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ABSTRACT: The purpose of this paper is to present the policy for organic farming support in Poland as viewed by three groups
of farmers: “committed’, “pragmatic”, and “committed pragmatic” ones. The authors determined the differences and similarities
between the groups in how they view the support policy and found out whether they intend to continue or discontinue organic
production in the future. The study relies on a qualitative survey administered to 154 organic farms. Most farmers were found to
have a negative view of amendments to organic farming regulations. This can lead to a higher perception of risks involved in
organic farming compared to conventional agriculture and may discourage them from continuing organic production in the
future. When it comes to expectations about future policy, increased financial support is of key importance. This is especially
true for two farmer groups: “committed” and “committed pragmatic” farmers. According to this study, the number of “pragmatic”
farms is likely to change the most, because every third member of that group intends to discontinue organic farming, and every
third is hesitant about it.
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Introduction

Modern agriculture exerts strong pressure on the natural environment and considerably contrib-
utes to soil pollution and to greenhouse gas emissions. This is the consequence of the agricultural
development paradigm based on productivity growth, which used to prevail in the past. One of the
ways to counteract these adverse impacts is by shifting the paradigm towards sustainable food sys-
tems in which organic farming might play an important role. Many researchers point to the fact that
organic farming development is beneficial not only to the environment and society but also to con-
sumers (Borsato et al., 2020; Cattell et al., 2020; Feng & Zhao, 2020; Horrillo et al., 2020; Mie et al,,
2017; Hurtado-Barroso et al.,, 2019).

In 2022, the global organic farming area covered 96.4 million hectares and accounted for 2% of
agricultural land around the world. Rapid growth was witnessed in EU countries where organic farm-
ing has been financially supported for more than thirty years under agri-environmental and rural
development programs. In the EU, organic farming will continue to grow in importance because of
the implementation of the European Green Deal (Prandecki et al,, 2021). It requires European Union
member states to use certain solutions across the economy that will contribute to reducing adverse
environmental changes, especially climate issues (Wrzaszcz, 2023). The European Union is supposed
to become climate-neutral by 2050, which poses new policy challenges at the national, sector and
business levels (European Commission, 2020a, 2020b). In accordance with the Biodiversity Strategy
and the Farm to Fork (F2F) strategy, organic farming is a form of production which contributes to
implementing the EU transformation policy towards a sustainable economy. One of the key quantita-
tive goals for organic farming set out in the F2F strategy is to increase the share of organic farmland
in the European Union to no less than 25% (Wrzaszcz & Prandecki, 2020; Moschitz et al., 2021).
Reaching such a high level will require many countries to enhance the efficiency of their institutional
and financial support systems designed to stimulate the development of the organic production sec-
tor and its socioeconomic environment.

The share of organic farmland in total agricultural land differs between European Union coun-
tries and is insufficient from the perspective of quantitative goals adopted in the European Green
Deal (Krajewski et al.,, 2024). In 2022, the area of organic farmland in the EU was 16,9 million hec-
tares, which accounts for 10,5% of total agricultural land (Eurostat, 2024). The largest shares of land
under organic crops are recorded in Austria (27,5%), Estonia (23,4%) and Sweden (19,9%) (Table 1).
In Poland, the share of organic farmland was 3.9%, which is one of the lowest levels in the European
Union. Only three countries reported a smaller percentage: Bulgaria (2,2%), Ireland (2,2%) and
Malta (0.6%). So far, Poland has failed to seize the opportunity and tap into its potential for organic
farming development, as reflected by the relatively small area of organic farmland (554,600 ha) and
a small number of organic farms (21,200) (IJHARS, 2023).

