
The CAP and national priorities

within the EU budget

after 2020



  
 



The CAP and national priorities

within the EU budget

after 2020

  Warsaw 2018

Editors:

dr Marek Wigier

prof. dr hab. Andrzej Kowalski

THE POLISH AND THE EU AGRICULTURES 2020+
CHALLENGES, CHANCES, THREATS, PROPOSALS

INSTITUTE OF AGRICULTURAL
A N D  F O O D  E C O N O M I C S
NATIONAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Proceedings of the International Scientific Conference

“The CAP and national priorities within the EU budget after 2020”

Multi-Annual Programme 2015-2019

“The Polish and the EU agricultures 2020+. Challenges, chances, threats, proposals”

11-13 June 2018

Lidzbark Warmiński, Poland



This monograph was prepared under the Multi-Annual Programme 2015-2019  
“The Polish and the EU agricultures 2020+. Challenges, chances, threats, proposals”.  
The publication is a collection of selected papers delivered at the 23rd edition of the International 
Scientific Conference organized by the Institute of Agricultural and Food Economics - National Research 
Institute. The theme of the conference was ”The CAP and national priorities within the EU budget after 
2020”. The conference was placed on 11-13 June 2018 in Lidzbark Warmi ski in Poland.  

In the Scientific Committee of the Conference was participated: Prof. Andrzej Kowalski (IAFE-NRI, 
Poland), Prof. Drago Cvijanonivi  (University of Kragujevac, Serbia), Prof. Thomas Doucha (IAEI, Czech 
Republic), Noureddin Driouech, PhD (CIHEAM, Italy), Prof. Szczepan Figiel (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Prof. 
Masahiko Gemma (Waseda University, Japan), Prof. Wojciech Józwiak (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Prof. Jacek 
Kulawik (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Prof. Yuriy Oleksiyovych Lupenko (IAE, Ukraina), Prof. V ra Majerová 
(CULS, Prague), Prof. Dimitre Nikolov (IAE, Bulgaria), Maire Nurmet, PhD (EMÜ, Estonia), Prof. Gabriel 
Popescu (ASE, Romania), Norbert Potori, PhD (AKI, Hungary), Prof. W odzimierz Rembisz (IAFE-NRI, 
Poland), Piotr Szajner, PhD (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Prof. Alina Sikorska (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Prof. Jonel 
Subi  (IAE, Serbia), Prof. Samuele Trestini (UNIPD, Italy), Prof. Olga Varchenko (Bila Tserkva National 
Agrarian University, Ukraine), Dipl.-Ing. Klaus Wagner (AWI, Austria), Marek Wigier, PhD (IAFE-NRI, 
Poland), Prof. Józef St. Zegar (IAFE-NRI, Poland) 

In the Organising Committee of the Conference was participated: Ma gorzata Bu kowska (IAFE-NRI, 
Poland), Anna Hankiewicz (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Joanna Jaroszewska (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Joanna 
Korczak (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Krzysztof Kossakowski (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Irena Mikiewicz (IAFE- 
-NRI, Poland), Ma gorzata Miko ajczyk (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Lech Parzuchowski (IAFE-NRI, Poland), 
Ewa Sierakowska (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Paulina Smakosz (IAFE-NRI, Poland), Leszek lipski (IAFE- 
-NRI, Poland), Marek Wigier, PhD (IAFE-NRI, Poland). 
 
 
Reviewers: 
Professor Dimitre Nikolov, Institute of Agricultural Economics, Sofia, Bulgaria 
Professor Gabriel Popescu, The Bucharest University of Economic Studies, Bucharest, Romania 
 
 
Proofreaders: 
Joanna Gozdera 
Katarzyna Mikulska 
 
 
Technical editors: 
Krzysztof Kossakowski, Katarzyna Mikulska, Barbara Paw owska, Ewa Sierakowska, Leszek lipski, 
Kamila Tomaszewska, Barbara Walkiewicz 
 
 
Translated by 
Summa Linguae S.A. 
 
