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Abstract

To raise awareness of the common agricultural policy (CAP) and explain it to citizens
and stakeholders, the European Commission implements the information policy on
the CAP. Measures employed for this purpose in 2016-2020 were the subject of the
evaluation support study on the information policy on the CAP. As part of this exercise,
comprehensive desk research, semi-structured interviews, stakeholder surveys,
participant observation and case studies were conducted. All of these aimed to assess
the relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency and added value of the information
policy on the CAP. This report provides the final results of the research, including
conclusions and recommendations concerning the way forward. The combined results
of the study suggest that the objectives of the information policy have, to a great
extent, been achieved. The information policy on the CAP has been successful in
improving the understanding and perception of the CAP. Given the changing realities
of communication in the light of the Sibiu meeting and CAP reform, as well as the
context of COVID-19, it will however be important for the policy to re-focus its
activities in collaboration with Member States to make them smarter and more
targeted, and to reach wider groups of stakeholders and citizens.

La Commission européenne met en ceuvre la politique d'information relative a la
politique agricole commune (PAC) avec pour objectifs de mieux faire connaitre la PAC,
et de I'expliquer aux citoyens et parties prenantes. Les actions menées dans ce but
sur la période 2016-2020 ont fait I'objet d’une étude de soutien a I'évaluation de la
politique d’information relative a la PAC. Dans le cadre de cette étude, des études
documentaires approfondies, des entretiens semi-structurés, une enquéte aupres des
parties prenantes, une observation des participants et des études de cas ont été
organisés, dans le but d’évaluer la pertinence, la cohérence, l'efficacité, I'efficience et
la valeur ajoutée européenne de la politique de communication relative a la PAC. Le
présent rapport présente les résultats finaux des recherches, et inclut notamment des
conclusions et des recommandations pour I'avenir. Les résultats combinés de I'étude
suggerent que les objectifs de la politique d'information ont été atteints dans une
large mesure. La politique d'information relative a la PAC a réussi a améliorer la
compréhension de la PAC et la perception qu’en ont les citoyens et parties prenantes,
et 'ensemble des actions d'information utilisées par la DG AGRI ont répondu aux
besoins de leurs publics cibles. Comparée a d’autres acteurs de la communication
(principalement les autorités nationales), la politique d'information a généré de la
valeur ajoutée européenne en termes de volume, de champ, de réle et de procédés,
et les activités sont restées cohérentes en interne.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Objectives and scope of the study

The aim of this evaluation is to examine the relevance, coherence, effectiveness,
efficiency and EU added value of the information policy on the common agricultural
policy (CAP), implemented by the European Commission on the basis of Article 6 and
Article 45 of Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013 of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 17 December 2013 on the financing, management and monitoring of the CAP.

The evaluation covers the actions adopted from 2016 to 2020, although the analysis of
activities implemented in 2020 is less intensive, due to the limited availability of data.
The results of the previous evaluation (an assessment of the period 2013-2015) have
been taken into account as a reference.

The geographical coverage of the study is the EU28, although as of 2020, the United
Kingdom has now officially left the EU.

The study was carried out (and the data collected) in 2020.
1.2. Structure of the report
This report encompasses five key parts:

e Chapter 2 presents the information policy on the CAP, including its legal
background, policy and communication contexts, objectives, target audiences
and content.

e Chapter 3 outlines the intervention logic of the information policy on the CAP,
including needs and objectives, inputs, activities, outputs, results, and impacts.

e Chapter4 presents evaluation study questions (ESQ).

e Chapter 5 details the evaluation’s methodology, including case studies, desk
research, interviews, stakeholder surveys, usability testing, qualitative and
quantitative data analysis, as well as making conclusions and recommendations.

e Chapter 6 and Chapter 7 present the results of the evaluation, including findings
on the effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence, and EU added value of the
information policy on the CAP; in total, answers are provided to 14 evaluation
study questions (clustered according to the evaluation criteria listed above)

e Chapter 8 outlines the evaluation’s key conclusions by question

e Chapter9 provides recommendations to furtherimprove the implementation of
the information policy on the CAP

Throughout the text, activities carried out by DG AGRI to implement the information
policy on the CAP are referred to as “information measures” or “communication tools”.
These include third-party initiatives co-financed through grants, as well as the
Commission’s own tools, which include media networking, social media, a website, and
events. On a few occasions, these are referred to as communication activities too. In
the chapters on evaluation study results, each is addressed separately and by question.

! See European Commission, Evaluation of the information policy on the CAP: Final Report, Publications
Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2015.
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2. INFORMATION MEASURES ON THE CAP

2.1. Legal background

The legal basis for carrying out information measures on the CAP is provided by
Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013. Article 6 of this Regulation identifies information
measures as one of the activities that may be financed from CAP funds, while Article 45
specifies the objectives of such information measures and outlines the details as to how
they may be carried out. Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013 repealed the previous Council
Regulation (EC) No 814/2000 of 17 April 2000 on information measures relating to the
CAP.

The specific objectives of the information measures are listed in the Regulation (EU)
No 1306/2013, and provided in the figure below.

Figure 1. Objectives of the information measures on the CAP

To raise public awareness of To inform To promote the
its content and reinstate farmers and European model of
consumer confidence following other parties agriculture as well
crises through information active in rural as to help citizens
campaigns areas understand it

Source: Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of
17 December 2013 on the financing, management and monitoring of the common agricultural
policy.

2.2. Policy and communication contexts
2.2.1. The CAP

Although this evaluation covers communications about the CAP rather than the contents
of the CAP itself, we provide a brief overview of the policy below.

The CAP is one of the oldest policies of the European Union (EU), dating back to the
1960s. It has shaped the EU in many ways, particularly due to its significant financial
scale. (At one point the CAP accounted for 85% of the total EU budget; as of 2020, it
comprises around 35%). The design and structure of the CAP have been at the centre
of political debates at European level for decades. Numerous reforms have been made
to the CAP over time, led by financial considerations expressed by the Member States
(MS), but also by growing interest and concern on the part of societal groups,
stakeholder organisations and politicians, as well as the need to address new challenges.

Since 1992, the core topics of the gradual reform process have been the better targeting
of funding by shifting from production to income support; the introduction of the second
pillar of the CAP (‘rural development’); the growing importance of environmental
considerations; and the move towards a more market-oriented agricultural production.
The legislative process for the most recent (2013) reform of the CAP began in 2010,
when the European Parliament became involved for the first time as a co-legislator with
the Council.

During the latest CAP reform process, the involvement of stakeholders as well as the
general public was considered to be an essential element; hence, considerable efforts
were undertaken to consult citizens and organisations at the start of the policy
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development process. The public consultation?revealed a high degree of interest in the
CAP among the general public- over 5 500 contributions were received in just four
weeks - a considerably higher nhumber than was received in response to similar
consultation exercises for other policies implemented at the time. However, wider
stakeholder and public engagement also revealed that interest and knowledge in CAP
activities was somewhat uneven across the EU, with Austria and Latvia, for example,
submitting a high number of responses compared to their size - three to four as many
as Italy or the United Kingdom.3

On 1 June 2018, the European Commission presented legislative proposals on the CAP
beyond 2020. The aim of these proposals was to make the CAP more responsive to
current and future challenges such as climate change and generational renewal, while
continuing to support European farmers to ensure a sustainable and competitive
agricultural sector. To ensure access to high-quality food and strong support for the
unigque European farming model, nine objectives were set:*

e ensuring a fair income for farmers;

e increasing competitiveness;

e rebalancing the power within the food chain;
e actiononclimate change;

e caring for the environment;

e preserving landscapes and biodiversity;

e supporting generational renewal;

e ensuring the vibrancy of rural areas;

e protectfood quality and health.

