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// /\\//. Anna Renhart —  Growth in agricultural labour productivity is slowing down across the

\/IS // Philipp Piribauer EU. In the median EU country, national labour productivity growth fell from

/ N Petr Havlik 2.0% a year in 2010-2019 to 0.8% in 2020-2024, even though the work-

\//\ //\ Ellen Tan force shrank faster (-0.8% to -1.1% a year), because value added went

//\\ ,y\ _\) from growing 1.3% a year to falling 0.4%. Austria and Poland are exceptions

/ / // where value added kept growing; Hungary is closer to the typical pattern,
/ \\ with value added falling and the workforce shrinking faster still (Figure 1).

. YA / —  The two instruments most clearly linked to higher value added are de-

\ /\ ’\ \\/i coupled payments and advisory support. Decoupled payments (DABIS) are

linked with faster productivity growth by increasing value added, an effect that
fades from +0.18 percentage point after one year to +0.03 after five. Coupled
income support (CIS) and early retirement schemes show the opposite: cou-
pled support goes with value added growth 0.14 to 0.21 points a year slow-
er, and early retirement with value added growth 0.58 to 0.82 points a year
slower, at every horizon. Knowledge-sharing and advisory support (AKIS) has
by far the largest estimated effect on productivity of any instrument (+0.69
percentage points a year after one year, +0.63 after five, both through value
added), though it is estimated off a very small budget base (0.3% of value
added) and the effect need not scale linearly if spending rises.

— Payments for natural constraints (ANC) go with more people staying in
farming (employment growth 0.04-0.07 points a year faster per point of
value added paid), with no measurable effect on value added or labour pro-
ductivity. They should therefore be judged on keeping land farmed, not on

LAMAS U S productivity. Organic support points the same way only at five years, so we
draw no conclusion from it.
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Why agricultural productivity matters now

Competitiveness and productivity are explicit objectives of the post-2027
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). Labour productivity is a key driver of pro-
ductivity growth: it is the fastest-growing component of European agricultural
productivity, and labour accounts for 22.8% of production costs on average. Yet
much of the recorded rise has come from fewer workers rather than from more
value added. Because labour productivity is value added per worker, it rises
when the workforce shrinks faster than value added grows, and the agricultural
workforce has shrunk steadily with an ageing farm population. The Commission’s
vision for agriculture and food calls for more farmers, and independent agen-
da-setting papers such as the BrightSpace / LAMASUS / Act4CAP vision (Havlik
et al., 2025) have likewise emphasised the need to strengthen the workforce.

LAMASUS examined how the EU could support labour productivity growth using
CAP instruments. Its findings are especially relevant to the Commission’s pro-
posals for the 2028-2034 financial framework, where the classic pillars are
set to be reshaped: support would be delivered through National and Regional
Partnership Plans in which Member States choose the instrument mix, and the
ceiling on coupled income support would rise from 13% to 20% of a Member
State’s direct payments, with an additional 5% for sectors and regions in need
(European Commission, 2025).
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Growth in labour productivity can be split into: 1) growth in
value added, and 2) change in workforce (number of jobs). Value

added is measured in 2015 prices; the workforce counts all

persons employed in agriculture, forestry and fishing, family
and hired, by head rather than by hours worked.

Decomposing the growth of labour productivity

We compare a typical decade, 2010-2019, with the crisis years 2020-2024%, a
period characterized by repeated droughts, COVID-19, and the energy and fertil-
iser price shock after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine.

1 The CAP framework was largely unchanged across both periods; the 2014-
2020 rules were extended through 2022, and the new Strategic Plans started
only in 2023.
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In both periods, most of the productivity gain came from people leaving farm-
ing, but after 2020, output stopped growing. Across the EU, labour productiv-
ity grew 3.1% a year in 2010-2019 and 1.9% a year in 2020-2024. Over the
same two periods, value added in 2015 prices grew 0.9% and 0.1% a year, while
the workforce fell 2.2% and 1.8% a year. The shrinking workforce accounted for
about 70% of productivity growth before 2020 and about 95% after.

Regional catch-up has stalled. Before 2020, regions with productivity levels half
that of their peers grew about 1.2 percentage points faster per year (Figure 1, left
panel). Since 2020, this catch-up relationship has disappeared: lower-produc-
tivity regions no longer grow faster than the rest, so the gaps between regions
are not narrowing.