 
Cover Project 
Leszek lipski 
 
 
 
ISBN 978-83-7658-751-6 
 
DOI: 10.30858/pw/9788376587516 
 
 
Instytut Ekonomiki Rolnictwa i Gospodarki ywno ciowej 
– Pa stwowy Instytut Badawczy 
ul. wi tokrzyska 20, 00-002 Warszawa  
tel.: (22) 50 54 444 
faks: (22) 50 54 636 
e-mail: dw@ierigz.waw.pl 
http://www.ierigz.waw.pl 



 

Contents 

The CAP and national priorities  within the EU budget after 2020 ...................... 11 
Dr Marek Wigier 
1. CAP between 2020 and 2027 – legislative proposals  of the European 
Commission ............................................................................................................. 19 
Prof. dr hab. Andrzej Kowalski 

1.1. CAP financing ................................................................................................................. 19 
1.2. Market regulations .......................................................................................................... 21 
1.3. Direct payments .............................................................................................................. 23 
1.4. Rural monitoring ............................................................................................................. 26 
References: ...................................................................................................................................... 26 

2. Holistic risk management as a response  to budgetary constraints ................... 27 
Prof. dr hab. Jacek Kulawik, mgr Grzegorz Konat, dr Micha  Soliwoda, 
dr Joanna Paw owska-Tyszko 

. . Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 27 

. . The holistic risk management concept ......................................................................... 28 

. . Holistic risk management in agriculture – key issues of concern ............................ 31 

. Holistic risk management in agriculture on the example of the United  
States of America ............................................................................................... ............ 35 

. . Summary and conclusions ............................................................................................. 38 
References ........................................................................................................................................ 38 

3. Economic and social features of contemporary development  
of the Czech agriculture and rural areas ................................................................. 40 
Prof. V ra Majerová, Ing. Ji í Sálus, Ing. Tereza Smékalová 

3.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 40 
3.2. Globalisation and its effects (consequences) .............................................................. 41 
3.3. Characteristic features of contemporary development .............................................. 42 
3.4. Change of food autarchy concept ................................................................................. 43 
3.5. Consumer behaviour of households ............................................................................. 44 
3.6. Dual quality of food ........................................................................................................ 45 
3.7. Social farming ................................................................................................................. 46 
3.8. Summary and conclusions ............................................................................................. 47 
References ........................................................................................................................................ 48 

4. To whom belongs the future of rural prosperity 2020+? ................................... 50 
PhD Rita Vilk , PhD Živil  Gedminait -Raudon  

4.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 50 
4.2. Theoretical assumptions for rural prosperity .............................................................. 51 



4.3. Methodology ................................................................................................................... 54 
4.4. Results and discussion .................................................................................................... 56 
4.5. Summary and conclusions ............................................................................................. 60 
References ........................................................................................................................................ 60 

5. The specificity of economic integration processes in agriculture ..................... 63 
Prof. Julian Krzy anowski 

5.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 63 
5.2. Objectives and methods ................................................................................................. 65 
5.3. Research results and discussion .................................................................................... 65 
5.4. Summary and conclusions ............................................................................................. 69 
References ........................................................................................................................................ 70 

6. The Common Agricultural Policy of the European Union –  
main challenges for a new budget .......................................................................... 72 
PhD Justyna Góral, Prof. Anatoliy Pilyavskyy 

6.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 72 
6.2. Agricultural policy post-2020 ....................................................................................... 76 
6.3. Summary and conclusions ............................................................................................. 81 
References ........................................................................................................................................ 82 

7. Problems and risks linked with investment supports  in agrarian sector –  
the Czech experience .............................................................................................. 85 
PhD Marie Šimpachová Pechrová, Prof. Tomáš Doucha, MSc Ond ej Chaloupka 

7.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 85 
7.2. Material and methods ..................................................................................................... 87 
7.3. The assessment model for application of farms for investment supports .................... 89 
7.4. Summary and conclusions ............................................................................................. 91 
References ........................................................................................................................................ 91 

8. The adoption of agricultural insurance to manage farm risk: preliminary 
evidences from a field survey among Italian  and Polish farmers ......................... 93 
Prof. Samuele Trestini, PhD Elisa Giampietri, PhD Magdalena miglak-Krajewska 

8.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 94 
8.2. Data and methodology ................................................................................................... 95 
8.3. Results .............................................................................................................................. 97 
8.4. Summary and conclusions ............................................................................................. 99 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 100 

9. The Common Agricultural Policy and the farm  households’ off-farm  
labour supply ......................................................................................................... 102 
PhD Jason Loughrey, Prof. Thia Hennessy 

9.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 103 



 

9.2. Theoretical framework ................................................................................................. 103 
9.3. Methodology ................................................................................................................. 105 
9.4. Data ................................................................................................................................. 108 
9.5. Results – farm operator ................................................................................................ 110 
9.6. Results – farm operator and spouse ............................................................................ 114 
9.7. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 115 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 116 