As the policy has changed, the communication surrounding has also evolved. A number
of factors have had an important/major effect on the way in which the CAP is
communicated in 2020. These include the growing interest and engagement of societal
groups; the implementation of the EU Better Regulation Guidelines, reinforcing the
requirement for consultation with the general public and policy stakeholders; and the
shift in the EU from sectoral to cross-cutting policy goals promoted by the Juncker
Commission. The overall importance of information measures to the reform and
implementation of the CAP has grown significantly. At the same time, DG AGRI, the
Directorate-General that implements the CAP and information measures relating to f,
began to contribute to the Commission’s corporate communication campaigns,
supporting the strategic priorities of the Commission and the implementation of the
cross-sectoral policy goals launched under the Juncker Commission.

2.2.2. Corporate communication and key political changes

Between 2016 and 2020, two main developments affected the information policy on the
CAP from a corporate perspective. First, it was decided that communication campaigns

2 A summary of results and key highlights is available at:
https://ec.europa.eu/info/consultations/modernising-and-simplifying-common-agricultural-policy.

3 DG AGRI: The Common Agricultural Policy after 2013.

https://ec.europa.eu/info/food-farming-fisheries/key-policies/common-agricultural-policy/future-cap _en
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would no longer be implemented at the level of DG AGRI, and that most of the
Commission’s communication would be centralised, coordinated by DG COMM and
supported by other DGs. This meant changes to the allocation of communication budgets
and human resources within DG AGRI. The external communication strategy for the
period 2016-2020 reflected these changes. Since the introduction of corporate
communication campaigns, DG AGRI has allocated important financial resources to
support the activities implemented by DG COMM. While these were typically allocated
on top of the annual budget for information measures on the CAP, in 2016 DG AGRI's
contribution to DG COMM was deducted from its CAP information policy budget. In
addition to financing, DG AGRI has been also involved in providing input and bringing
relevant thematic knowledge to corporate communication campaigns.

The other critical development during the evaluation period was the appointment of the
Juncker Commission and the creation of its 10 political priorities to be pursued. DG AGRI
subsequently needed to develop its communication activities so that they contributed
to these 10 priorities. DG AGRI contributes in particular to five of the Commission’s
priorities: jobs, growth, and investment; the Digital Single Market; the Energy Union
and climate; theinternal market; and EU-US free trade. DGAGRI's annual activity report
2018 further stresses the contribution of the CAP to the first four of the priorities listed
above®. In addition, DG AGRI's communication planning reflects the specific tasks
elaborated by the President in his Mission Letter to the Commissioner for Agriculture
and Rural Development for the mandate of the Juncker Commission.

The latter part of the period 2016-2020 (the years covered by the DG AGRI external
communication strategy) has been shaped by the appointment of the new von der Leyen
Commission. In the political guidelines for the European Commission 2019-2024,
President of the Commission Ursula von der Leyen stressed the importance of the work
carried out by European farmers. The President also introduced plans to implement a
‘Farm to Fork Strategy’ as a way to support farmers in producing sustainable food. In
addition, efforts to combat climate change are high on the agenda of the new
Commission, with the European Green Deal being one the key priorities for the von der
Leyen Commission®. Action on climate change, care for the environment and the
preservation of landscapes and biodiversity are already included in the proposed
objectives for the CAP beyond 20207. DG AGRI will therefore need to significant
communication efforts towards these priorities of the new Commission, all within the
context of the COVID-19 pandemic, which itself poses challenges for the agri-food
sector.

2.3. Objectives, target audiences and content
2.3.1. Communication objectives

Every five years, DG AGRI develops an external communication strategy for the CAP,
defining its specific communication objectives, target groups, main messages and
communication tools. In this section, we review the main elements of this strategy for
2016-2020. Where relevant, we consider some elements of the 2010-2015 period, which
was covered by the previous evaluation. We focus mainly on the target audiences, main

> European Commission, Annual Activity Report 2018, 2018.

6 Von derlLeyen, U., A Union that strives for more. My agenda for Europe. Political guidelines for the next
European Commission 2019-2024, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2019.

7 https://ec.europa.eu/info/food-farming-fisheries/key-policies/common-agricultural-policy/future-cap_en
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messages and communication tools employed.
2.3.2. Targetaudiences

Eurobarometer surveys indicate that while the majority of respondents are aware of the
CAP, a large number still do not know about the support that the EU provides to farmers.
Influenced by these figures, the external communication strategy for 2016-2020 focuses
on raising public awareness of the relevance of EU support to agriculture and rural
development via the CAP.

In 2014 and2015, the period immediately after the reformof the CAP, the primary target
audience for communications was the general public - in particular, persons under 40
and those living in countries where the CAP is less well known. DG AGRI tailored the
main messages of its communication around two key topics: the reformed CAP and the
Europe 2020 strategy. In this way, DG AGRI sought to inform the general public about
the fundamental principles of the new CAP, and to show how it contributes to the
implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy?®.

Building on the recommendations made in the previous evaluation of the information
policy on the CAP, the DG AGRI communication strategy for 2016-2020 cleary
distinguishes betweentwo audiences: stakeholders and the general public. The strategy
outlines further audience segmentation, with tailored messages and tools being used to
engage different groups. Five priority audience segments are identified: school children
and teachers; citizens visiting fairs/specific events; young people as part of the general
public; beneficiaries of the CAP; and multipliers as part of stakeholders. The table below
provides a list of key messages and tools by audience segment.

Table 1. Audience segmentation in the DG AGRI external communication strategy for
the CAP for the period 2016-2020

Audience Messages Audience Key tools

segmentation

General Messages should attract the interest School children Edutainment pack
public of the general public (especialy and teachers
young urban dwellers) in relation to
food quality and specificity, and Families Corporate
healthy eating communication
campaigns, fairs and
The message should be promoted events, web
that the EU consistently ensures (including A/V),
access by 500 million consumers publications
across the EU to safe and high-
quality food, produced sustainably Young people (Social) media,
and reflecting consumer expectations corporate
with regard to animal welfare, communication
environmental and other standards, campaigns, web
which are among strictest in the (including A/V)
world

Messages should focus on addressing
the existing (mis)perceptions about

8 European Commission, Evaluation of the information policy on the CAP: Final Report, Publications O ffice
of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2015.
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Audience

Messages

European agriculture and farming,
rather than policy content

Stakeholders Messages should promote greater

Audience Key tools
segmentation
Beneficiaries of Civil dialogue

awareness of the contribution that the CAP groups, web, green
the CAP makes to supporting team ambassadors,
economic growth in rural areas, Ag-Press, visitors,
especially that of SMEs (social) media
Messages should promote the Multipliers Civil dialogue
contribution that is made by the CAP groups, conferences,
to RDPs web, green team
ambassadors, Ag-
Messages should emphasise the Press, visitors,
support provided for sustainable (social) media

production practices and other
measures that will help to mitigate
and adapt to climate change

Source: Adapted by the authors from the European Commission, Directorate-General for
Agriculture and Rural Development, External Communication Strategy for the CAP for the period
2016-2020.

2.3.3. Content

DG AGRI employs a two-fold approach to reach its target audiences. In line with
Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013, the two types of information measures used are:
1) measures by third parties co-financed through grants; and 2) measures implemented
on the initiative of the Commission.

Actions by third parties include specific measures and annual programmes, which are
co-financed via grants under the European Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAGF). As
indicated by DG AGRI officials during interviews, the co-financing rate was set at 60%
of eligible costs. The third parties applying for grants include organisations at both EU
and national levels, ranging from public to private bodies as well as various
NGOs/associations. A range of activities are financed by these grants, notably
information campaigns, audio-visual production, events (e.g. conferences, seminars,
workshops) and others.

Measures implemented at the initiative of the Commission are also financed under the
EAGF. These include measures such as media networking, social media, a website, and
events, and aimat promoting stakeholder networking, and engaging the general public®.

Both types of measures are carried out in accordance with annual action plans, and are
followed by annual reports on the implementation of annual DG AGRI external
communication action plans. The annual reports provide comprehensive information on
the implementation of information measures and budget allocation. Each year between
2016 and 2019, DG AGRI received the same budget of EUR 8 000 000 to implement its

° European Commission, External communication strategy for the CAP for the period 2016-2020, Brussels,
2016.