Table 1. The agricultural area under organic farming, share of UAA under organic farming in 2022

EU Country The area under organic Share of QAA under organic Share of pAA under organic
farming, 2022(1000 ha) farming, 2022 (%) farming, 2030* (%)
Austria 705.8 275 30.0
Belgium 103.4 76 N/A
Bulgaria 1104 22 7.0
Croatia 129.3 89 12.1
Cyprus 77 6.3 10.0
Czechia 558.0 16,0 N/A
Denmark 300.1 11.4 200
Estonia 231.0 234 N/A
Finland 339.5 15,0 250
France 2875.5 10.6 18.0
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EU Country fThe area under organic Share of L_JAA under ?rganic Share of QAA under (1rganic
arming, 2022(1000 ha) farming, 2022 (%) farming, 2030* (%)
Germany 1631.0 9.8 30.0
Greece 924.9 17.2 N/A
Hungary 3206 6,3 10.0
Ireland 95.7 22 75
Italy 2349.5 18.1 250
Latvia 312.8 159 20.0
Lithuania 2.3 9.3 16.0
Luxembourg 8.3 6.2 N/A
Malta 0.1 0.6 50
Netherlands 80.1 44 N/A
Poland 554.6 39 7.0
Portugal 756.0 19.3 N/A
Romania 644.5 50 N/A
Slovakia 2532 13.7 200
Slovenia 532 1.1 18.0
Spain 26753 108 20.0
Sweden 597.2 199 30.0

*according to the objectives included in the National CAP Strategic Plans regarding the share of UAA under organic farming.
Source: author's work based on Eurostat [20-06-2024].

In accordance with the goal defined in the European Green Deal for the share of organic farmland
to be reached by 2030, Poland will have one of the lowest ratios in the EU, i.e. 7%. Organic farming
development is gauged not only by the area of organic farmland and the number of organic farmers
but also by the production and sales volume, market size and product range. Although the quantita-
tive indicators of organic farming are on the rise, Poland still has a small market for organic food. It is
estimated at PLN 1.36 billion, with a share of barely 0.5% in the food market (Grzybowska-Brzezinska,
2022).

The study presented in this paper assumes that organic farmers differ in what motivates them
the most to opt for organic production methods. As demonstrated in previous research, motivation
can be used as a criterion for identifying several organic farmer groups. This study distinguishes
between three of them: “committed” ones (guided by a clearly defined environmental motivation),
“pragmatic” ones (mostly motivated by economic and financial aspects), and “committed, pragmatic”
ones (with mixed motivations). The results of the study are expected to answer the following ques-
tions:

1. Do the identified farmer groups differ or agree (and to what extent) in how they view the finan-
cial, institutional and legal aspects of the support policy for organic farming?

2. What are the farmers’ expectations about the development policy for organic farming?

3. How much do the farmers differ in their intent to continue or discontinue organic production?

Literature review

Research on the support policy for organic farming has so far been focused on a couple of issues.
It mostly investigates the conditions for and the rationale behind the support policy for organic farm-
ing in the context of providing public goods (PalSova et al., 2014; Jespersen et al., 2017). The authors
indicate the need to support organic farming due to its important role in delivering public goods,
which involves certain costs and lost profits that require compensation (Michelsen, 2002; Meemken
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& Qaim, 2018). This is the key argument for designing a support policy for organic farming as a com-
ponent of sustainable rural development (Rigby & Caceres, 2001; Jespersen et al., 2017). The litera-
ture emphasises the importance of financial support as the main driver of organic farming develop-
ment (Koesling et al., 2008; Kaufmann et al,, 2011). Of the different support instruments, organic
payments provide a strong incentive for the farmers to convert their holdings because they improve
the farms’ profitability (Tranter et al., 2007; Offermann et al., 2009; Sahm et al,, 2012; Kallas et. al,,
2010). This, in turn, makes future development of organic farming dependent upon the level of sup-
port and envisaged policy goals. Some authors believe the interaction between agricultural policy
and the food market to be the most important contributor to organic farming growth (Michelsen,
2009; Brzezina et al., 2017).