10. Comparison of potential effects on the profitability  of the US MPP 
application on dairy farms  in Veneto (Italy) and Wielkopolska (Poland) ......... 117 
MSc Federico Vaona, PhD Cristian Bolzonella, Prof. Martino Cassandro,  
Prof. Tomasz Szwaczkowski 

10.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 118 
10.2. Materials and methods ................................................................................................. 119 
10.3. The situation in Veneto ................................................................................................ 120 
10.4. The situation in Wielkopolska .................................................................................... 121 
10.5. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 123 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 124 

11. The risk management and the insurance  of agricultural production ............ 125 
Prof. Drago Cvijanovi , PhD Željko Vojinovi , Prof. Otilija Sedlak, PhD Dejan Sekuli  

11.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 125 
11.2. Theoretical basis ........................................................................................................... 126 
11.3. Characteristics of the plant production insurance in Serbia .................................... 128 
11.4. The position of farmers in the system ........................................................................ 132 
11.5. Research results ............................................................................................................. 133 
11.6. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 138 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 142 

12. Distribution of interventions of the Rural Development  Programme  
and Regional Operational Programmes  in 2007-2013 in the context  
of territorial development ..................................................................................... 144 
Dr Pawe  Chmieli ski, Dr hab. Marcin Gospodarowicz, prof. IERiG -PIB 

12.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 144 
12.2. Types of intervention of the RDP and 16 ROPs ....................................................... 145 
12.3. Support for local development in the rural and regional policy  

between 2007 and 2013 ............................................................................................... 151 
12.4. Discussion and summary ............................................................................................. 155 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 156 

  



 

13. The role of organic farming in the CAP, the rural development programme, 
with particular regard to subsidies ........................................................................ 158 
PhD Gábor Gyarmati  

13.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 158 
13.2. Organic farming’s characteristics ............................................................................... 159 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 171 

14. Agricultural policy in the servitizated economy ............................................ 173 
PhD Dalia Vidickiene, PhD Zivile Gedminaite-Raudone 

14.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 173 
14.2. Reasons to use servitized business model in agriculture ......................................... 174 
14.3. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 178 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 179 

15. The Model of Innovative Rural Entrepreneurship Development  
Designing ............................................................................................................... 181 
Prof. Lesia Zaburanna, PhD, Associate Professor Tetiana Lutska 

15.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 181 
15.2. The aim and methodology of the research ................................................................ 184 
15.3. The research results ...................................................................................................... 186 
15.4. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 200 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 200 

16. Smart Manufacturing – potential of new digital technologies and big  
data in the food industry ....................................................................................... 202 
PhD Katarzyna Kosior 

16.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 202 
16.2. Smart manufacturing .................................................................................................... 203 
16.3. Big data analyses – basis for the development of smart enterprises ...................... 204 
16.4. Digital twin paradigm................................................................................................... 206 
16.5. Smart manufacturing in the food industry in Poland ............................................... 207 
16.6. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 211 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 211 

17. A paradigmatic view on the possibility of applying  the provisions  
of the Common Agricultural and Fisheries Policy  of the EU in the agrarian sector 
of the economy in Ukraine.................................................................................... 214 
DSc (Econ) Vasyl D. Zalizk, Prof. DSc (Econ) Nataliia M. Vdovenko, Sergiy S. Shepeliev 

17.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 214 
17.2. The development of the EU Common Agricultural Policy and  Common Fisheries 

Policy and its impact on the competitiveness of the fisheries sector .................... 215 



 

17.3. Components of the Common Fisheries Policy of  the EU  in the context of the 
conservation system and sustainable usage of fisheries resources ............................. 218 

17.4. Fundamental principles of CFP reforms .................................................................... 219 
17.5. Results of aquaculture producers activities on the possibilities of  provisions’ 

implementation of the Common Agricultural and Fisheries Policy of the EU in 
fisheries during AGRO-2018 ...................................................................................... 223 

17.6. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 229 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 229 

18. Direct producer support measures and level of harmonization with Common 
Agricultural Policy in Bosnia and Herzegovina .................................................. 232 
MSc Alen Muj inovi , Merima Makaš, Prof. dr Sabahudin Bajramovi  