18



Evaluation Support Study on the Information Policy on the Common Agricultural Policy

external communication according to Articles 6 and 45 of Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013
of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013 on the financing,
management and monitoring of the common agricultural policy:

in 2016, the sum of EUR 1 580 900.72 was earmarked for the Commission’s
actions. EUR 2 419 099.28 was provided for the co-financing of third-party
efforts via grants from the EAGF, and EUR 4 000 000 was co-delegated to DG
COMM for corporate communication campaigns?®;

in 2017, EUR 4 322 000 was assigned to the initiatives of the Commission and
EUR 3 678 000 for grants; EUR 8 480 000 was co-delegated to DG COMM for
corporate communication campaigns!!;

in 2018 the budget was allocated in the same manner as in 2019, by equally
assigning EUR 4 000 000 to each type of measure; EUR 6 560 000 and
EUR 4 275 000 were co-delegated to DG COMM for corporate communication
actionsin 2018 and 2019, respectively*?.

In implementing this evaluation, where relevant, we have considered information policy
on the CAP since the entering into force of the Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013 in 2014,
and the findings of the previous evaluation have been taken into account.

10 European Commission, Annual Report on Implementation of DG AGRI’s 2016 External Communication
Action Plan, pp. 19-21.

11 European Commission, Annual Report on Implementation of DG AGRI’s 2017 External Communication
Action Plan, p. 23.

12 European Commission, Annual Report on Implementation of DG AGRI’s 2018 External Communication
Action Plan, pp. 23-26; European Commission, Annual Report on Implementation of DG AGRI’s 2019
External Communication Action Plan, pp. 16-19.
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3. INTERVENTIONLOGIC

In this section, we present the intervention logic for the information policy on the CAP.
The intervention logic has been developed in line with the framework of Communication
Network (CN) indicators!3, and includes the following levels: needs, objectives, inputs,
activities, outputs, results and impacts.

Needs

‘Needs’ refers to the definition of the problemthat is addressed by a given intervention.
The need to implement information actions on the CAP stems not only from the legal
background defined in Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013, but also from existing
misperceptions surrounding the CAP. Notably, as defined in the External
Communication Strategy 2016-2020, the information measures on the CAP aim to
address misperceptions concerning:

e FEuropean agriculture and the role of farming in society instead of the policy
context

e The contribution that the EU agri-food sector makes to the wider EU economy

e The CAP within developing countries!*

DG AGRI seeks to address these misperceptions by targeting the general public directly
and by engaging stakeholders who could potentially act as multipliers in disseminating
the information about the CAP more widely, in line with overall policy objectives.

Objectives

Drawing on the key documents governing the implementation of the information policy,
we distinguish two levels of policy objectives, in line with the Better Regulation
Guidelines?>: general and specific.

The general objectives are at the highest hierarchical level of objectives for an
intervention!®. Because Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013 provides the legal basis for the
implementation of the information policy, we consider the objectives defined in the
Regulation to be the policy’s general objectives. The general objectives of the
information policy defined in the Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013 (Article 45) state that
the information measures implemented should:

e help to explain, implement and develop the CAP;

e raise public awareness, through information campaigns, of the CAP’s content and
objectives, to reinstate consumer confidence following crises;

e inform farmers and other parties activein rural areas;

e promote the European model of agriculture, as well as to helping to improve

13 Available at:
https://ec.europa.eu/regional policy/sources/informing/webinar/ec common_set_indicators.pdf

European Commission, External communication strategy for the CAP for the period 2016-2020, Brussels,
2016.

European Commission, ‘Tool #16, How to set objectives’, Better Regulation “"Toolbox"”, pp. 100-101.

16 Ibid.
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citizens’ understanding of it!’

Specific objectives, meanwhile, define what a policy intervention sets out to achieve!s.
In the context of the information policy, the external communication strategy govems
the way in which the policy is implemented overthe five-year periods covered by each
strategy. In otherwords, it sets out what the policy must achieve within a given period.
We therefore consider the specific objectives of the information policy during our
evaluation period to be the objectives outlined in the External Communication Strategy
2016-2020.

DG AGRI's external communication strategy for 2016-2020 further specifies the
objectives of the policy, defining key aims for its two target groups:

e For the general public: to raise public awareness about the relevance of EU
support to agriculture and rural development via the CAP

e For the stakeholders: to engage with stakeholders (mainly farmers and other
parties active in rural areas) in order to further communicate the CAP to their
constituencies and to the wider public®®

Figure 2. Understanding of specific and general objectives

Specific objectives General objectives

From Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013 (Article

From the external communication 45);
strategy 2016-2020: o
- For the general public:to raise public - help explain,implementand develop the CAP
awareness aboutthe relevanceof EU - raise public awareness, through information
supportto agricultureandrural campaigns, of the CAP's content and objectives,
development via the CAP to reinstate consumer confidencefollowing

- For the stakeholders:to engage with crises
stakeholders (mainly farmersand other - informfarmers and other parties activein
parties activeinruralareas)in order to rural areas

further communicatethe CAP to their

) . . . - promote the European model of agriculture
constituencies and to the wider public P P 5

andimprovecitizens' understanding of it

Source: Developed by the authors, based on European Commission, Directorate-General for
Agriculture and Rural Development, External Communication Strategy for the CAP for the period
2016-2020 and Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of
17 December 2013 on the financing, management and monitoring of the common agricultural
policy.

17 Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013 of the European Parliament and the Council of 17 December 2013 on the
financing, management and monitoring of the common agricultural policy and repealing Coundl
Regulations (EEC) No 352/78, (EC) No 165/94, (EC) No 2799/98, (EC) No 814/2000, (EC) No 1290/2005
and (EC) No 485/2008.

8 European Commission, ‘Tool #16, How to set objectives’, Better Regulation "Toolbox”, pp. 100-101.

European Commission, External communication strategy for the CAP for the period 2016-2020, Brussels,
2016.
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Inputs

According to the Communication Network Indicators framework, certain inputs are
required to achieve the objectives of a policy. These include budgeting, planning and
ex-ante evaluation (evaluation before the start of the activity to determine need and
best approach). Thelevel of inputs also includes funding mechanisms to finance the
various activities of the information policy. These consist of funds awarded from the
EAFG through grants and public procurement, as well as any additional financial and
human resources fromthe DG AGRI that are needed to implement activities within a
given year.

Activities

‘Activities’ refers to what is done to produce and implement communications. Specific
activities implemented by DG AGRI each year are described in its annual action plans
(planned activities) and annual reports. In addition, reports are presented by the
Commission every two years to the European Parliament and the Council, on the
implementation of the information policy (implemented activities). Activities encompass
both measures implemented by third parties (grants) and measures
implemented at the initiative of the Commission (including media networking,
social media, website, events). Thus, the activities in the intervention logic include
organising and participating in events, social media and website presence, media
networking, horizontal activities, and other activities implemented at theinitiative of the
Commission, as well as activities carried out by third parties under co-financed
information measures on the CAP.

Outputs, results and impacts

The three remaining levels of the intervention logic - outputs, results, and impacts
- refer to the achievements of the policy.

The output level involves questions concerning who and how many are reached by
the activities. Different communication activities are associated with different output
level indicators. These include the number of grants awarded, the number of social
media posts and the number of users reached through those posts, as well as
views/downloads of the audio-visual production/publications, media mentions, visitors
or participants at events, etc. (see operationalisation of EQ1 for a full list of indicators).

