP, 2021. A multi-billion-dollar opportunity — Repurposing
agricultural support to transform food systems. Rome.

Fargione, J., Hill, J., Tilman, D., Polasky, S. & Hawthorne, P., 2008. Land clearing and the
biofuel carbon debt. Science, 319(5867): 1235-1238.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1152747.

Ferraro, P. J. & Pattanayak, S. K., 2006. Money for nothing? A call for empirical
evaluation of biodiversity conservation investments. PLoS Biology, 4(4): e105.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0040105.

Foley, J. A., DeFries, R., Asner, G. P., Barford, C., Bonan, G., Carpenter, S. R., Chapin, F.
S., Coe, M. T., Daily, G. C., Gibbs, H. K., Helkowski, J. H., Holloway, T., Howard,
E. A, Kucharik, C. J., Monfreda, C., Patz, J. A., Prentice, 1. C., Ramankutty, N. &
Snyder, P. K., 2005. Global consequences of land use. Science, 309.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1111772.

Fujimori, S., Wu, W., Doelman, J., Frank, S., Hristov, J., Kyle, P., Sands, R., Zeist, W.-J.
v., Havlik, P., Dominguez, I. P., Sahoo, A., Stehfest, E., Tabeau, A., Valin, H., Meijl,
H. v., Hasegawa, T. & Takahashi, K., 2022. Land-based climate change mitigation
measures can affect agricultural markets and food security. Nature Food, 3: 110-121.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-022-00464-4.

Gautam, M., Laborde, D., Mamun, A., Martin, W., Pifieiro, V. & Vos, R., 2022.
Repurposing agricultural policies and support: Options to transform agriculture and
food systems to better serve the health of people, economies, and the planet. The
World Bank and IFPRI.

Gill, J., Elabed, G., Guerrero Escobar, S., Pernechele, V., Yerovi, J. J. E., Fontes, F. P. &
Mas Aparisi, A. P., 2024. Repurposing agricultural support policies for sustainable
food systems. Toolkit. Washington, DC, Bank, T. W.

Goodland, R., 1995. The concept of environmental sustainability. Annual Review of
Ecology and Systematics, 26: 1-24. https://www.jstor.org/stable/2097196.

59


https://doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2008.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1152747
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0040105
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1111772
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-022-00464-4
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2097196

Grimm, V., Berger, U., DeAngelis, D. L., Polhill, G., Giske, J. & Railsback, S. F., 2010.
The ODD protocol: A review and first update. Ecological Modelling, 221(23): 2760-
2768. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2010.08.019.

Guerry, A. D., Polasky, S., Lubchenco, J., Chaplin-Kramer, R., Daily, G. C., Griffin, R.,
Ruckelshaus, M., Bateman, 1. J., Duraiappah, A., Elmqvist, T., Feldman, M. W.,
Folke, C., Hoekstra, J., Kareiva, P. M., Keeler, B. L., Li, S., McKenzie, E., Ouyang,
Z., Reyers, B., Ricketts, T. H., Rockstrom, J., Tallis, H. & Vira, B., 2015. Natural
capital and ecosystem services informing decisions: From promise to practice.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 112(24): 7348-7355.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.150375111.

Gullstrand, J. & Jorgensen, C., 2018. Food security in Europe. /n: Oxelheim, L.,
Bakardjieva, A., Michalski, A. & Nilsson, N. (eds.) The European Union: Facing the
challenge of multiple security threats. Cheltenham/Northampton, MA: Edwar Elgar
Publishing.

Gupta, S., Miranda, K. M. & Parry, 1., 1995. Public expenditure policy and the

environment: A review and synthesis. World Development, 23(3): 515-528.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0305-750X(94)00139-P.

Gutiérrez, T. N., Rege, S., Marvuglia, A. & Benetto, E. Introducing LCA Results to ABM
for Assessing the Influence of Sustainable Behaviours. 2015 Cham. Springer
International Publishing, 185-196.

Guyomard, H., Bureau, J.-C., Vincent, C., Detang-Dessendre, C., Dupraz, P., Jacquet, F.,
Reboud, X., Requillart, V., Soler, L.-G. & Tysebaert, M., 2020. Research for AGRI
Committee — The Green Deal and the CAP: policy implications to adapt farming
practices and to preserve the EU’s natural resources. Brussels.

Hanley, N., Banerjee, S., Lennox, G. D. & Armsworth, P. R., 2012. How should we
incentivize private landowners to ‘produce’ more biodiversity? Oxford Review of
Economic Policy, 28(1): 93-112. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/grs002.