European Union countries have the longest tradition and different experiences in implementing
support policies for organic farming and in reaching different outcomes (Nieberg & Kuhnert, 2007;
Casolani et al,, 2021; Lampkin & Sanders, 2022; Rees et al., 2023). According to research, organic
farms deprived of payments would earn much smaller incomes than conventional ones (Nieberg &
Offermann, 2006). Although the support policy has played a key role in stimulating the development
of organic farming in a number of countries, some negative aspects could not be averted (Spiegel et
al,, 2022). These include a recurrent process in which a large group of farmers shift away from organic
farming (Kimer et al., 2006; Madelrieux & Alavoine-Mornas, 2013). The reasons behind this include
the effects of the support policy in situations where the eligibility criteria for payments become more
stringent. Indeed, in periods of growing requirements and amendments to legal regulations, some
farmers move away from organic farming. However, as proven in some studies, the reasons why farm-
ers discontinue organic practices are more related to the situation in the organic food market than to
the support policy (Flaten et al., 2010). In many farms, market factors play a key role in decision-
making processes, which are decisive for whether or not production is profitable. These include
farm-gate prices, trade margins, and sales revenue. In the context of a deteriorating market situation,
they lead to a decline in the number of organic farms. Another negative phenomenon accompanying
the support policy is that the level of organic payments is relatively high, whereas the farmers’ will-
ingness to increase the production and supply of organic food is small (Argyropoulos et al,, 2013;
Nachtman, 2021).

In Poland, the introduction of financial support under the Common Agricultural Policy in 2004
has prompted many conventional farmers to shift to organic production (Adamska & Golinowska,
2014; Kucinska et al,, 2017). According to a study by Brodziniska (2018), economic reasons and the
relatively high level of financial support provided a strong incentive for a certain group of farmers to
go organic. Referred to as “subsidy consumers” by the author, they did not guarantee that organic
farming would consistently develop in the long run. Indeed, there was a risk that in the case of amend-
ments to the support policy or a tightening of eligibility criteria for the subsidy, they could be the first
to discontinue organic farming. The above was corroborated in a study which found that a large group
of these farmers decided to shift away from organic farming in 2014 as a consequence of additional
eligibility criteria being imposed under the Rural Development Program (including the requirement
to market the products) (Luczka et al., 2021; Krajewski et al., 2024). In view of the small production
scale and small volumes of marketable production delivered by the farms, one of the objectives of the
new requirements was to trigger a supply effect in the Polish market for organic food (Kociszewski,
2017; Sobocinska et al., 2021; Zietara & Mirkowska, 2021). The farmers’ reaction resulted in slowing
down the development trend which emerged in the Polish organic farming sector after 2013 (Miec-
znikowska-Jerzak, 2022; Zielinski et al., 2022). Although the shift away from organic farming became
a large-scale process in Poland, only a few scientific centres undertook research to identify the rea-
sons behind it (Kotoszko-Chomentowska & Stalgiene, 2019; Luczka & Kalinowski, 2020; Luczka &
Kalinowski, 2023). It established that socioeconomic aspects of the agricultural policy, especially
including its instability, high levels of regulation and bureaucracy, were important exogenous factors
contributing to the farmers’ decision to exit organic production. Also, no one in Poland has investi-
gated how the organic farming development policy is viewed by its beneficiaries in an effort to tell
whether and how much it addresses the farmers’ needs and expectations, in which areas it proves to
be efficient, and in which ones it should be amended. Hence, a study was carried out to bridge that
gap and to explore the way the policy is viewed by three farmer groups, which differ in their main
motivation for going organic.
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Research methods

This study was carried out with farms engaged in certified organic production activities. In the
initial stage of the research process, interviews were conducted with a non-random group of 24
organic farmers selected from the contact list kept by the General Inspectorate of Agri-Food Trade
Quality. The purpose was to preliminarily identify the motivations behind the farmers’ decision to go
organic, as well as their views of the organic farming support policy. The second stage used a diagnos-
tic survey with an original questionnaire administered as hardcopy to organic farmers. The survey
was carried out from February to July 2023, with 570 questionnaires being mailed during the first
stage. In the second stage, a total of 1,560 questionnaires were mailed and e-mailed. As a result, 154
questionnaires were received back.

The survey questionnaire was composed of three sections and included 26 questions. The first
section included questions about the farms’ socio-demographic features: age, gender, education, farm
size, and the year they started organic production. The second section referred to the farms’ eco-
nomic and production situation: the way they purchased land, crop production and cropping pat-
terns, livestock numbers and types, distribution channels, and relationships with the market. The
third section of the survey was composed of questions on what the farmers identify as the key prob-
lems affecting the development of organic farming and the support policy. Also, they were asked to
assess the policy in financial, institutional and regulatory terms and to specify their expectations for
improving it and their future intent to continue or discontinue organic production. A five-point Likert
scale was used to assess the different areas of the agricultural policy, ranging from unsatisfactory (1)
to very good (5). The survey questionnaire identified three groups of organic farmers based on the
criterion of the prevailing motivations for and goals of going organic. The procedure for extracting the
groups of organic farmers was partly based on a distribution used by other researchers (Fairwaeather,
1999; Darnhofer et al., 2005).