‘Results’ refers to what the target audience takes away from the communication.
This includes their initial response and sustainable effects. According to the intervention
logic of our evaluation, this level mirrors the specific objectives of the intervention logic,
i.e. it measures the achievement of the objectives from the external communication
strategy (2016-2020). This means that we focus on measuring whether the
audiences became better informed about the CAP (its key elements, benefits and
policy developments). In the case of stakeholders, we also assess the extent to which
this information has been further shared. Thus, the two specific objectives may also be
interrelated: namely, if stakeholders not only become better aware of the CAP
themselves, but also publicly disseminate this information, they indirectly contribute to
the first specific objective of raising public awareness (see figure on the next page for
an illustration of this).
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Figure 3. Links between specific objectives of the policy

Activities targeting Activities targeting
L ﬁC'IlVEIE_S | the general public the stakeholders

| l

Public awareness raised
on the relevance of EU
suppaort for agriculture and
9
RESULTS rural development through < --------
the CAP: the general
public is better informed
about the CAP

Stakeholders engaged in order to
further communicate about the CAP
to their constituencies and wider
public: stakeholders become better
informed about the CAP, including its
benefits and policy developments

Finally, at the level of impacts, we focus on whether the information measures
implemented have succeeded in changing opinions towards the CAP. Although the
impacts listed in the CN framework focus on improved perceptions of the EU, in this
evaluation we are focusing on changes in perceptions towards the CAP. We limit the
focus to the CAP rather than the EU as a whole, due to the overall focus of the
information policy on the CAP and the existing difficulties in measuring changes in
perception. We acknowledge that changes in perceptions towards the CAP may have led
to changesin overall perceptions towards the EU, but we believe that valid measurement
of this change is not possible within the scope of this evaluation.

To summarise, we consider changing the perceptions of the general public
towards the CAP to be the main impact of the policy, stemming from the
achievement of the general objectives of the policy. Meanwhile, we believe the two
specific objectives defined in the external communication strategy 2016-2020 will
result in increased awareness of the CAP among both the general public and
stakeholders (e.g. by informing them about key elements of the CAP, its key benefits,
policy developments). We must also note that although the Regulation mentions the
raising of awareness about the CAP as a general objective, awareness-raising is also
repeated under the specific objectives of the External Communication Strategy 2016-
2020. After consultation with DG AGRI, and in line with the CN framework, we consider
this to be more of a specific objective, the achievement of which should be measured at
the level of results.

The framework outlining the way we understand the links between general and specific
objectives and policy results and impacts is summarised in the figure on the next page.
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Figure 4. Links between policy objectives

Specific General

objectives objectives

Increasingawareness of

the CAP (target Changing perceptions
' audiences are better ' about the CAP (target
informed about the CAP's audience perceive the

various elements, "
benefits, policy CAP more positively)

developments)

The intervention logic, visualising all of the levels discussed in the section above, is
presented in the figure on the next page.
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Figure 5. Intervention logic of the information policy on the CAP
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In line with using the logic of the CN indicators to develop the intervention logic for the
evaluation, we also use the indicators suggested by the CN. In general, we use the CN
indicators to structure the assessment of effectiveness in relation to the achievement of
the objectives of the information policy based on three levels: outputs, results and
impacts.

Figure 6. Indicator levels to measure the achievement of objectives

Output level

L Reach of the activities
indicators

Result level Achievement of
indicators specific objectives

Impact level Achievement of
indicators general objectives

We draw on the CN indicators, adapting them to complement our own indicators,
structured at the same levels of outputs, resultsand impacts. It was necessary to add
some indicators of our own because those suggested by the CN do not fully cover the
scope of the evaluation. Thefigure on the next page includes the CN indicators tailored
for this evaluation.
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Figure 7. Tailored CN indicators
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In addition to the general intervention logic, simplified logics were created for the
different types of information measures, which form the core structure of our approach
to this evaluation. We illustrate the mechanisms by which various activities and outputs
are manifested in the results achieved by the information policy. Accordingly, for each
of the intervention logics listed below, we demonstrate how the objectives of engaging
stakeholders to further communicate about the CAP, and of raising public awareness
about the CAP, are achieved.

Each intervention logic comprises three main levels of activities (blue boxes) and
outputs (green boxes), as well as results (darker yellow boxes). The pale yellow boxes
are included to indicate the mechanisms by which the ultimate result is achieved through
the application of a specific information measure.

Media networking

The Ag-Press network is the main tool used by DG AGRI for media networking.
Consisting of journalists and professional communicators from across the Member
States, the Ag-Press network allows DG AGRI to keep contact with journalists across
the continent who specialise in covering agricultural issues. Three main activities feed
into the media networking carried out through this network: the Ag-Press.eu platform,
Ag-Press study trips and Ag-Press seminars (which have taken place online during the
COVID-19 crisis). All of these activities are tailored to inform Ag-Press members about
the various elements of the CAP and the benefitsit brings. This, in turn, should expand
the capacity of network members to communicate about the CAP to the wider public
through their affiliated media outlets. Consequently, media networking activities should
contribute to the achievement of the information policy’s specific objectives of engaging
stakeholders to further communicate about the CAP, and of raising public awareness of
the CAP.

Figure 8. Simplified intervention logic for media networking

Activities Outputs Results
Journalists learn JEAENEE StaKEhC\lcC:EI’S a;e e;gagEd
] produce more - in order to further
Ag-Press.eu : about different media coverage communicate about the
platiorm | l;enﬂlﬁ gblvt:l;;:ﬂed S;fgf‘:;‘;ﬁtm on CAP related CAP to their constituencies
CAP issues and wider public
Ag-Press Study trips
study trips organised i
. Journalists ",
Journalists produce better
Seminars becfomf a\tiya:re quality media Public awareness raised on
Ag-Press organised o7 potentia coverage on the relevance of EU support

- content to be
seminars . CAP related —# for agriculture and rural
communicated issues
development through the

CAP

Web-based communication

DG AGRI maintains a strong online presence to communicate about the CAP. The main
tools for DG AGRI's web-based communication are the europa.eu website and the
DG’s social media accounts (Facebook, Twitter, Instagramand YouTube). Web-based
communication activities allow DG AGRI to reach a wide audience, including both the
general public and stakeholders active in the field of the CAP. The content shared on
the website should informthe audiences about key elements of the CAP and the benefits
it brings, as well as recent policy developments. Through different activities on the
website, visitors can learn about the CAP and related topics.
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Figure 9. Simplified intervention logic of website activities

Activities Outputs Results
Stakeholders learn
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elementsand " agriculture and rural
benefits of the CAR development through the CAP

Different channels are used to engage audiences with different types of web-based
communication: more detailed information on the CAP is presented via the website,
while shorter and engaging posts are promoted on social media, which also includes the
sharing of various audio-visual productions. Social media users who view DG AGRI
content (social media impressions) and further engage with it also become aware of the
CAP and its various elements and benefits.

Figure 10. Simplified intervention logic for social media activities

Activities Outputs Results

Stakeholders are engaged in

Stakeholders learn >
order to further communicate

about new policy

developments, about the CAP to their

Engagement of different elements constituencies and wider public
social media and benefits of the i
Soealneaa users: including CAP |
Social media shares, likes, !
presence and —» A ’ 1
; impressions clickthroughs, i

maintenance . :
print button General public v
pushed, learns about different Public awareness is raised on
comments elements and the relevance of EU support for

benefits of the CAP agriculture and rural

development through the CAP

Overall, web-based communication has the potential to reach the general public and
raise its awareness of the CAP. The information shared online is also easily accessible
to the stakeholders activein the field of agriculture, who can also readily multiply it by
sharing it online with theiraudiences.

Events

The approach taken by the information policy towards events is two-fold. First, DG AGRI
organises conferences, including the annual Agricultural Outlook Conference. These
conferences mainly target stakeholders and focus on thematic areasin accordance with
the political priorities of the European Commission, and in particular on the main
priorities of DG AGRI. Thus, through conferences, stakeholders can learn about new
policy developments, take part in discussions surrounding the various policy priorities
relating to the CAP, as well as engaging with and contributing to policy debates. Later
on, stakeholders can share this information with others within their professional circle,
or even with the general public - thereby becoming multipliers of information
disseminated via DG AGRI conferences.
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Figure 11. Simplified intervention logic for conferences

Activities Outputs Results
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development through the CAP

Second, DG AGRI participates in fairs organised by other organisations, operating an
information stand that is branded as a European Commission stand and is often
organised in cooperation with other DGs. While conferences are principally tailored
towards stakeholders active in their relevant field, fairs very frequently also attractthe
general public, including a key target group of DG AGRI’s information policy - young
persons (school children, families). Visitors to these fairs can learn about the CAP and
related topicsthrough information and activities offered at the stand.