Happe, K. 2004. Agricultural policies and farm structures: Agent-based modelling and
application to EU-policy reform. University of Hohenheim.

Happe, K., Kellermann, K. & Balmann, A., 2006. Agent-based analysis of agricultural
policies: an illustration of the agricultural policy simulator AgriPoliS, its adaptation
and behavior. Ecology and Society, 11(1): 49.

Hardin, G., 1968. The tragedy of the commons. Science, 162: 1243-1248.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.162.3859.1243.

Hazell, P. & Norton, R., 1986. Mathematical programming for economic analysis in
agriculture, New York, USA, Macmillan.

Head, B. W., 2022. Wicked problems in public policy. Understanding and responding to
complex challenges, Springer Nature.

Henderson, B. & Lankoski, J., 2019. Evaluating the environmental impact of agricultural
policies. Paris.

Hristov, J., Brady, M., Dong, C., Sahrbacher, C. & Sahrbacher, A., 2017. Representation
of the Scanian regions GMB and GSS in AgriPoliS and recent model extensions.
AgriFood Working Paper 2017:2. Lund.

60


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2010.08.019
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.150375111
https://doi.org/10.1016/0305-750X(94)00139-P
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/grs002
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.162.3859.1243

Hristov, J., Clough, Y., Sahlin, U., Smith, H. G., Stjernman, M., Olsson, O., Sahrbacher,
A. & Brady, M. V., 2020. Impacts of the EU's Common Agricultural Policy
“Greening” reform on agricultural development, biodiversity, and ecosystem
services. Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy, 42(4): 716-738.
https://doi.org/10.1002/aepp.13037.

Huber, R., Spiti, K. & Finger, R., 2023. A behavioural agent-based modelling approach
for the ex-ante assessment of policies supporting precision agriculture. Ecological
Economics, 212: 107936. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2023.107936.

Huijbregts, M. A. J., Steinmann, Z. J. N., Elshout, P. M. F., Stam, G., Verones, F., Vieira,
M., Zijp, M., Hollander, A. & van Zelm, R., 2017. ReCiPe2016: a harmonised life
cycle impact assessment method at midpoint and endpoint level. The International
Journal of Life Cycle Assessment, 22(2): 138-147. 10.1007/s11367-016-1246-y.

IPBES (ed.) 2019. Global assessment report on biodiversity and ecosystem services of the
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services,
Bonn, Germany: IPBES secretariat.

Jansson, T., Nordin, 1., Wilhelmsson, F., Witzke, P., Manevska-Tasevska, G., Weiss, F. &
Gocht, A., 2021. Coupled Agricultural Subsidies in the EU Undermine Climate
Efforts. Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy, 43(4): 1503-1519.
https://doi.org/10.1002/aepp.13092.

Jia, G., Shevliakova, E., Artaxo, P., De Noblet-Ducoudré, N., Houghton, R., House, J.,
Kaoru Kitajima, K., Lennard, C., Popp, A., Sirin, A., Sukumar, R. & Verchot, L.,
2019. Land—climate interactions. /n: Shukla, P. R., Skea, J., Buendia, E. C., Masson-
Delmotte, V., Portner, H.-O., Roberts, D. C., Zhai, P., Slade, R., Connors, S.,
Diemen, R. v., Ferrat, M., Haughey, E., Luz, S., Neogi, S., Pathak, M., Petzold, J.,
Pereira, J. P., Vyas, P., Huntley, E., Kissick, K., Belkacemi, M. & Malley, J. (eds.)
Climate Change and Land: an IPCC special report on climate change,
desertification, land degradation, sustainable land management, food security, and
greenhouse gas fluxes in terrestrial ecosystems.

Karlsson, M., Alfredsson, E. & Westling, N., 2020. Climate policy co-benefits: a review.
Climate Policy, 20(3): 292-316. https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2020.1724070.

Kellermann, K., Happe, K., Sahrbacher, C., Balmann, A., Brady, M., Schnicke, H. &
Osuch, A., 2008. AgriPoliS 2.1 - Model Documentation. Halle, Germany.

Kleijn, D., Baquero, R. A., Clough, Y., Diaz, M., Esteban, J. D., Fernandez, F., Gabriel,
D., Herzog, F., Holzschuh, A., J6hl, R., Knop, E., Kruess, A., Marshall, E. J. P.,
Steffan-Dewenter, 1., Tscharntke, T., Verhulst, J., West, T. M. & Yela, J. L., 2006.
Mixed biodiversity benefits of agri-environment schemes in five European countries.
Ecology Letters, 9(3): 243-254. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1461-0248.2005.00869.x.