Results of research

As shown by its socio-demographic characteristics, the group of farmers surveyed was mostly
composed of men (73.8%). Men aged 50 or more accounted for more than half of the sample (Table
2). The largest percentage of men in this age bracket belonged to the “committed” and “pragmatic
committed” groups. In turn, the largest percentage of young respondents (aged 30-39) were mem-
bers of the “pragmatic” group. Nearly half (46.8%) of the respondents had a tertiary education, which
is a relatively large percentage compared to that of the whole farmer population of Poland (ca. 16%).
The farmers surveyed owned relatively large holdings compared to the countrywide average farm
area. In the group covered by this study, the average farm size was at a high level of 85.3 ha (vs. 26.2
ha as the average farm area in Poland in 2022). As regards the distribution of farm sizes, large hold-
ings with an area of 50 ha or more had the greatest share (32%). Note also that they represented
more than 50% of the group referred to as “pragmatic.” Hence, the opinion expressed by these farm-
ers should be seen in the context of farms with considerable development potential. A positive fea-
ture of the farms surveyed is their long track record in organic farming (16 years or more for 64.1%
of them). Such experienced farmers were mostly members of the “committed” and “pragmatic com-
mitted” groups.

Of the farmers surveyed, 48.7% inherited their farm from their parents, whereas 36.4% pur-
chased their farm. Most of them (73.4%) were engaged in organic production only; it was mostly
plant production with a prevailing share of rye, oat and grain legumes. Over 63% of the farms sur-
veyed did not practice organic livestock farming (vs. 93% on a countrywide basis). In those who did,
bovine animals were used for fattening, and dairy cows and sheep represented the largest percent-
ages of animal numbers. A vast majority of the farms covered by the survey (87%) marketed their
production.
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Table 2. Selected characteristics of farms covered by the study

Specification Characteristics Total share e “cgc:?ur;itted" 3 “Z:ggr;atic" c;:ﬁﬂ::{:gn; art(:zp
Gender Women 26.2 37.1 13.3 23.3
Men 73.8 62.9 86.7 76.7
Age <29 39 9.3 59 1.1
30-39 14.3 11.6 29.4 133
40-49 22.7 11.6 235 289
50-59 29.2 39.5 1.8 26.7
> 60 29.9 279 29.4 30.0
Education Primary / junior secondary 26 23 59 22
Basic vocational 14.3 9.3 353 1.
Secondary 36.4 279 235 422
Tertiary 46.7 60.5 353 445
Area <b 10.4 16.3 0 10.0
ofthefam (ha) g ;g 97 140 59 6.7
10-20 22.1 27.9 17.6 20.0
20-50 26.0 209 235 30.0
50 or more 318 209 529 333
Years of activity in | 5 years or less 59 2.6 134 6.4
OrgaNicfaiming ¢ 10 ears 11 205 200 5.0
11-15 years 18.5 12.8 33.3 19.0
16 years or more 64.5 64.1 33.3 69.6

According to the study, the farmer’s impression of the agricultural policy is that it plays a small
role in stimulating organic farming, which may adversely affect their future decisions on whether or
not to continue production activities (Table 3). The largest group (43%) of farmers view the agricul-
tural policy as “satisfactory,” whereas 34.5% consider it to be “unsatisfactory”. Combined together,
those two groups account for nearly 80% of the sample. The high percentage of negative views of the
policy can give rise to concern and point to an urgent need for measures to be taken to improve its
image. The worst opinions could be found in the “committed” group, where the largest percentage of
farmers viewed it as “satisfactory” (48.7%) or “unsatisfactory” (41%), making a total of almost 90%
of the farms surveyed. The opinion of that group is particularly important because it is generally
composed of highly experienced farmers who are in a position to compare the agricultural policy
between different evaluation periods. A high percentage of “unsatisfactory” ratings was also recorded
in the “pragmatic committed” group in which every third farmer (32.9%) expressed such an opinion.