Figure 12. Simplified intervention logic for fairs

Activities Outputs Results

Public awareness raised on the

General public learns relevance of EU support for
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Participation in Participants and benefits of the CAP development through the CAP
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Thus, as with other types of communication, overall events contribute both towards
increasing awareness about the CAP among the general public, and towards a better
understanding of the specific elements of the CAP among stakeholders.

Grants

Funding for grants (information measures about the CAP implemented by third parties)
constitutes a significant part of the information policy budget. These measures
encompass various types of communication activities and may include TV features about
agriculture and innovation; farmvisits; information campaigns; audio-visual and media
activities; as well as apps for smartphones and tablets?°. DG AGRI undertakes a

20 https://ec.europa.eu/info/food-farming-fisheries/key-policies/common-agricultural-policy/financing-
cap/cap-funds/grants-information_en
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supporting and monitoring role in relation to the implementation of grant projects.
Overall, a variety of projects are implemented. These target different audiences: mainly
the general public, but also stakeholders in various member states. As with the case of
measures implemented by the Commission, grant projects should also contribute
towards the achievement of overall policy objectives.

Figure 13. Simplified intervention logic for grants

Activities Outputs Results
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Horizontal activities

Initially, we suggested including a separate chapter on horizontal activities. However,
after discussions with DG AGRI and a review of the available documents, we assessed
individual horizontal activities by:

e Including a separate chapter on corporate communication

e Assessing audio-visual materials/publications in the chapters on social
media/website/events (where relevant, depending on where these have been
used)

e Including a section on“otherevents” in the chapteron events, covering visitors
to information sessions and outreach exercises, following their respective
intervention logics (see below)

Figure 14. Simplified intervention logics for information sessions and outreach
exercises

Activities Outputs Results
Participation in
the Participants General public learns Public awareness raised on the
information in the about different - relevance of EU support for
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ised b sessions of the CAP agriculture and rural
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Activities Outputs Results
Organisation Stakeholders learn Stakeholders are engaged in
of the Participants about proposed policy order to further communicate
outreach ™ inevents ™ changes related to the > about the proposed changes to
excercise future of the CAP their constituencies and wider
public
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4. EVALUATIONSTUDY QUESTIONS

The evaluation answered a total of 14 evaluation study questions (ESQ), covering the
evaluation criteria of effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence and EU added
value. In line with the Better Regulation Guidelines, the effectiveness analysis focuses
on assessing how successful the information policy was in achieving progress towards
its objectives;?! the efficiency analysis looks at the costs and benefits of the information
policy;?? and the analysis of relevance investigates the relationship between the needs
and problems in society and the objectives of the information policy.?* Coherence
encompasses the internal coherence of the information policy, as well as external
coherence - the synergies and duplications between the information policy and similar
activities implemented by other entities.?* Finally, EU added value assesses the changes
(impacts) that can reasonably be attributed to the information policy, rather thanto any
otherfactors.?®

EVALUATION STUDY QUESTIONS

Effectiveness

ESQ 1 To what extent has the information policy on the CAP been effective in
improving the understanding and perception of the CAP for the different target
audiences, both inside and outside the Union, in particular in informing citizens,
farmers and other stakeholders active in rural areas on the CAP?

ESQ 2 To what extent has the policy been effective in reinstating consumer confidence
when needed? In answering this question, the contractor should pay attention to the
implementation of the policy.

ESQ 3 To what extent has the policy been effective in promoting the European model
of agriculture?

ESQ 4 To what extent have external intervening factors such as information provided
by other parties on their own initiatives and means limited the effectiveness of the
policy? Empirical evidence on this issue should be gathered by the case studies,
surveys orinterviews.

ESQ 5 To what extent has the implementation of the procedure of evaluation of the
applications for grants for information actions been effective?

Efficiency

ESQ 6 To what extent are the different tools of the information policy on the CAP
efficient in order to convey the messages and achieve the expected objectives?

2t European Commission, Commission Staff Working Document. Better Regulation Guidelines, Brussels,

2017, p. 59.
European Commission, Commission Staff Working Document. Better Regulation Guidelines, Brussels,
2017, p.62.
European Commission, Commission Staff Working Document. Better Regulation Guidelines, Brussels,
2017, p.62.
European Commission, Commission Staff Working Document. Better Regulation Guidelines, Brussels,
2017, p.62.
European Commission, Commission Staff Working Document. Better Regulation Guidelines, Brussels,
2017, p.63.
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EVALUATION STUDY QUESTIONS

ESQ 7 To what extent has the implementation of the procedure of evaluation of the
applications for grants for information actions been efficient?

Relevance

ESQ 8 To what extent does the information policy on the CAP respond to the
information needs of the target audiences as defined in Article 45 of Regulation (EU)
No 1306/2013?

ESQ 9 To what extent do the activities of the information policy on the CAP meet the
needs of the European citizens?

Coherence

ESQ 10 To what extent is the information policy on the CAP coherent with the
communication policy of the European Commission as a whole?

ESQ 11 To what extent is the policy coherent with the information policy on related
EU policies such as regional, health, trade and environmental policies?

ESQ 12 To what extentis the policy coherent with otherinformation actions on the
CAP like those of Rural Development policy (e.g. European Network for Rural
Development (ENRD), the European Innovation Partnership for Agricultural
Productivity and Sustainability (EIP-AGRI)), and the agricultural markets (EU Market
Observatories), including at the level of Member States?

ESQ 13 To what extent are the components of the information policy, notably the
communication strategy, the annual action plans and their operational objectives, the
co-financed measures and the activities implemented at the Commission’s own
initiative consistent with each other?

EU added value

ESQ 14 To what extent has the information policy on the CAP, both through co-
financed measures and through activities implemented at the Commission’s own
initiative, provided EU added value?
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5. METHODOLOGY

To answer the evaluation study questions and ensure the reliability of the research
results, a mixed-method approach was adopted, featuring such data collection methods
as case studies, desk research, interviews, stakeholder surveys, and usability testing.
Data gathered were triangulated, analysed, and used to formulate recommendations.

5.1. Case studies

17 case studies were implemented:

e Five country-level case studies to explore how national-level actions
complement or contradictthe information policy on the CAP (henceforth referred
to as ‘country case studies’)

e Six case studies to assess information measures implemented by third
parties under grant agreements (henceforth, ‘grants case studies’)

e Five case studies to assess information measures implemented at the
initiative of the Commission (henceforth, ‘Commission’s own initiative case
studies’)

¢ One case study to examine DG AGRI's involvement in corporate
communication campaigns (henceforth, ‘corporate communication case
study’)

5.1.1. Country case studies

Selection

The countries selected for the country case studies are Czechia, Germany, Sweden,
Portugal and Ireland. The following four key selection criteria were applied:

1.

Agriculture: as a share of GDP in each EU Member Statein 2018 (based on World
Bank data?®)

Grants: number of grants awarded between 2015 and 20182’ (based on the
information published on the DG AGRI website?®)

Awareness: share of population who are aware of the CAP?° (based on data from
Eurobarometer?)
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https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.AGR.TOTL.ZS

Some grants awarded to Belgium in 2015 and 2016 were implemented in cooperation with some other
Member States. In such cases, we count the grant for all countries involved.

https://ec.europa.eu/info/food-farming-fisheries/key-policies/common-agricultural-policy/financing-

cap/controls-and-transpare ncy/beneficiaries #grantsforinformation

QC2 Haveyou everheardofthesupportthatthe EU givesfarmers throughits Common AgriculturalPolicy
(CAP)?

European Commission, Europeans, Agriculture and the CAP. Special Eurobarometer 473, 2018.