Koh, L. P. & Ghazoul, J., 2008. Biofuels, biodiversity, and people: Understanding the
conflicts and finding opportunities. Biological Conservation, 141: 2450-2460.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2008.08.005.

Koizumi, T., 2015. Biofuels and food security. Renewable and Sustainable Energy
Reviews, 52: 829-841. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.06.041.

61


https://doi.org/10.1002/aepp.13037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2023.107936
https://doi.org/10.1002/aepp.13092
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2020.1724070
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2005.00869.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2008.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.06.041

Kuemmerle, T., Levers, C., Erb, K., Estel, S., Jepsen, M. R., Miiller, D., Plutzar, C.,
Stiirck, J., Verkerk, P. J., Verburg, P. H. & Reenberg, A., 2016. Hotspots of land use
change in Europe. Environmental Research Letters, 11: 064020.
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/11/6/064020.

Kumm, K.-I. & Hessle, A., 2020. Economic comparison between pasture-based beef
production and afforestation of abandoned land in Swedish forest districts. Land,
9(2): 42. https://doi.org/10.3390/1and9020042.

Lal, R., 2004. Soil carbon sequestration to mitigate climate change. Geoderma, 123(1-2):
1-22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2004.01.032.

Lal, R., 2010. Beyond Copenhagen: mitigating climate change and achieving food security
through soil carbon sequestration. Food Security, 2: 169-177.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-010-0060-9.

Lan, K. & Yao, Y., 2019. Integrating life cycle assessment and agent-based modeling: A
dynamic modeling framework for sustainable agricultural systems. Journal of
Cleaner Production, 238: 117853. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jclepro.2019.117853.

Lehmann, J., Bossio, D. A., Kogel-Knabner, 1. & Rillig, M. C., 2020. The concept and
future prospects of soil health. Nature Reviews Earth & Environment, 1: 544-553.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43017-020-0080-8.

Lopez i Losada, R., Rosenbaum, R. K., Brady, M. V., Wilhelmsson, F. & Hedlund, K.,
2024. Agent-Based Life Cycle Assessment enables joint economic-environmental
analysis of policy to support agricultural biomass for biofuels. Science of The Total
Environment, 916: 170264. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2024.170264.

Marvuglia, A., Bayram, A., Baustert, P., Gutiérrez, T. N. & Igos, E., 2022. Agent-based
modelling to simulate farmers’ sustainable decisions: Farmers’ interaction and

resulting green consciousness evolution. Journal of Cleaner Production, 332:
129847. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.129847.

Matson, P. A., Parton, W. J., Power, A. G. & Swift, M. J., 1997. Agricultural
intensification and ecosystem properties. Science, 277(5325): 504-509.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.277.5325.504.

Moberg, E., Sill, S., Hansson, P.-A. & R66s, E., 2021. Taxing food consumption to reduce
environmental impacts — Identification of synergies and goal conflicts. Food Policy,
101: 102090. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2021.102090.

Moinet, G. Y. K., Hijbeek, R., Vuuren, D. P. v. & Giller, K. E., 2022. Carbon for soils, not
soils for carbon. Global Change Biology, 29(9): 2381-2639.
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.16570.

Mola-Yudego, B., Xu, X., Englund, O. & Dimitriou, I., 2021. Reed canary grass for energy
in Sweden: Yields, land-use patterns, and climatic profile. forests, 12(7): 897.
https://doi.org/10.3390/f12070897.

Moran, D., Macleod, M., Wall, E., Eory, V., McVittie, A., Barnes, A., Rees, R., Topp, C.
F. E. & Moxey, A., 2011. Marginal abatement cost curves for UK agricultural

greenhouse gas emissions. Journal of Agricultural Economics, 62(1): 93-118.
https://doi.org/10.1111/].1477-9552.2010.00268.x.