We highlight three countries to show how labour, output, and productivity growth
trajectories differ across the EU (Figure 1, right; national totals). Since 2020,
Polish labour productivity grew 6.0% a year through workforce exit (=5.2%) with
almost no growth in value added (+0.5%). In Hungary value added fell (-1.8%)
and the workforce fell faster (-3.9%), so labour productivity still rose 2.1%.
Finally, in Austria value added grew (+3.1%), with labour productivity up 5.9%
and the workforce down 2.6%.

Figure 1: Productivity growth by starting level in 2010-2019 and 2020-2024 (left), and its

split into value added
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and employment in Austria, Hungary and Poland (right)
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Left: each point is a NUTS-3 region, shaded for 2010-2019 and solid for 2020-2024; regions in Austria, Hungary and

Poland are coloured. Lines: least-squares fit of annual growth on the log of the starting level, over the central
90% of the level distribution, dashed for 2010-2019 and solid for 2020-2024; shaded band: 95% confidence interval

of that fit. Right: national totals (value added and employment summed over each country's NUTS-3 regions) of
annual growth in labour productivity, value added (in 2015 prices) and employment.
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The decomposition matters for the post 2027 CAP: (1) A productivity target
measured as value added per worker is met mostly by having fewer farmers.
Keeping people in farming lowers measured labour productivity unless value
added grows as well, so productivity should always be reported alongside value
added and employment. (2) The post-2027 CAP cannot count on lagging regions
continuing to catch up as they did before 2020. The policy question is therefore
which CAP instruments raise value added, not only value added per worker. The
next section tests this for different types of CAP instruments.

The impact of CAP instruments

The previous section showed that recent labour productivity gains came almost
entirely from people leaving farming, not from higher output. This section asks
which CAP instruments are linked to productivity growth, and whether that
growth comes from higher output or from fewer workers. We examined ten CAP
instruments using CATS payment data for 2008-2020. Each instrument was
measured by its payments as a share of the region’s agricultural value added. For
example, €1 million a year paid through an instrument to a region with €100 mil-
lion of agricultural value added is a share of one percentage point. Figure 2 shows
how much faster or slower, in percentage points a year, productivity, value added
and employment grew one, three and five years after such a one-point increase.
The estimates are associations for the 2008-2019 period, before COVID-19 and
the recent crises, when conditions were comparatively stable.

— Decoupled Direct Support (DABIS), the largest instrument is correlated
with faster productivity growth that fades over time: +0.18 after one year,
+0.06 after three, +0.03 after five, all significant and mainly increasing ag-
ricultural output.

—  Agri-Environmental & Climate Actions show no significant association
with any outcome. Farm Investments go with slightly faster productivity
growth after five years (+0.017 per percentage point) alongside fewer work-
ers (-0.011), not more output.

—  Payments for Natural Constraints (ANC) go with employment, not out-
put: employment grows significantly faster, by +0.07 points a year after
one year, +0.06 after three years, and +0.04 after five years per percentage
point of value added paid. In contrast, differences in productivity and value
added are not distinguishable from zero.

—  Coupled Income Support (CIS), averaging 2%, is DABIS’s mirror image:
-0.22, -0.10 and -0.12 points a year at the same three horizons, again
mainly through value added, and negative at every horizon. Both patterns
are consistent with the paper’s own reading: decoupled support behaves
like general liquidity, while coupled support is tied to specific sectors, some
of them granted support because they are already struggling.

—  Knowledge Sharing & Innovation (AKIS) shows the strongest estimated
link to agricultural productivity, but its potential should be interpreted in
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the context of its small budget. AKIS has the largest positive and significant
coefficients per unit (+0.69 on productivity after one year and +0.63 after
five), but it is also among the smallest instruments, at 0.3% of value added:
a one-percentage point increase in spending would be far beyond what
most regions currently allocate. The results therefore point to high marginal
returns from a small investment, rather than suggesting that AKIS spend-
ing alone could drive large productivity gains. Moreover, regions that spend
more on advisory and knowledge-sharing services may also be better at
administering CAP funds generally, which this analysis cannot disentangle.

— Market Measures and Forestry Investments show positive associations,
and Early Retirement Support is correlated with lower value added.
Organic Farming Support’s estimates change sign across horizons and
outcomes. Given their small shares of value added and this inconsistency,
we draw no policy lesson from the smaller instruments.