34


https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.AGR.TOTL.ZS
https://ec.europa.eu/info/food-farming-fisheries/key-policies/common-agricultural-policy/financing-cap/controls-and-transparency/beneficiaries#grantsforinformation
https://ec.europa.eu/info/food-farming-fisheries/key-policies/common-agricultural-policy/financing-cap/controls-and-transparency/beneficiaries#grantsforinformation

Evaluation Support Study on the Information Policy on the Common Agricultural Policy

4. Perception: share of population who believe the financial support given to farmers
is too high3! (based on the data of Eurobarometer (2017-2018)); this indicator was
used as a proxy to measure negative perceptions of the CAP

The countries selected represent varying contexts:
e Below average, average and above average share of agriculture as a % of GDP

e Number of grants implemented: none, greatest number, below average,
average, above average

e Below average, average and above average awareness of the CAP
e Below average, average and above average negative perception of the CAP

In addition to the selection criteria listed above, geographical coverage was considered
to include countries fromfour main regions — Eastern, Western, Southern and Northem
Europe.

The table below presents the countries selected and their characteristics according to
the selection criteria described above.

Table 2. Countries analysed in the case studies

Country Characteristics Region
Czechia - Below average number of grants implemented Eastern Europe
- Average share of agriculture as a % of GDP
- Below average awareness of the CAP
- Above average negative perception of the CAP
Germany - Above average number of grants implemented Western Europe

- Below average share of agriculture as a % of
GDP

- Average awareness of the CAP
- Above average negative perception of the CAP
Sweden - No grants implemented Northern Europe

- Below average share of agriculture as a % of
GDP

- Above average awareness of the CAP

- Above average negative perception of the CAP

31 QC9 The EU provides financial support to farmers to help stabilise theirincomes. The aid represents
around 1% of the combined public expenditure of the 28 Member States of the EU, and almost 40% of
the total EU budget. Do you think that this support is too low, about right or too high?
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Country Characteristics Region

Portugal - Average number of grants implemented Southern Europe
- Average share of agriculture as a % of GDP
- Above average awareness of the CAP
- Average negative perception of the CAP

Ireland - Above average number of grants implemented Western Europe

- Below average share of agriculture as a % of
GDP

- Below average awareness of the CAP

- Below average negative perception of the CAP

Approach

The country case studies aimed to assess in detail the complementarity of the
information policy with the actions implemented in the Member States. The
context of communication about the CAP in the Member States was reviewed, with the
aim of identifying whether:

e the measuresimplemented in the Member States are in line with the objectives
of the information policy on the CAP;

e any contradictory actions exist, and in what ways they make communication
about the CAP more difficult;

e the projectsimplemented via grants address existing problems, create value and
do not duplicate other efforts at national level.

The country case studies were implemented by national experts who are familiar with
different aspects of agricultural policy in their countries. The main data collectiontools
used were desk research and interviews (12 for Czechia, nine for Germany, four for
Ireland, five for Sweden, and nine for Portugal). The lower number of interviews for
Ireland resulted from difficulties in reaching grant recipients there, as well as the new
working arrangements of some stakeholder organisations due to COVID-19. In Sweden,
a smaller number of interviews were carried out because no grants had implemented
there (meaning one less group to target), as well as new working arrangements of some
stakeholder organisations due to COVID-19. Overall, while difficulties were encountered
in reaching some of the interviewees, experts drew on available online sources and
managed to collect all of the information necessary to provide a comprehensive
assessment of complementarities between the information policy on the CAP and the
actions adopted in the Member States.

5.1.2. Grants case studies

Four key principles guided the selection of grant projects forin-depthreview:
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¢ Recently completed projects were selected to ensure that valuable feedback
could be gained from stakeholders; the selection focused on projects between
2017 and 2018

e Variety was ensured in terms of scope, both financial and geographical; the
selection included projects included with various budgets, implemented within a
single country oracross multiple countries

e Duplications with country case studies were avoided

e The selection reflects the fact that many of the projects implemented were
information campaigns that included a combination of communication tools to
achieve their objectives

The summary of the grant case studies is presented in the table below.

Table 3. Summary of grant case studies

Type Focus Projects selected

Events Events for one of the key ‘Discovering tomorrow’s farm leaders’
target audiences - school (2018), implemented in Bulgaria by
children and teachers, and STRATEGMA Agency Ltd
young people

‘CAP works for us!” (2018), implemented in
Bulgaria by AgriGate Media Ltd

Audio-visual Projects focused on ‘The Young Farmers Engine for CAP 2020’
production producing and promoting (2017), implemented by RTV Slovenija in
audio-visual materials three countries (Slovenia, Croatia, Finland)

’

‘ALOE: Agriculture Link Occitani-Europe
(2017), implemented in France by Groupe La
Dépéche du Midi

Information An organisation that ‘GAIA CAP’ (2016), implemented in Greece
campaigns implemented information by GAIA
measures on multiple
occasions (continuity of ‘Supportforinformation measuresrelating to
actions) the CAP for 2017, implemented in Greece by
GAIA

‘CAPforward’(2019), implemented in Greece
by GAIA (covered to the extent allowed by
the data on this project that is already

available)
Information Projects with a wide ‘AHEAD FOR CAP - awareness raising
campaigns variety of activities campaign for CAP’ (2017), implemented in
(internal coherence) Bulgaria by Economedia

‘#ReConnect Farmers and Nature’ (2018),
implemented in Belgium by Natuurpunt vzw

Information Web/TV-based campaigns ‘More than farming’ (2018), implemented in
campaigns only Spain by La Vanguardia Ediciones S.L.U.

‘La PAC pour tous les citoyens’ (2017),
implemented by France Médias Monde in
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Type Focus Projects selected

France, Romania and the France24
international network.

Information Information campaigns ‘CAP it ALL offl” (2017), implemented in
campaigns with a strong focus on Cyprus by Opinion and Action
events

‘Parlez-vous PAC?’ (2018), implemented in
France by Fédération Francaise des Maisons
de I'Europe

To carry out six grant case studies, desk research and a total of 31 interviews were
conducted. Difficulties were encountered in reaching some potential interviewees and
gaining access to the relevant documentation. However, the key stakeholders were
interviewed, and the main documents needed for the analysis were received.

5.1.3. Commission’s own initiative case studies and corporate
communication case study

Five case studies were conducted to examine information measures implemented at the
initiative of the Commission. The summary of these case studiesis presented in the
table below.

Table 4. Summary of Commission’s own initiative and corporate communication case
studies

Social media DG AGRI social Little Patch / Teachers pack (2018) Desk
media research
campaigns EU Quality scheme (2018)
Social media
Future of CAP (2018) analysis
Future of CAP (2017) Interviews

The CAP in one word (2017)

Website DG AGRI DG AGRI website: Desk
website at https://ec.europa.eu/info/food-farming- research
europa.eu fisheries/key-policies/common-

(content, agricultural-policy en Interviews

design, (usability

navigation) testing)
Website
survey

Events Conferences EU Agricultural Outlook Conference Desk
organised by research
DG AGRI Salon International de I’Agriculture (SIA)

fair Interviews

Fairs visited by
DG AGRI


https://ec.europa.eu/info/food-farming-fisheries/key-policies/common-agricultural-policy_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/food-farming-fisheries/key-policies/common-agricultural-policy_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/food-farming-fisheries/key-policies/common-agricultural-policy_en
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AU EU Ministerial Conference on 21 June Participant

2019 observation
Ag-Press Journalists’ Study trips and seminars implemented Desk
network study trips during the evaluation period research
Interviews
Qualitative
content
analysis
Teachers’ Teachers’ Teachers’ resource pack: Desk

resource pack resource pack https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/teachers- research

prepared by pack/index en

DG AGRI Interviews
(usability) (usability
testing)
Corporate Corporate Invest EU, rural campaign, EU and Me Desk
communication communication research
campaigns
Interviews

5.2. Deskresearch

The evaluation began with desk research. Key administrative documentsrelating to the
implementation of grant projectsand the Commission’s own initiatives were reviewed.
Relevant external documents were also explored and included in the analysis (e.g.
Eurobarometer surveys).