62


https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/11/6/064020
https://doi.org/10.3390/land9020042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2004.01.032
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-010-0060-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.117853
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43017-020-0080-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2024.170264
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.129847
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.277.5325.504
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2021.102090
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.16570
https://doi.org/10.3390/f12070897
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1477-9552.2010.00268.x

Nabuurs, G.-J., Mrabet, R., Hatab, A. A., Bustamante, M., Clark, H., Havlik, P., House, J.
L., Mbow, C., Ninan, K. N., Popp, A., Roe, S., Sohngen, B. & Towprayoon, S., 2022.
Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Uses (AFOLU). /n: Shukla, P. R., Skea, J.,
Slade, R., Khourdajie, A. A., Diemen, R. v., McCollum, D., Pathak, M., Some, S.,
Vyas, P., Fradera, R., Belkacemi, M., Hasija, A., Lisboa, G., Luz, S. & Malley, J.
(eds.) IPCC, 2022: Climate Change 2022: Mitigation of Climate Change.
Contribution of Working Group I1I to the Sixth Assessment Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Cambridge, UK and New York, NY,
USA: Cambridge University Press.

Naeem, S., Ingram, J. C., Varga, A., Agardy, T., Barten, P., Bennett, G., Bloomgarden, E.,
Bremer, L. L., Burkill, P., Cattau, M., Ching, C., Colby, M., Cook, D. C., Costanza,
R., DeClerck, F., Freund, C., Gartner, T., Goldman-Benner, R., Gunderson, J.,
Jarrett, D., Kinzig, A. P., Kiss, A., Koontz, A., Kumar, P., Lasky, J. R., Masozera,
M., Meyers, D., Milano, F., Naughton-Treves, L., Nichols, E., Olander, L., Olmsted,
P., Perge, E., Perrings, C., Polasky, S., Potent, J., Prager, C., Quétier, F., Redford, K.,
Saterson, K., Thoumi, G., Vargas, M. T., Vickerman, S., Weisser, W., Wilkie, D. &
Wunder, S., 2015. Get the science right when paying for nature’s services. Science,
347(6227): 1206-1207. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaal403.

Ness, J. S., Xiangping Hu, Gvein, M. H., Iordan, C.-M., Cavalett, O., Dorber, M., Giroux,
B. & Cherubini, F., 2023. Climate change mitigation potentials of biofuels produced
from perennial crops and natural regrowth on abandoned and degraded cropland in
Nordic countries. Journal of Environmental Management, 325: 116474.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2022.116474.

Nemecek, T., Bengoa, X., Lansche, J., Mouron, P., Rossi, V. & Humbert, S., 2014. World
Food LCA Database Methodological Guidelines for the Life Cycle Inventory of
Agricultural Products.

Nilsson, D., Rosenqvist, H. & Bernesson, S., 2015. Profitability of the production of
energy grasses on marginal agricultural land in Sweden. Biomass and Bioenergy, 83:
159-168. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2015.09.007.

Nuiiez-Regueiro, M. M., Siddiqui, S. F. & Jr, R. J. F., 2019. Effects of bioenergy on
biodiversity arising from land-use change and crop type. Conservation Biology,
35(1): 77-87. https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13452.

OECD, 2001. Multifunctionality. Towards an analytical framework. OECD Agriculture
and Food.

OECD, 2008. Multifunctionality in agriculture: Evaluating the degree of jointness, policy
implications.
OECD, 2023. Policies for the Future of Farming and Food in the European Union. Paris.

OECD 2025. Agricultural Policy Monitoring and Evaluation: all data. https://data-
viewer.oecd.org?chartld=5ea8ea43-4d91-4b01-8ded-e6baa78b5010.

Pélsson, O., 2024-10-01 2024. RE: Personal communication with crop advisor Olof
Pdalsson (Hushallningssdllskapet Skdne) about cover crops.

Pattanayak, S. K., Wunder, S. & Ferraro, P. J., 2010. Show me the money: Do payments
supply environmental services in developing countries? Review of Environmental
Economics and Policy, 4. https://doi.org/10.1093/reep/req006.

63


https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa1403
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2022.116474
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13452
https://data-viewer.oecd.org/?chartId=5ea8ea43-4d91-4b01-8ded-e6baa78b50f0
https://data-viewer.oecd.org/?chartId=5ea8ea43-4d91-4b01-8ded-e6baa78b50f0
https://doi.org/10.1093/reep/req006

Paul, C., Bartkowski, B., Donmez, C., Don, A., Mayer, S., Steffens, M., Weigl, S.,
Wiesmeier, M., Wolf, A. & Helming, K., 2023. Carbon farming: Are soil carbon
certificates a suitable tool for climate change mitigation? Journal of Environmental
Management, 330: 117142, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2022.117142.