18.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 232 
18.2. Materials and methods ................................................................................................. 234 
18.3. Economic and agricultural development of the country .......................................... 235 
18.4. Budgetary support to the agricultural sector ............................................................. 236 
18.5. Direct producer support measures .............................................................................. 239 
18.6. Direct payments ............................................................................................................ 241 
18.7. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 242 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 243 

19. The Hungarian and Polish agricultural trade in the light  of CAP budgetary 
restrictions ............................................................................................................. 245 
PhD Tamás Mizik 

19.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 245 
19.2. Methodology and data sources .................................................................................... 247 
19.3. Importance of the agriculture ...................................................................................... 247 
19.4. Trade characteristics of the Hungarian agriculture .................................................. 250 
19.5. Trade characteristics of the Polish agriculture .......................................................... 253 
19.6. Comparison of the Hungarian-Polish agricultural trade .......................................... 255 
19.7. The future of the Hungarian-Polish agricultural trade in the light of  the possible 

budgetary changes ......................................................................................................... 256 
19.8. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 258 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 259 

20. Implementation of innovation projects in the context  of agribusiness 4.0  
in Ukraine .............................................................................................................. 262 
Prof. Lesia Kucher 

20.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 262 
20.2. Methodology ................................................................................................................. 264 
20.3. Implementation of the most important innovation projects in  agribusiness in 

Ukrainian regions: current state and problems of their financing sources ........... 265 



 

20.4. Cluster analysis of the implementation of investment and innovative projects in 
agribusiness in Ukrainian regions .............................................................................. 269 

20.5. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 275 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 276 

21. The impact of globalization on farmers income. Evidence from Poland  
and Romanian agriculture ..................................................................................... 279 
MSc C lin Henriette Cristiana, MSc Izvoranu Anca Marina, MSc Todirica Ioana Claudia 

21.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 279 
21.2. Literature review ........................................................................................................... 280 
21.3. Globalization impact on rural areas ............................................................................ 282 
21.4. Globalization impact on small farmers – foreign investment in Romania  

and Poland ...................................................................................................................... 288 
21.5. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 290 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 291 

22. Land concentration and competitiveness  of agricultural enterprises  
in Ukraine .............................................................................................................. 292 
PhD Anatolii Kucher 

22.1. Introduction ................................................................................................................... 292 
22.2. Methodology ................................................................................................................. 294 
22.3. Status and trends of land concentration in agricultural enterprises  

of Ukraine ..................................................................................................................... 294 
22.4. The level of concentration and the intensity of competition in the land rental 

market: the case of Ukrainian agroholdings ............................................................. 300 
22.5. Impact of the level of land concentration on the competitiveness of agricultural 

enterprises ...................................................................................................................... 303 
22.6. Summary and conclusions ........................................................................................... 309 
References ...................................................................................................................................... 310 

Instead of a summary ............................................................................................ 312 
Annex I  ...............................................................................................................314 
 
  



93 

8. The adoption of agricultural insurance to manage farm risk: 
preliminary evidences from a field survey among Italian  

and Polish farmers1 

Prof. Samuele Trestini1, PhD Elisa Giampietri1,  
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1Department of Land, Environment, Agriculture and Forestry, University  
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Abstract 
Among EU Member States, Italian and Polish agriculture recorded the highest 
number of farms with income losses, due to adverse climatic events and market 
related risks. In line with its primary challenge of managing risk in agriculture, 
the Common Agricultural Policy encourages farmers’ adoption of risk man-
agement tools as insurance, which covers against production losses due to 
many different risks. However, the success of this instrument seems to be very 
heterogeneous and the efforts to examine this are still limited in the literature. 
This paper provides some preliminary insights from a field survey among 
farmers in Poland and Italy. In particular, differences in behavioural aspects 
(e.g. perceptions, preferences) related to risk at farm level and insurance tool 
were investigated, showing some differences between producers in these two 
EU Member States.  