Table 3. Role of the agricultural policy in stimulating the development of organic farming, as viewed by the
respondents (% of replies)

Very good 0.7 0.0 0.0 12
Good 21.8 10.3 29.4 232
Satisfactory 43.0 48.7 412 2.7
Unsatisfactory 345 410 29.4 329
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The results of this study present the agricultural policy as being poorly rated by its main benefi-
ciaries. Therefore, the question arises whether or not the same is true for all key authorities of agri-
culture’s institutional environment. On a 5-point scale (1: very low, 5: very high), the farmers gave the
highest ratings to the Agency for Restructuring and Modernization of Agriculture (3.51) and to agri-
cultural consultancy centres (3.48). Usually, the farmers rely on both of them for support related to
training, information, knowledge transfer and advisory when submitting applications and settling
payments. When it comes to other surrounding institutions, the farmers said they had little contact
with them. Also, they made only small use of services offered by industry organisations or associa-
tions, the agricultural chamber and local government. According to information gathered during the
study, the farmers do not establish—and do not plan to establish in the near future—any collabora-
tive networks between farms, scientific and research institutions, NGOs, and public administration
with a view to transfer state-of-the-art knowledge and agri-environmental innovations. The inter-
viewees had a poor opinion of the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (2,37), likely due
to their dissatisfaction with legal regulations for organic farming and the policy for promoting organic
food. These are the two areas where the farmers see the greatest shortage of good practices and
efficient action from the Ministry.

Table 4. Opinions on how selected institutions support the development of organic farming

Specification Total [ "cgc:?ur;itted" The “z:z;gr;atic" c;:::m[;::gm gar:)iﬁ D
Agricultural consultancy centers 348 3.75 3.03 3.67
é\gzg(rzatl)tru?eestructuring and Modernization 351 357 545 349
Local government institutions 318 314 3.16 3.21
Scientific and research institutions 2.62 2.69 2.54 2.63
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development 237 231 242 2.35
Industry organizations 2.35 2.30 2.39 2.33

As regards their views of legal regulations for organic farming, all three groups of farmers sur-
veyed saw the growing difficulties in aligning with the new regulations as the top-ranked problem (a
score of 4.16 on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 as negligible importance and 5 as extreme importance).
Ranked second (3.81) were the additional regulatory costs involved in aligning with the new regula-
tions (Table 5). “Pragmatic” farmers attached greater importance than the two other groups to the
following four aspects of amendments to organic farming regulations: 1) it is increasingly difficult to
align with the new regulations; 2) new regulations require new knowledge; 3) regulations are subject
to frequent amendments; 4) not enough information on new regulations is provided in order for the
farmers to build an adaptive capacity.

Table 5. Opinions on amendments to organic farming regulations

S o Total The “committed” = The “pragmatic” The “.prag’r'natic
group group committed” group

Itis mcreasmgly difficult to align with 416 402 450 490

the new regulations

Aligning with the new regulations increases 381 37] 356 305

requlatory costs

New regulations require new agricultural 299 987 413 286

knowledge

Not enpugh information on new regulations 200 946 388 203

is provided

Amendments to requlations are excessively 28] 949 406 279

frequent

Regulations become increasingly complex 2.80 249 350 2.83
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Due to its structural characteristics—such as low profitability, labour intensity, and the delivery
of public goods—the development of organic farming largely depends on instruments provided by
the institutional environment. Thus, institutional support should be aligned with the specific needs
of organic farming, which are not identical to those of conventional agriculture. The relationships
with the institutional environment are not easy because of the farmers’ traditional distrust of institu-
tions. Exploring the farmers’ expectations about the development policy for organic farming could be
helpful in making it better aligned with the most urgent needs. As shown by this study, what the
farmers expect the most is increased financial support (4.06), increased promotion of organic food,
as necessary to stimulate demand for it (4.01), and simplification of the certification and control
system for organic farming (3.95) (Table 6). These expectations were ranked similarly by the “com-
mitted” and “pragmatic committed” groups. In the “pragmatic” group, market-related problems were
ranked second and third, next to simplifying the certification and control system. These expectations
are about increasing the promotion of organic food and supporting the creation of local outlets and
markets and were given high ratings (4.50 and 4.33, respectively, on a scale from 1 - very small to 5
- very large).