Pe'er, G., Bonn, A., Bruelheide, H., Dieker, P., Eisenhauer, N., Feindt, P. H., Hagedorn,
G., Hansjiirgens, B., Herzon, 1., Lomba, A., Marquard, E., Moreira, F., Nitsch, H.,
Oppermann, R., Perino, A., Rdder, N., Schleyer, C., Schindler, S., Wolf, C.,
Zinngrebe, Y. & Lakner, S., 2020. Action needed for the EU Common Agricultural
Policy to address sustainability challenges. People and Nature, 2(2): 2020.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10080.

Pe'er, G., Dicks, L. V., Visconti, P., Arlettaz, R., Baldi, A., Benton, T. G., Collins, S.,
Dieterich, M., Gregory, R. D., Hartig, F., Henle, K., Hobson, P. R., Kleijn, D.,
Neumann, R. K., Robijns, T., Schmidt, J., Shwartz, A., Sutherland, W. J., Turbé, A.,
Wulf, F. & Scott, A. V., 2014. EU agricultural reform fails on biodiversity. Science,
344(6188): 1090-1092. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1253425.

Pe'er, G., Zinngrebe, Y., Moreira, F., Sirami, C., Schindler, S., Miiller, R., Bontzorlos, V.,
Clough, D., Bezdk, P., Bonn, A., Hansjiirgens, B., Lomba, A., Mdckel, S., Passoni,
G., Schleyer, C., Schmidt, J. & Lakner, S., 2019. A greener path for the EU Common
Agricultural Policy. Science, 365(6452): 449-451. DOI: 10.1126/science.aax3146.

Pezzey, J., 1992. Sustainability: An interdisciplinary guide. Environmental Values, 1(4):
321-362. https://doi.org/10.3197/096327192776680034.

Poeplau, C. & Don, A., 2015. Carbon sequestration in agricultural soils via cultivation of
cover crops — A meta-analysis. Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment, (200): 33-
41. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2014.10.024.

Pretty, J. N., Brett, C., Gee, D., Hine, R. E., Mason, C. F., Morison, J. I. L., Raven, H.,
Rayment, M. D. & van der Bijl, G., 2000. An assessment of the total external costs of
UK agriculture. Agricultural Systems, 65(2): 113-136. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0308-
521X(00)00031-7.

Raudsepp-Hearne, C., Peterson, G. D. & Bennett, E. M., 2010. Ecosystem service bundles
for analyzing tradeoffs in diverse landscape. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences, 107(11): 5242-5247. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0907284107.

Razzaghi, F., Obour, P. B. & Arthur, E., 2020. Does biochar improve soil water retention?
A systematic review and meta-analysis. Geoderma, 361(1): 114055.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2019.114055.

Rega, C., Short, C., Pérez-Soba, M. & Paracchini, M. L., 2020. A classification of
European agricultural land using an energy-based intensity indicator and detailed
crop description. Landscape and Urban Planning, 198: 103793.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2020.103793.

Reidsma, P., Janssen, S., Jansen, J. & Ittersum, M. K. v., 2018. On the development and
use of farm models for policy impact assessment in the European Union — A review.
Agricultural Systems, 159: 111-125. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2017.10.012.

Requate, T., 2005. Dynamic incentives by environmental policy instruments—a survey.
Ecological Economics, 54: 175-195.

64


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2022.117142
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10080
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1253425
https://doi.org/10.3197/096327192776680034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2014.10.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0308-521X(00)00031-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0308-521X(00)00031-7
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0907284107
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2019.114055
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2020.103793
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2017.10.012

Reyes-Garcia, V., Villasante, S., Benessaiah, K., Pandit, R., Agrawal, A., Claudet, J.,
Garibaldi, L. A., Kabisa, M., Pereira, L. & Zinngrebe, Y., 2025. The costs of
subsidies and externalities of economic activities driving nature decline. Ambio: 1-
14. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-025-02147-3.

Rittel, H. W. J. & Webber, M. M., 1973. Dilemmas in a general theory of planning. Policy
Sciences, 4: 155-169. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01405730.

Roder, N., Kramer, C., Grajewski, R., Lakner, S. & Matthews, A., 2024. What is the
environmental potential of the post-2022 common agricultural policy? Land Use
Policy, 144: 107219.

Sahrbacher, A., Hristov, J. & Brady, M., 2017. A combined approach to assess the impacts
of Ecological Focus Areas on regional structural development and agricultural land
use. Review of Agricultural, Food and Environmental Studies, 98: 111-144,

Sahrbacher, C., Sahrbacher, A., Kellermann, K., Happe, K., Balmann, A., Brady, M.,
Schnicke, H., Ostermeyer, A., Schonau, F. & Dong, C., 2012. AgriPoliS: An ODD-
Protocol. Halle (Saale).