Keywords: risk management, insurance scheme, Common Agricultural Policy, 
risk perception  
JEL codes: G32, Q18 
 

                                                            
1 Article prepared for the 23rd IAFE-NRI International Conference “The CAP and national pri-
orities within the EU budget after 2020” organized by IAFE-NRI, 11-13 June 2018 in Lidzbark 
Warmi ski, Poland. This research is linked to the Project “Strengthen farms resilience to market 
volatility through the implementation of the Income Stabilisation Tool (IST) under the CAP 
Post-2013” (CPDA153138) financed by the University of Padova. 
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8.1. Introduction 

Risk is an inevitable element of any economic activity. In the case of agri-
cultural production risk is particularly complex, not only due to the scale of 
threats and fragmentation of production entities, but also due to the inherent un-
predictability of the underlying phenomena. Indeed, when planning the produc-
tion process farmers are never able to predict its final results and may not guar-
antee the expected level of income. Indeed, producers may obtain lower income 
than they had anticipated or even no income at all. At the same time, crises 
caused by weather anomalies or animal diseases occur with considerable fre-
quency. To stabilize their yields and revenues, farmers can adopt different strat-
egies (both self-coping strategies and specific risk management tools). 

The EU has historically addressed the problem of the protection of farm-
ers’ income through the organization of the agricultural market. Over the period 
from 2014 to 2020, the European Commission has emphasized the important 
role of subsidized risk management tools in the 2nd Pillar of the Common Agri-
cultural Policy [Paw owska-Tyszko, 2017; Trestini and Giampietri, 2018]. In 
accordance with the Articles 36-39, the EU Regulation No. 1305/2013 includes: 
 Crop insurance subsidies, applicable in the case of losses caused by adverse 

weather phenomena, incidence of animal or plant disease, or pest infestation; 
 Mutual funds providing financial compensation to farmers for losses caused 

by animal or plant disease or an environmental incident; 
 THE Income Stabilisation Tool (IST), providing financial compensation to 

farmers experiencing a serious depletion of income; 
 In particular, insurance schemes are used to transfer the risk to another entity. 

In addition to several countries worldwide as USA, Japan, Canada or Brazil, 
subsidized insurance programmes exist in many EU Member States such as 
Spain and Italy [Dubiel, 2014].  

Since 2008, Polish farmers have the obligation to purchase subsidized in-
surance contracts for crops and animals, in order to be eligible to receive direct 
payments and state aid to remedy losses caused by natural disasters. In particu-
lar, farmers must insure at least 50% of their cropped area against damage 
caused by flood, drought, hail, adverse overwintering results and late frosts 
[Paw owska-Tyszko and Soliwoda, 2017]. Moreover, insurance has to cover at 
least one risk indicated by the legislator as compulsory. Farmers who do not ful-
fil this obligation are required to pay a fee of EUR 2 per hectare for each calen-
dar year. In reality, as a consequence of such a low fee for failure to purchase 
insurance along with relatively low effectiveness of the obligation execution, 
still a small percentage of farmers insure their crops [W s and Kobus, 2018]. 
Indeed, as it results from other studies [Sulewski and Dro d , 2012; miglak- 
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-Krajewska, 2014; Jerzak et al., 2015; Kurdys-Kujawska and Sompolska- 
-Rzechula, 2018], Polish farmers take out insurance policies to a very limited 
extent. As stated by W s and Kobus [2018], in 2013 only 10.8% of Polish farm-
ers stipulated insurance contracts, covering only a small amount of agricultural 
land (23.88%). Conversely, over the last years there has been a high increase in 
state budget subsidies to crop insurance in Poland: from PLN 125 million (EUR 
29 million) in 2011 to PLN 900 million (EUR 208 million) in 2017 [Biernat- 
-Jarka and Paw owska-Tyszko, 2018]. In 2005-2012, the yearly rate of state- 
-subsidized crop insurance contracts was around 141 thousand. Insurance com-
panies in Poland themselves are not very interested in participating in this 
scheme, due to its low profitability: since the beginning of the crop insurance 
subsidy system only three companies (i.e. PZU S.A., TUW and Concordia) have 
had such insurance in their regular offer.  

In Italy, the participation in insurance has been enhanced by national subsi-
dies dating back to 1970, with the creation of the National Solidarity Fund (re-
formed in 2004). Later, with the Health Check, European reserves have been added 
to national funds to support insurance premiums. Although the higher level of sub-
sidies addressed to insurance compared to the other two instruments (i.e. mutual 
funds and IST), currently farmers’ participation remains not optimal, showing also 
a remarkable North-South imbalance: in 2017, the 81% of the total insured value 
and 86% of the total insured area was in the North, whereas 10% and 8%, respec-
tively, in central Italy and 9% and 6% in the South [ISMEA, 2018]. Moreover, over 
the period from 2010 to 2015, the number of insurance contracts decreased by 
20%, whereas the rate of insured agricultural areas remained almost equal. 