The mapping exercise was conducted in collaboration with the national experts. The
experts identified national communication actions relating to the CAP in the Member
States, and carried out the following activities:

e Collecting datathrough desk research

e Interviews with officials working in national institutions

e Monitoring of national media

5.3. Interviews

Eight scoping interviews were conducted with various DG AGRI staff members involved
with the information policy on the CAP.

In addition, the main interview programme was carried out, targeting key stakeholders
of the information policy on the CAP. The table on the next page shows the number of
interviews conducted by stakeholder group.


https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/teachers-pack/index_en
https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/teachers-pack/index_en
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Table 5. Summary of interviews conducted

Stakeholder group Target set Interviews conducted

European DG AGRI
Commission
DG COMM
Other DGs
SPP

Representations
European Parliament

Representative associations,
socio-economic interest groups,
civil society organisations and
trade unions represented in the
CDGs

Other associations

Research institutes/centres

National rural networks (from

countries where no grants were
implemented)

Total

10

25

5 (target
reduced to 2-3
in a progress
call)

5 (target
reduced to 2-3
in a progress
call)

55

5.4. Stakeholdersurveys

11 (Units A1,C1,E2, G1,D2, 19
B2, D1, B4, and F1)

2 (Units B1 and B3)

5 (CLIMA, REGIO, SANTE,
and TRADE)

3 (ES, FR, and PL)
2

27 (CEJA, COPA-COGECA, IFOAM EU,
FoodDrinkEurope, Beelife, AREPO, EPHA,
EFNCP, OriGIn, ELO, WWF, ENAJ, EURAF,
SMEUnited, EEB, PAN Europe, CEETTAR,
PREPARE, CONCORD, FESASS, CEMA,
RED, Eurocommerce, UEF, EFBA, ELARD,
AmChamEU)

3 (EIP-AGRI and ENRD external
contractors, and Euractive)

2

58

To collect quantifiable data, four web-based stakeholder surveys were designed and
conducted. These brought added value, as they helped to gather the opinions of more
substantial and more representative samples within the selected groups. Theresults of
these surveys also enabled the triangulation of findings and the quantitative analysis of

key evaluation study questions.

Each web-based stakeholder survey was carried out according to the following steps:

e Defining target groups

e Developing questionnaires

e Conducting surveys
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Defining target groups

To ensure the surveys complemented the other data collection methods and yielded the
missing data required to answer key questions, they targeted different groups:

e Main survey: targeted at stakeholders active in the field of the CAP. This
includes audiences defined in DG AGRI action plans: beneficiaries of the CAP
(farmers and other actors in the food chain and rural areas), as well as members
of various farming and other NGOs, and members of public authorities.

e Grant applicant survey: targeted at grant applicants (successful and
unsuccessful).

e Ag-Press networksurvey: targeted at members of the Ag-Press network.

e Website survey: targeted at users of the ‘Common agricultural policy’ section
of the European Commission’s website, as well as relevant pages within the class
‘Food, Farming, Fisheries’ (carried out as part of a case study on the website).

Developing survey questionnaires

Survey gquestionnaires were based on the indicators provided in the evaluation grid.
They were developed in consultation with officials at the European Commission.

Conducting surveys

Survey data was collected using the tool SurveyGizmo. This boasts numerous useful
features, including estimation of survey duration and respondent fatigue, and has been
continuously improved to combine research functionality and respondent satisfaction.

Various methods were used to disseminate the surveys, depending on the target
audience:

e The main survey was disseminated via e-mail (stakeholders were contacted by
both DG AGRI and PPMI) and via targeted posts on social media.

e The grant applicant survey was disseminated via email to 2016-2019 grant
applicants, both successful and unsuccessful.

e The Ag-Press network survey was disseminated via DG AGRI channels - the
Ag-Press platformand newsletter.

e The website survey was disseminated via e-mail (contacted by DG AGRI). Links
to the survey were also placed on various CAP-related sections and pages on the
website.

For the main survey, the Ag-Press network survey, and the website survey, a target
confidence level was set of 95%, considered an industry standard. For the grant
applicant survey, a lower confidence level target of 85% was decided upon. The reason
for this was that the population of grant applicantsis small; therefore, a more significant
proportion of respondents is needed to achieve the same level of confidence as in other
surveys.
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In addition, a minimum, an intermediate and an ideal target were set for the margin of
error in each survey. The targets3? were as follows:

e Minimumtarget - 10% margin of error (main survey - 97 responses; Ag-Press
network survey - 88 responses; grant applicant survey — 38 responses; website
survey - 97 responses).

e Intermediate target - 7% margin of error (main survey - 196 responses; Ag-
Press network survey — 165 responses; grant applicant survey — 60 responses;
website survey — 196 responses).

e Ideal target - 5% margin of error (main survey — 385 responses; Ag-Press
network survey — 280 responses; grant applicant survey — 83 responses; website
survey - 385 responses).

Two of the surveys achieved the minimum target, while two of the surveys achieved the
ideal target. The results are as follows:

e Main survey — 388 responses received (ideal target reached).

e Ag-Pressnetwork survey — 131 responses received (minimum target reached).
e Grant applicant survey — 45 responses received (minimum target reached)

e Website survey - 611 responses received (ideal target reached)

The description of how the surveys were analysed is presented in the sections of this
report on quantitative and qualitative analysis.

5.5. Usability testing (part of the case study on the website)
The purpose of this exercise was to understand how users interact with the CAP-related
sections and pages within the class ‘Food, Farming, Fisheries’ on the European

Commission’s website. By achieving this, we aimed to identify potential problems and
solutions.

Our testing focused mainly on two sections within the class ‘Food, Farming, Fisheries’
on the European Commission’s website:

e The section'Common agricultural policy”and its children pages
e Thesection'Farming’ and its sectionsand pages

In addition, we included the website’s ‘Quality labels’ section because web analytics data
shows that it is highly popular among website visitors.

We invited respondents who left their e-mail address in the main survey to participate
in the test. Nine remote usability testing sessions were conducted with website users,

32 Calculated using the following audience sizes: unlimited (for the main survey and the website survey);
1024 (forthe Ag-Press network survey); 138 (for the grant applicant survey — number of organisations
reached).
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each taking between 36 and 62 minutes. A pilot test was conducted before the real
sessions took place.

The application GoToMeeting was used to conduct the tests because it allows screen
sharing, calling and recording. Tests were recorded and then uploadedto PPMI’s server.
Participants used their own home or workplace equipment and preferred browser
software. With the participants’ permission, we recorded their computer screen and
voice forthe duration of the session.

The sessions took place in three stages:

Stage 1 - introduction. Each participant was introduced to the purpose and
the process of the test. They were encouraged to be critical and straightforward,
and it was emphasised that the participant was evaluating the web page, rather
than the moderator evaluating the participant. The moderator instructed
participants to provide comments during the session, so that a verbal record
exists of theirinteractions with the web page. The participants were assured that
they would remain anonymous. Participants were asked several contextual
questions.

Stage 2 - scenarios and tasks. Each participant received several tasks,
integrated into everyday scenarios and related to information about the CAP. The
tasks focused on the sections ‘Common agricultural policy’, ‘Farming’ and ‘Quality
labels’.

Stage 3 - questions. Participants were not asked any questions while they
performed the tasks, to avoid interfering with the process. Several questions
were asked after the completion of each task. These questions related to the
completion of each specific task, and how easy or hard the participant found it.
To sum up the experience, we asked each participant several questions at the
end of each exercise, after they had completed all of the tasks. The final
questions focused on their overall experience with the web page.
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5.6. Usability testing (part of the case study on the Teachers’Resource
Pack)

The purpose of this exercise was to understand how teachers interact with the Teachers’
Resource Pack, toreceive their feedback on various elements of the pack, and to identify
successful aspects, as well as potential problems and solutions.