Saifuddin, M., Abramoff, R. Z., Foster, E. J. & McClelland, S. C., 2024. Soil carbon offset

markets are not a just climate solution. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment,
22(7): €2781. https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.2781.

Sargent, R. G. Verification and validation of simulation models. /n: Johansson, B., Jain, S.,
Montoya-Torres, J., Hugan, J. & Yiicesan, E., eds. 2010 Winter Simulation
Conference, 2010.

SBA 2023a. Antal djur och jordbruksforetag med djur efter produktionsomréde. Ar 2010-
2022 [Number of animals and farms with livestock by production region. Year 2010-
2022] https://statistik.sjv.se/PXWeb/sq/23d01da3-7f76-448a-a13¢c-825f9b5de063:
Swedish Board of Agriculture.

SBA 2023b. Jordbruksmarkens anvidndning och antal foretag med jordbruksmark efter
produktionsomrade och gréda. Ar 2010-2022 [Agricultural land use and number of
farms with agricultural land by production area and crop. Year 2010-2022]
https://statistik.sjv.se/PXWeb/sq/bb6e9d10-977a-42bd-9¢9d-68839c013e11: Swedish
Board of Agriculture.

SBA 2024. Arable land-use and number of businesses with arable land by County and
Crop. Year 1981-2024. https://statistik.sjv.se/PXWeb/sq/51af9575-8f69-4¢1d-affa-
6£50ba80fces.

SBA 2025a. Kartor och geografisk data [Maps and geographical data).
https://jordbruksverket.se/e-tjanster-databaser-och-appar/e-tjanster-och-databaser-
stod/kartor-och-gis#h-Laddanerkartskikt: Swedish Board of Agriculture.

SBA 2025b. Number of animals and farm businesses with livestock by production area.
Year 1981-2024 [Antal djur och jordbruksforetag med djur efter produktionsomrade.
Ar 1981-2024]. https://statistik.sjv.se/PXWeb/sq/5407bcc7-cd93-4575-b752-
4e423e937218: Swedish Board of Agriculture.

SCB 2022. Markanvéndningen i Sverige 2020 [Land use in Sweden 2020].
https://www.scb.se/hitta-statistik/statistik-efter-
amne/miljo/markanvandning/markanvandningen-i-sverige/.

65


https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-025-02147-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01405730
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.2781
https://statistik.sjv.se/PXWeb/sq/23d01da3-7f76-448a-a13c-825f9b5de063
https://statistik.sjv.se/PXWeb/sq/bb6e9d10-977a-42bd-9c9d-68839c013e11
https://statistik.sjv.se/PXWeb/sq/51af9575-8f69-4e1d-affa-6f50ba80fce5
https://statistik.sjv.se/PXWeb/sq/51af9575-8f69-4e1d-affa-6f50ba80fce5
https://jordbruksverket.se/e-tjanster-databaser-och-appar/e-tjanster-och-databaser-stod/kartor-och-gis#h-Laddanerkartskikt
https://jordbruksverket.se/e-tjanster-databaser-och-appar/e-tjanster-och-databaser-stod/kartor-och-gis#h-Laddanerkartskikt
https://statistik.sjv.se/PXWeb/sq/5407bcc7-cd93-4575-b752-4e423e9372f8
https://statistik.sjv.se/PXWeb/sq/5407bcc7-cd93-4575-b752-4e423e9372f8
https://www.scb.se/hitta-statistik/statistik-efter-amne/miljo/markanvandning/markanvandningen-i-sverige/
https://www.scb.se/hitta-statistik/statistik-efter-amne/miljo/markanvandning/markanvandningen-i-sverige/

Schaub, S., Ghazoul, J., Huber, R., Zhang, W., Sander, A., Rees, C., Banerjee, S. & Finger,
R., 2023. The role of behavioural factors and opportunity costs in farmers'
participation in voluntary agri-environmental schemes: A systematic review. Journal
of Agricultural Economics, 74(3): 617-660. https://doi.org/10.1111/1477-
9552.12538.

Scown, M. W., Brady, M. V. & Nicholas, K. A., 2020. Billions in misspent EU
agricultural subsidies could support the Sustainable Development Goals. One Earth,
3:237-250. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2020.07.011.