This paper proposes a qualitative comparison between an Italian and 
a Polish sample with regard to some major aspects related to farmers’ decision 
making concerning insurance adoption at farm level. To this purpose, this study 
provides some descriptive information from a field survey in these two EU 
Member States that, according to some recent EU policy statistics  and recent 
literature (for Italy, see for instance Trestini et al., 2017), registered the highest 
number of farms suffering severe income drops over the last years. 
 
8.2. Data and methodology  

Data were collected from a field survey started in December 2017 with di-
rect interviews among 140 farmers: 70 in Italy (Veneto region) and 70 in Poland 
(Wielkopolska Voivodeship). The questionnaire was designed based on both the 
                                                            
 European Commission (2017). Risk management schemes in EU agriculture Dealing with 

risk and volatility. EU Agricultural Markets Briefs No. 12, September 2017. Available on: 
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/markets-and-prices/market-briefs/index_en.htm. 
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existing literature and a preliminary survey among 22 Polish farmers and 23 Ital-
ian farmers, and pre-tested on a small sample of respondents. All the variables 
were measured with a 5-point Likert scale statements. More in depth, the ques-
tionnaire investigated what follows: farmer’s perceived income (3 items) and 
production (3 items) risks at farm level; subjective risk attitude (6 items); grow-
ers’ perceived frequency, impact and control over some specific risks at farm 
level (i.e. frost, storm, hail, heavy rain, severe drought, animal disease, plant 
disease, pest infestation, severe drop of market prices); producers’ preferred 
self-coping strategies among several options that originated from the literature; 
perceived knowledge and availability of the insurance tool, and the perceived 
trust (3 items) towards the intermediaries that are somehow responsible for the 
insurance uptake; farmers’ subjective intention to adopt insurance in the near 
future at farm level; finally, the perceived barriers to insurance adoption. Mean 
values are described in the next paragraph and a T-test was carried out in order 
to show statistically significant differences between the samples.  

Table 1 reports some descriptive statistics related to the Italian and Polish 
sample. Male and young farmers represent the majority in both samples, with av-
erage revenue per year lower than EUR 50,000. Conversely, farm utilised agricul-
tural area is notably different between the two samples, with very small farms in 
Italy (14 hectares on average) compared to Poland (142 hectares). Moreover, the 
majority of Italian farms are specialized in permanent crops (50%), whereas the 
mixed type (livestock and crops) prevails in the Polish sample (69%). 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the Italian (N=70) and Polish sample (N=70) 
Categories  Description ITALY POLAND 

N.Obs % Mean SD N.Obs % Mean SD
Gender (0) female 24 34.3 25 35.7  

(1) male 46 65.7 45 64.3  
Age (years) (1) less than 35  32 45.7 39 55.7  

(2) 35-44  19 27.1 16 22.9  
(3) 45-54 9 12.9 10 14.3  
(4) 55-64 7 10.0 5 7.1  
(5) more than 65 3 4.3 - -  

Average farm revenue 
(gross income from 
farming/year) 

(1) less than 50,000 40 57.1 44 62.9  
(2) 50,000 - 100,000 21 30.0 21 30.0  
(3) 100,000 - 250,000 7 10.0 4 5.7  
(4) more than 250,000 2 2.9 1 1.4  

Utilised agricultural area number of hectares 13.9 18.2   141.8 815.2
Farm type Crop 19 27.1 22 31.4  
 Permanent crop 35 50.0 - -  
 Livestock 9 12.9 - -  
 Mixed 7 10.0 48 68.6  
Source: own elaboration [2018]. 
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8.3. Results 

Looking at the average values that our respondents assigned to the state-
ments in the questionnaire, we find mean values that are above the scale mean, 
showing that farmers are risk averse. In particular, Italian farmers are signifi-
cantly more risk averse than Polish ones (Table 2). Moreover, the Italian grow-
ers perceive a higher production risk than Polish, conversely to income risk (for 
which the difference was not statistically significant).  

Table 2. Risk attitude, perceived income risk and perceived production risk 
  ITALY POLAND Sig.a 

Mean SD Mean SD 
Risk attitude 3.35 1.10 3.00 0.50 *** 
Perceived income risk 3.53 1.03 3.70 0.17  
Perceived production risk 3.52 1.04 2.80 0.50 *** 
Note: aT-test for comparison of mean values between the Italian and the Polish sample: significant difference 
between mean values at 1% level (***), 5% level (**) and 10% level (*).  
Source: own elaboration [2018]. 