Table 6. Farmers' expectations about the development policy for organic farming

i Total The “committed” | The “pragmatic” The “_prag’rvnatic
group group committed” group

Increased financial support for organic farms 4.06 4.00 4.00 415

Increased promotion oforganlo food, both 40] 366 450 414

nationally and internationally

Simplifying the certification and 305 370 473 309

control system

Supporting the collaborative netwqu between 587 380 380 308

producers and actors of the organic food market

Informmgvm advance of amendments 365 364 373 369

to regulations

Sgpportmg the creation of local outlets and 359 346 433 360

direct sales channels

Greater stability of organic farming regulations 3.37 3.59 324 3.38

The marketing of organic products and the farmers’ poor relationships with the market continue
to be major problems that affect the development of organic farming in Poland. Small volumes of
marketable organic production and the low amount of sales revenue are what adversely affect the
profitability of production. This study corroborates the above opinion. However, as a positive aspect,
note that over 80% of farmers surveyed sold 41% or more of their produce (Table 7).

Table 7. Percentage of marketed production

0-20% 5.4 8.3 7.1 37
21-40% 13.7 139 28.6 11.1
41-60% 13.0 1.1 14.3 13.6
61-80% 22.1 25.0 7.1 235
81-100% 458 a7 429 481

The largest share of farmers, with a sales rate of 41% to 80%, was found in the “pragmatic com-
mitted” group. Every second member of that group managed to market a relatively large part of their
production volume. The distribution of replies in that group suggests the farmers’ decisions are
largely driven by economic aspects. On the one hand, they are interested in accessing organic pay-
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ments and strengthening their links with the market. On the other, they are committed to their envi-
ronmental motivations. Their great advantage is that they are strongly guided by economic and envi-
ronmental aspects and, therefore, may contribute to the sustainable development of organic farming
in the future.

When asked about their intent to continue organic farming in the future, the interviewees dif-
fered in their replies (Table 8). More than half of all farms (58.9%) intend to maintain or increase
their current production volumes. A relatively large share plan to discontinue organic farming
(19.9%, i.e. every fifth respondent). Hesitant farmers accounted for nearly the same percentage
(21.2%). The largest share of farms that declared the intent to continue organic production was
recorded in the “pragmatic committed” (63.8%) and “committed” (58.9%) groups. In turn, the small-
est percentage (35.3%) was found in the “pragmatic” community. The latter is likely to change the
most, because every third member of that group intends to discontinue organic farming, and every
third is hesitant about it.

Table 8. Future plans for organic farming

Specification Total The “committed” | The “pragmatic” The “_prag’r'natic
group group committed” group

Maintain organic production at the current level 437 442 235 477

Increase organic production 1562 14.0 11.8 16.1

Discontinue organic farming upon completion 6.0 23 204 35

of the current Rural Development Program

Discontinue organic farming within the next 139 116 50 172

5 years

Difficult to say 21.2 279 29.4 16.1

Discussion and conclusions

The Polish agricultural policy adopted in the past has been inefficient in ensuring stable develop-
ment conditions for organic farming. This is reflected in a number of ways, including frequent amend-
ments to legal regulations and eligibility criteria for organic payments, which farmers believe to be
one of the major components of the policy. Also, the above is corroborated by the farmers having an
unfavourable view of it; the vast majority (77.5%) believe the policy to be “satisfactory” or “unsatis-
factory”. Probably, this is related to previous failures of the organic farming policy, as a consequence
of which Poland experienced a 185,000 ha drop in the area of organic farmland and a reduction in the
number of organic farms by over 8,000 between 2014 and 2018 (IJHARS, 2023). The results of some
studies point to the failures of the agricultural policy related to organic payments in other countries,
too (Argyropoulos et al,, 2013; Spiegel et al., 2022).