Searchinger, T., Heimlich, R., Houghton, R. A., Dong, F., Elobeid, A., Fabiosa, J.,
Tokgoz, S., Hayes, D. & Yu, T.-H., 2008. Use of U.S. croplands for biofuels
increases greenhouse gases through emissions from land-use change. Science,
3019(5867): 1238-1240. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1151861

Segerslitt, S., 2022-06-29 2022. RE: Personal communication with SRC willow
entrepreneur Sten Segersldtt (Reab & Rosenhdll Farm) about energy crop
production.

Shennan, C., Krupnik, T. J., Baird, G., Cohen, H., Forbush, K., Lovell, R. J. & Olimpi, E.
M., 2017. Organic and conventional agriculture: A useful framing? Annual Review of
Environment and Resources, 42: 317-346. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-
110615-085750.

Shortle, J. & Horan, R. D., 2017. Nutrient pollution: A wicked challenge for economic
instruments. Water Economics and Policy, 3: 1650033.
https://doi.org/10.1142/S2382624X16500338.

Smith, P., Gregory, P. J., van Vuuren, D., Obersteiner, M., Havlik, P., Rounsevell, M.,
Woods, J., Stehfest, E. & Bellarby, J., 2010. Competition for land. Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society B, 365: 2941-2957.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0127.

Springmann, M., Mason-D’Croz, D., Robinson, S., Wiebe, K., Godfray, H. C. J., Rayner,
M. & Scarborough, P., 2016. Mitigation potential and global health impacts from
emissions pricing of food commodities. Nature Climate Change, 7: 69-74.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate3155.

Statistics Sweden, 2020. Agricultural statistics 2020.

Stavi, I. & Lal, R., 2013. Agriculture and greenhouse gases, a common tragedy. A review.
Agronomy for Sustainable Development, 33: 275-289.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-012-0110-0.

Stern, N., 2006. The economics of climate change. The Stern review, New York,
Cambridge University Press.

Sterner, T. & Coria, J., 2012. Policy instruments for environmental and natural resource
management. Second edition., New York, Resources for the Future.

Stoate, C., Baldi, A., Beja, P., Boatman, N. D., Herzon, I., van Doomn, A., G.R., d. S.,
Rakosy, L. & Ramwell, C., 2009. Ecological impacts of early 21st century
agricultural change in Europe — A review. Journal of Environmental Management,
91: 22-46. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2009.07.005.

66


https://doi.org/10.1111/1477-9552.12538
https://doi.org/10.1111/1477-9552.12538
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2020.07.011
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1151861
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-110615-085750
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-110615-085750
https://doi.org/10.1142/S2382624X16500338
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0127
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate3155
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-012-0110-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2009.07.005

Strauss, V., Paul, C., Donmez, C. & Burkhard, B., 2024. Carbon farming for climate
change mitigation and ecosystem services - Potentials and influencing factors.
Journal of Environmental Management, 372: 123253,

https://doi.org/10.1016/].jenvman.2024.123253.
Tietenberg, T., 2003. Environmental and natural resource economics, Addison Wesley.

Tilman, D., Cassman, K. G., Matson, P. A., Naylor, R. & Polasky, S., 2002. Agricultural
sustainability and intensive production practices. Nature, 418: 671-677.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature01014.

Tonitto, C., David, M. B. & Drinkwater, L. E., 2006. Replacing bare fallows with cover
crops in fertilizer-intensive cropping systems: A meta-analysis of crop yield and N

dynamics. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 112(1): 58-72.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2005.07.003.

UN, 2015. Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.
Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 25 September 2015 A/RES/70/1
United Nations.

Ustaoglu, E. & Collier, M. J., 2018. Farmland abandonment in Europe: an overview of
drivers, consequences, and assessment of the sustainability implications.
Environmental Reviews, 26(4): 396-416. https://doi.org/10.1139/er-2018-0001.

Vatn, A., 2002. Multifunctional agriculture: some consequences for international trade
regimes. European Review of Agricultural Economics, 29(3): 309-327.
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurrag/29.3.309.

Vazquez-Rowe, 1., Marvuglia, A., Rege, S. & Benetto, E., 2014. Applying consequential
LCA to support energy policy: Land use change effects of bioenergy production.
Science of The Total Environment, 472: 78-89.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2013.10.097.

Vera, 1., Wicke, B., Lamers, P., Cowie, A., Repo, A., Heukels, B., Zumpf, C., Styles, D.,
Parish, E., Cherubini, F., Berndes, G., Jager, H., Schiesari, L., Junginger, M.,
Branddo, M., Bentsen, N. S., Daioglou, V., Harris, Z. & van der Hilst, F., 2022. Land
use for bioenergy: Synergies and trade-offs between sustainable development goals.
Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 161: 1124009.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2022.112409.