Table 3. Perceived risk frequency, risk impact and risk control at farm level 

  Frost Storm Hail Heavy 
rain 

Severe 
drought

Animal 
disease 

Plant 
disease

Pest  
Infestation 

Severe 
drop of 
market 
prices 

RISK FREQUENCY 

ITALY Mean 3.77 3.61 4.17 3.53 3.84 2.90 3.86 3.96 3.63 
SD 0.97 1.07 0.88 1.11 1.04 1.35 0.95 0.91 1.09 

POLAND Mean 4.57 3.61 4.03 3.93 4.21 3.29 3.63 3.06 3.60 
SD 0.50 0.98 0.87 0.95 0.68 1.25 1.11 1.02 1.13 

Sig.a  ***   ** ** *  ***  
RISK IMPACT 

ITALY Mean 3.54 3.09 4.01 3.23 3.54 2.74 3.60 3.66 3.97 
SD 1.29 1.20 1.21 1.17 1.25 1.51 1.22 1.31 1.06 

POLAND Mean 4.53 3.59 4.13 3.97 4.40 3.10 3.36 3.33 3.71 
SD 0.50 1.00 0.87 0.76 0.52 1.41 1.27 1.25 1.36 

Sig.a  *** ***  *** ***     
RISK CONTROL 

ITALY Mean 2.14 2.13 2.26 2.03 2.94 2.57 3.11 3.17 2.10 
SD 1.25 1.25 1.42 1.19 1.30 1.35 1.22 1.18 1.16 

POLAND Mean 1.36 1.27 1.26 1.53 1.70 3.17 3.66 3.01 2.21 
SD 0.78 0.59 0.53 0.81 0.91 1.08 0.78 1.06 1.20 

Sig.a  *** *** *** *** *** *** ***   
Note: aT-test for comparison of mean values between the Italian and the Polish sample: significant difference 
between mean values at 1% level (***), 5% level (**) and 10% level (*).  
Source: own elaboration [2018]. 

Table 3 shows that for the Italian sample hail risk is perceived as the most 
frequent at farm level, followed by pest infestation and plant disease, whereas for 
Polish farmers frost is the most frequent risk, followed by severe drought and hail; 
in addition, we find very similar values between Italy and Poland for storm and 
severe drop of market price risks. With regard to the impact at farm level, generally 
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speaking the most important risks for the Italian sample are hail and drops in mar-
ket prices, whereas for Polish sample it is frost followed by severe drought. 
Moreover, Italian farmers state to have the highest risk control for pest infesta-
tions and plant diseases, while Polish farmers for plant and animal diseases. Inter-
estingly, we notice an interesting and statistically significant (at 1% level) differ-
ence in farmers’ perception of severe drought control between the two samples, 
with Italian managing this risk better than Polish farmers. 

Among the available self-coping strategies to manage risk at farm level, 
Table 4 shows the highest preference of the Italian sample for the modernization 
through investments (that aim at making the farm more competitive). Converse-
ly, on average Polish farmers mainly prefer the use of fertilizer. More in depth, 
among the strategies linked to the market both samples prefer the improvement 
of production quality, followed by organic production and direct selling in Italy 
and by direct selling in Poland. With regard to technical strategies, Italian farm-
ers prefer modernization followed by irrigation, whereas Polish farmers prefer 
the use of fertilizer followed by farm modernization. Crop diversification is the 
most preferred management strategy both in the Polish and the Italian sample. 
Finally, among the financial strategies to manage risk at farm level, the Italian 
sample seems to prefer to avoid loans, whereas the Polish sample prefers the 
strategy of money saving; in both samples, receiving the EU payments repre-
sents the second best financial option for self-coping risks. 

Table 4. Preferred self-coping strategies at farm level 
 Category  Self-coping strategy ITALY POLAND Sig.a Mean SD Mean  SD 

Market 

Production contracts  3.09 1.11 3.96 0.67 ***
Organic production  3.60 1.16 2.90 0.97 *** 
Improving the quality of production  4.01 1.01 4.07 0.69  
Direct selling 3.60 1.13 3.97 0.78 ** 

Technical 

Irrigation  3.90 0.90 3.94 0.68  
Use of pesticides  2.80 1.15 3.93 0.86 *** 
Use of fertilizer  3.20 1.07 4.20 0.63 *** 
Investments (i.e. structural/technological modernization) 4.10 0.85 4.19 0.67  