An interactive Explorer accompanies this brief, where the effects of CAP pay-
ments can be explored in detail.

Figure 2 How each of ten CAP payment instruments, mapped to their 2028-2034 MFF categories,
is associated with labour productivity, value added and employment
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Change in annual growth per percentage point of regional agricultural value added paid through the instrument,
with 95% confidence intervals from heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors. Colour marks the direction in which
the panel’s own variable moves: in the employment panel a blue estimate means more workers, which is what makes
measured productivity lower. Mean share of agricultural value added in brackets.
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Data and methods

Underlying the statistical analysis in Figure 2 is annual growth in value added in
2015 prices per person employed in agriculture, forestry and fishing (NACE A),
from Eurostat’s ARDECO regional accounts, for 957 NUTS-3 regions from 2008
to 2019 (Figure 1 extends the series to 2024). Predominantly urban regions in
which farming falls to 1% or less of regional value added in any year are ex-
cluded. Payments come from CATS as shares of each region’s agricultural value
added, with national co-financing added. Regions are compared with other re-
gions in the same country and year, controlling for population density, grassland
share, climate, farm size and other EU structural funds, and standard errors are
heteroskedasticity-robust.

Two limits apply when interpreting the results. First, the ARDECO data reports
NACE A as one aggregate and counts persons rather than annual work units. As
a result, forestry and fishery are included in labour and productivity measures,
and part-time workers are counted the same way as full-time workers. Second,
the estimated relationships are associations, not causal effects. CAP payments
are not allocated at random, and regions receiving more support may differ sys-
tematically from those receiving less. The estimates cannot establish that a par-
ticular instrument caused higher productivity. The policy options below therefore
show where the evidence points and where piloting and evaluation should focus;
they are not predicted effects. Moreover, the statistical analysis in Figure 2 cov-
ers only 2008-2019, as the post 2020 crises would distort the statistical corre-
lations. Checks and code are documented in the methodological supplement.

Policy options

1. Reconsider coupled income support and early retirement schemes.
Both go with significantly slower output growth at every horizon we can es-
timate (coupled: —0.14 to -0.21 points a year; early retirement: -0.58 to
-0.82), and early retirement’s association turns negative for employment
too by year five (-0.45), cutting against its own purpose. Two limits: coupled
support is directed by law at sectors already in difficulty, so part of the as-
sociation reflects where the money goes, and the coupled-support ceiling is
a share of direct payments rather than of value added, so the proposed rise
from 13% to 20% cannot be read directly off this estimate.

2. Prioritise advisory and knowledge support (AKIS), with decoupled pay-
ments (DABIS) as the steadier complement. AKIS shows the largest pro-
ductivity association of any instrument, working through output, but off a
budget base of just 0.3% of value added; scaling it up is the most promising
option to test in this set, though the estimate may not extrapolate linearly to
a much larger programme. DABIS shows a smaller, well-established, if fad-
ing, positive association (+0.18 after one year to +0.03 after five). Forestry
investment support shows a positive association across all three outcomes
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by year five (+0.27 productivity, +0.41 value added, +0.14 employment),
worth flagging for a small, currently under-used instrument, though its es-
timates are noisier than AKIS’s or DABIS’s given the smaller budget share.

3. Productivity indicators will undervalue natural-constraint and organic
payments. They keep land farmed in mountainous and other disadvan-
taged areas and go with more people farming the same output, which any
indicator with workers in the denominator counts as a loss. If the objec-
tive is preventing abandonment, these payments should be judged on land
kept in use, not on productivity, since value added counts only marketed
output, not the landscapes these payments help maintain. Organic farming
support’s five-year employment association points the same way, but is not
consistent across shorter horizons, so we would not yet build policy on it.

Further information is avaialble the and results
can be viewed in
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About

The LAMASUS consortium is built to deliver its overall ambition, and features
world-leading interdisciplinary expertise in all domains necessary for the suc-
cessful delivery of the project’s objectives, including expertise in integrating
knowledge across disciplines. The consortium harnesses the decades of expe-
rience in policy maker support on the science policy interface and has key ex-
pertise in econometrics, social sciences, and modelling of land-use, earth and
climate systems, biodiversity, sectorial economics, and land management.

The LAMASUS consortium consists of 17 partners from 9 countries in
Europe (Austria, Belgium, Germany, the Netherlands, France, Poland,
Spain, Norway and Switzerland).
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