Verspecht, A., Vandermeulen, V., Avest, E. T. & Huylenbroeck, G. V., 2012. Review of
trade-offs and co-benefits from greenhouse gas mitigation measures in agricultural

production. Journal of Integrative Environmental Sciences, 9: 147-157.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1943815X.2012.698989.

Witzold, F. & Schwerdtner, K., 2005. Why be wasteful when preserving a valuable
resource? A review article on the cost-effectiveness of European biodiversity
conservation policy. Biological Conservation, 123(3): 327-338.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2004.12.001.

WCED, 1987. Our common future [The Brundtland Report]. New York.

67


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2024.123253
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature01014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2005.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1139/er-2018-0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurrag/29.3.309
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2013.10.097
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2022.112409
https://doi.org/10.1080/1943815X.2012.698989
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2004.12.001

Western, L. M., Daniel, J. S., Vollmer, M. K., Clingan, S., Crotwell, M., Fraser, P. J.,
Ganesan, A. L., Hall, B., Harth, C. M., Krummel, P. B., Miihle, J., O’Doherty, S.,
Salameh, P. K., Stanley, K. M., Reimann, S., Vimont, L., Young, D., Rigby, M.,
Weiss, R. F., Prinn, R. G. & Montzka, S. A., 2024. A decrease in radiative forcing
and equivalent effective chlorine from hydrochlorofluorocarbons. Nature Climate
Change, 14: 805-805. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-024-02038-7.

Willett, W., Rockstrom, J., Loken, B., Springmann, M., Lang, T., Vermeulen, S., Garnett,
T., Tilman, D., DeClerck, F., Wood, A., Jonell, M., Clark, M., Gordon, L. J., Fanzo,
J., Hawkes, C., Zurayk, R., Rivera, J. A., Vries, W. D., Sibanda, L. M., Afshin, A.,
Chaudhary, A., Herrero, M., Agustina, R., Branca, F., Lartey, A., Fan, S., Crona, B.,
Fox, E., Bignet, V., Troell, M., Lindahl, T., Singh, S., Cornell, S. E., Reddy, K. S.,
Narain, S., Nishtar, S. & Murray, C. J. L., 2019. Food in the Anthropocene: the
EAT-Lancet Commission on healthy diets from sustainable food systems. The
Lancet, 393(10170): 447-492. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31788-4.

Winberg, J., Ekroos, J., Eklundh, L. & Smith, H. G., 2024a. Constraints on the availability
of marginal land for bioenergy production in southern Sweden. Biomass and
Bioenergy, 190: 107421. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2024.107421.

Winberg, J., Ekroos, J. & Smith, H. G., 2024b. Abandonment or biomass production?
Phytodiversity responses to land-use changes of semi-natural grasslands in northern
Europe. Biological Conservation, 294: 110632.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2024.110632.

Winberg, J., Smith, H. G. & Ekroos, J., 2023. Bioenergy crops, biodiversity and ecosystem
services in temperate agricultural landscapes—A review of synergies and trade-offs.
GCB Bioenergy, 15: 1204-1220.

Wossink, A. & Swinton, S. M., 2007. Jointness in production and farmers' willingness to
supply non-marketed ecosystem services. Ecological Economics, 64(2): 297-304.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2007.07.0031.

Xu, S., Wang, R., Gasser, T., Ciais, P., Pefiuelas, J., Balkanski, Y., Boucher, O., Janssens,
I. A., Sardans, J., Clark, J. H., Cao, J., Xing, X., Chen, J., Wang, L., Tang, X. &
Zhang, R., 2022. Delayed use of bioenergy crops might threaten climate and food
security. Nature, 609: 299-311. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-05055-8.

Zilberman, D., Hochman, G., Rajagopal, D., Sexton, S. & Timilsina, G. R., 2012. The
impact of biofuels on commodity food prices: assessment of findings. American
Journal of Agricultural Economics, 95(2): 275-281.

68


https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-024-02038-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31788-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2024.107421
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2024.110632
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2007.07.0031
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-05055-8




AGRICULTURE SIMULTANEOUSLY DELIVERS public goods,
such as long-term food security, and negative externalities,
including environmental degradation and greenhouse gas
emissions. This thesis applies economic modelling to explore how

EU policy instruments can be redesigned to shape these outcomes
and enhance the efficiency and sustainability of agricultural policy.
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