We invited 41 expert teachers fromvarious EU countries - ambassadors for the Scientix
network -to participate. Five usability tests were completed with teachers who
responded to the invitation. The teachers who participated were based in Austra,
Ireland, Denmark, Belgium and the Netherlands. As described in a study by usability
expert Jakob Nielsen, testing products with five users is effective, and more elaborate
testing is only needed when a product is aimed at very diverse target groups?3. In this
case study, the target group was fairly narrow — teachers. We therefore regard five tests
as a sufficient number for the purpose of this case study, even though a limitation of
the sample was identified (all participants came from Western European countries).

During the tests, we focused on the electronic version of the Teachers’ Resource Pack.
The pack was sent in advanceto the teachers who agreed to participate. Each test took
between 58 and 90 minutes.

The application GoToMeeting was used to conduct the tests. Participants used their own
home or workplace equipment and preferred browser software. With the participants’
permission, we recorded their computer screen and voice for the duration of the session.

The sessions took place in three stages, similar to the usability testing on the website.
5.7. Qualitative data analysis
5.7.1. General approach to qualitative data analysis

A qualitative approach was applied to analyse the data collected via desk research
(policy and other documents as well as literature and reports), interviews, case studies
and open survey questions. This helped to answer some of the evaluation study
questions, particularly those concerning the effectiveness, efficiency, policy relevance
and coherence of the information policy on the CAP.

To ensure the analysis remained structured, we employed the qualitative data analysis
software NVivo 10. As the first step, we compiled the coding framework. This mirrored
the structure of the evaluation grid and focused on the evaluation study questions. All
materials were then uploaded to the software and carefully examined. This process
helped us to classify, sort and arrange information as well as to examine the
relationships between the data collected.

5.7.2. Qualitative content analysis (Ag-Press articles)

To assess the articles published by people who had participated in Ag-Press events, the
principles of qualitative content analysis were applied. Key steps included the following:

¢ Sampling: the sample consisted of a total of 226 articles issued after the
following Ag-Press events and shared by DG AGRI: 2016 press trips to Czechia

33 Nielsen, J., ‘Why You Only Need to Test with 5 Users’, Nielsen Norman Group, 2000, available at:
https://www.nngroup.conVarticles/why-you-only-need-to-test-with-5-users/.
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and Spain; 2017 press trips to Belgium and the Netherlands; a 2017 seminar in
Belgium; 2018 press trips to Austria, Belgium and Bulgaria; 2018 seminars in
Brussels (June and December); 2019 press trips to Finland and Romania.

¢ Conceptualisation and operationalisation: we defined the main variables we
searched for in the articles, and defined their measurement (including the unit
of analysis - sentence, part of the sentence, paragraph).

Table 6. Qualitative content analysis framework

What is measured (level of measurement: content)

Press trips

Mention of the CAP Article: direct mention of the common agricultural policy (or
its abbreviation)

Mention of the CAP reform Sentence or part of a sentence: mention of the CAP reform
Mention of EU subsidies: Part of a sentence: direct mention of subsidies
e EU funds supporting e Sentence/paragraph: description of how EU funds
modernisation supported the modernisation of farming
e Raising questions about e Sentence/paragraph: description of how subsidies
subsidies are questioned
e Subsidies in connection e Sentence/paragraph: description of how subsidies
with the modernisation supported the modernisation of farms
of farming

Mention of EU support for rural Sentence or part of a sentence: mention of EU support for
development rural development (or various synonyms)

CAP helping to solve farmers’ Sentence/paragraph: description of how the CAP has helped
problems to solve the problems faced by farmers

Drawbacks of the CAP Sentence/paragraph: description of issues with the CAP
European model of agriculture: Sentence/paragraph: description of how the CAP contributes
to different elements of the European model of agriculture
e Creating growth and

jobs in rural areas

e Environment and
climate change

e Fair standard of living
for farmers

e Reasonable food prices
for consumers

e Safe, healthy, high-
quality food in the EU

e Sustainable farming
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What is measured (level of measurement: content)

Story about farms without Article: article that describes farms without directly
connection to the CAP/EU mentioning the CAP/EU

e Paragraph-level stories Paragraph(s): paragraph(s) in the article that describe farms
without directly mentioning the CAP/EU (only in those
articles where CAP/EU support was mentioned elsewhere)

Seminars

CAP reform Article: article focuses on presenting the CAP reform

e C(Citation of DG AGRI Sentence(s): direct quotation or paraphrasing of the DG
Commissioner AGRI Commissioner

e Citing other DG AGRI Sentence(s): direct quotation or paraphrasing of DG AGRI
officials officials

¢ How the CAP will be Sentence(s)/paragraph: description of how the proposed
improved elements of the reform will contribute to an improved CAP

e Issues with the reform  Sentence(s)/paragraph: description of problems relating to
the proposed reform

e Presentation of the Sentence(s)/paragraph: description of the elements of the

reform reform proposed
Topic from presentation Article: article describes a topic that was discussed in the
(seminar and Outlook seminar/Outlook conference (which is not related to the CAP
conference) reform)

o Tools for analysis: we uploaded the coding framework and articlesto NVivo 10
(pictured in the figure on the next page).
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Figure 15. NVivo 10 coding framework

=] O Press trip
3. CAP
() Mention of the CAP

O Mention of the CAP reform
=-() Mention of the EL subsidies

O EU funds for supporting modernisation
O Raising questions about subsidies
O Subizidies in connection of modernising farming

O Mention of the EU support for rural development
O CAP helps solve problems of farmers

#1-(J) Country

O Drawbacks of the CAP
= O European model of agriculture

O Creating growth and jobs in rural areas
O Environment and climate change

O Fair standard of living for farmers

O Family farming

O Reasonable food prices for consumers
O Safe, healthy, high quality food

() Stable supply of food in the EU

O Sustainable farming

= O Story about farms without connection to the CAP EL

() Paragraph level stories

= O Seminar
= O CaP
= O CAP reform

O Citation of DG AGRI Commissicner
O Citing other DG AGRI officials

() How CAP should be improved

O Issues with the reform

O Presentation of the reform

+ O Year

+ O Topics from presentation (seminar and Outlock conference)

e Testing and coding: to test the framework, two researchers tried coding
articles together, then separately. Because a good level of reliability was
achieved between coders, no revisions were made to the coding framework. We
then applied the framework to code all articles in NVivo. We also ran a query to
find the most commonly used words in the articles.

¢ Reporting: results are reported in the section on Ag-Pressimpacts.
5.8. Quantitative data analysis

To analyse data collected via desk research and surveys, a quantitative approach was
adopted. This helped to increase the rigour of findings and the reliability of research
results — especially those concerning the effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of the
information policy on the CAP.

Analysis of monitoring and evaluation data helped us to answer several questions
concerning the effectiveness and efficiency (including the unit costs and cost-benefit
ranking) of the information policy on the CAP. Analysing other statistical data was
central to assessing the performance of social media and the website, including such
indicators as reach and engagement. Analysis of the survey data shed light on external
attitudes towards the policy. It also allowed conclusions to be reached with regard to
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stakeholder perceptions of the effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence and added
value of the information policy on the CAP. In all cases, descriptive statistics were used.

5.9. Conclusions and recommendations

The methodology was designed and implemented to ensure the validity, reliability and
robustness of the research results. Additional effort was put into ensuring that:

e all sources of primary data (collected via interviews, surveys, usability tests) and
secondary data (based on the review of existing documents) were checked for
quality and robustness;

e data collection and analysis avoid any biases, and represent conflicting views
objectively;

e the process of data analysis has been documented and reported
transparently, providing all sources of information used to ensure the
replicability of results;

e all the assumptions on which the analysis is based are well-grounded and made
explicit;

e all the conclusions are triangulated using alternative or complementary sources
of evidence;

¢ we do not duplicate the research work carried out by other researchers or the
Commission, but instead use it instrumentally to answer the evaluation study
questions of this study.

While developing the recommendations, a utilisation-focused study approach was
followed. This approach is based on the idea that studies should be judged by their
utility and actual use34. To develop useful and practical recommendations, we applied
the 10 principles defined by M. Q. Patton.>®

5.10. Limitations of the methodology

Some dra