Management 

Crop diversification  3.79 0.96 4.06 0.70  
Diversification of farm activities  3.53 1.13 3.93 0.69 ** 
Increasing off-farm incomes  3.56 0.94 3.79 0.95  
Increasing the level of production 3.60 1.07 3.63 1.02  

Financial 

Financial hedging (e.g. future contract) 3.59 1.03 3.57 0.86  
Money savings for times of financial hardship  3.77 0.92 4.04 0.79 * 
Avoiding loans 3.96 1.08 3.21 1.05 *** 
The EU direct payment 3.79 1.01 3.94 0.81  

Note: aT-test for comparison of mean values between the Italian and the Polish sample: significant difference 
between mean values at 1% level (***), 5% level (**) and 10% level (*).  
Source: own elaboration [2018]. 
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As shown in Table 5, Polish farmers demonstrate a higher knowledge of 
the insurance tool mechanisms and perceive this as an available tool on the mar-
ket to manage risk more than the Italian farmers of our sample; coherently, also 
the intention to adopt insurance at farm level is higher for Polish farmers. Fur-
thermore, the two samples show similar values of positive trust towards the in-
termediaries on average. 

Table 5. Perceived knowledge and availability of insurance tool, perceived trust 
towards the intermediaries, and intention to adopt insurance tool 
 ITALY POLAND Sig.a   Mean  SD Mean SD
Perceived knowledge 2.71 1.16 3.81 1.09 *** 
Perceived availability 3.06 0.98 3.94 0.98 *** 
Trust 3.01 0.89 3.07 0.18  
Intention to adopt 3.64 1.04 3.87 0.99  
Note: aT-test for comparison of mean values between the Italian and the Polish sample: significant difference 
between mean values at 1% level (***), 5% level (**) and 10% level (*).  
Source: own elaboration [2018]. 

The high costs of insurance, followed by the absence of adequate infor-
mation and the scarce transparency about the functioning mechanisms represent 
the major barriers to insurance adoption among farmers in both samples (table 
6), showing higher values for the Italian sample. Finally, the excess of bureau-
cracy also represents a perceived barrier to insurance adoption, especially for 
Italian farmers. 

Table 6. Perceived barriers to insurance adoption 
Barrier type ITALY POLAND Sig.a Mean  SD Mean  SD 
Excess of bureaucracy 3.36 0.98 2.64 1.27 *** 
No adequate information 3.69 1.03 3.26 1.06 *** 
Scarce perception of benefits  3.30 1.13 3.04 0.84  
Low transparency  3.49 0.96 3.09 0.86 *** 
Difficult management  2.93 1.05 2.66 0.78 * 
High costs 3.81 0.92 3.54 0.93 * 
Note: aT-test for comparison of mean values between the Italian and the Polish sample: significant difference 
between mean values at 1% level (***), 5% level (**) and 10% level (*).  
Source: own elaboration [2018]. 

8.4. Summary and conclusions 

As insurance uptake is still scarce in Italy and Poland (compared to the 
levels desired by policy makers), the understanding of the antecedents of the de-
cision to adopt such tool represents a core research issue and the objective of 
a wider research in which this study takes part [Trestini et al., 2018]. In line with 
this, this paper highlights some interesting descriptive information regarding 
some main differences between behavioural aspects in the two considered coun-
tries. Albeit the results are not representative of the two populations, they repre-
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sent an important source of preliminary evidence that derive directly from a filed 
investigation. First of all, the results demonstrate a higher perceived risk for hail 
in Italy and for frost in Poland. Interestingly, we notice a higher control for 
drought risk for the former, compared to Poland where such risk registers a high 
impact, and this is probably due to the traditional water management in the Ital-
ian agricultural sector. Looking at the possible self-coping strategies available 
for farmers to manage risk at a farm level, we notice a higher preference for or-
ganic production for Italian producers compared to Polish farmers, thus denoting 
an acceptable value added recognition (in terms of farm revenues) by the mar-
ket. Conversely, the Polish sample prefers the use of technical inputs. Generally 
speaking, the Italian sample shows a higher perception of barriers to insurance 
adoption, whereas the Polish sample shows a higher knowledge and availability 
of the insurance tool in the market and a higher intention to adopt it in the fu-
ture. It follows that probably more information campaigns should be targeted to 
increase the number of insurance adopters, especially in Italy. 
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