The interviewees had an unfavourable view of some of the institutions that surround organic
farming, especially the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development. This can be explained by the
unstable support policy which has been implemented over the recent years, and by the quality of
institutions defined as “human-designed restrictions intended to arrange interactions between peo-
ple” (North, 1991). Institutions provide stimuli which affect economic decisions and the way the
potential for growth is seized. They are supposed to ensure a certain level of stability and sustain-
ability for the development process. The fact that some surrounding institutions are being viewed as
inefficient by the farmers covered by this study is consistent with other studies which identify the
regulatory barriers to the development of organic farming (Luczka, 2020). The two surrounding
institutions top-ranked by the interviewees are the Agency for Restructuring and Modernization of
Agriculture and agricultural consultancy centres, i.e. those which the farmers contact directly in the
process of transferring knowledge, information and financial support. These results are corroborated
by other findings (Siedlecka, 2014), which indicate that the positive opinions of organic farmers are
mostly associated with two surrounding institutions, namely the agricultural consultancy centres
and the Agency for Restructuring and Modernization of Agriculture.

DOI: 10.34659/eis.2024.90.3.825



ECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENT 3(90) * 2024

One of the key elements of the development policy for organic farming is legal regulations which
affect the farmers’ adaptive behaviour, especially in the long run. Generally, in all three interviewee
groups, most farmers believed that it is increasingly difficult to align themselves with the new regula-
tions (an average score of 4.16). Note that the above poses a greater problem to “pragmatic” (4.50)
farmers than to the “pragmatic committed” (4.20) and the “committed” (4.02) groups. This is espe-
cially true with respect to the growing complexity of the applicable law, which makes the farmers face
another area of uncertainty in their decision-making. This can lead to a higher perception of risks
involved in organic farming compared to conventional agriculture and thus may discourage them
from continuing organic production in the future (Serra et al., 2007). According to the farmers, the
amendments to organic farming regulations drive greater uncertainty, higher regulatory costs, and
increased demand for additional information and new knowledge.

When it comes to the farmers’ expectations about future policy, increased financial support is a
matter of key importance (an average score of 4.06). The above might suggest that farmers view the
current payments as insufficient to fully compensate for profits lost due to the implementation of the
organic farming system. This is especially true for two farmer groups: the “committed” and “commit-
ted pragmatic” farmers, i.e. those who can be reasonably supposed to drive the future development
of organic farming. In addition to having great expectations from support schemes, the farmers also
expect much (nearly the same) from organic food promotion (4.01). This is corroborated by the find-
ings from another study (Kucinska, 2017). As regards measures taken to enable continued develop-
ment for organic farming, the farmers viewed promotion and advertising as top-ranked activities.
Food-selling opportunities are likely to be driven by the promotion of organic food targeted at geo-
graphically diverse markets with a view to triggering greater consumer demand (Zamkowa et al,,
2022).

Local outlets continue to be an untapped point of sale for organic farming products due to a
number of reasons, including a lack of sufficient interest from local authorities in creating and devel-
oping the relevant infrastructure and a lack of producer groups involved in that process. Meanwhile,
local outlets could be an efficient way of selling the product range offered by small farmers at rela-
tively low costs and might, therefore, drive an increase in organic farming’s value-added (including
through lower transport costs and the absence of trade margin). However, they do not show any
major interest in improving their relationships with some of these institutions to deal with these
matters at the local level. This study, similar to what was established by (Kociszewski et al., 2024),
reveals the need for stimulating self-organisation processes and creating local farmer networks in
order to increase their share in the supply chain as a way to earn greater income. Collaborative behav-
iours and improvements in human capital management are important drivers of competitiveness in
the organic food sector (Luczka, 2020). So far, related consultancy and training services have not
been effective enough (Siedlecka, 2014). This is confirmed by the research of Kotoszko-Chomentowska
and Stalgiene (2019), which indicates the importance of the training and advisory system in building
the organisation of the network (farmers, processors and intermediaries) to strengthen the supply
chain.

According to this study, the number of “pragmatic” farms is likely to change the most, because
every third member of that group intends to discontinue organic farming, and every third is hesitant
about it. It is highly plausible that in the case of a general economic downturn, farmers who now
declare themselves as hesitant might decide to discontinue organic production. A study by Flaten et
al. (2010) confirms that in the group of farmers who are not certain about their future intentions, a
significant percentage ultimately decides to quit the organic business.

This paper contributes to research on limitations to the development of organic farming in
Poland. It does not exhaust the list of problems related to assessing the agricultural policy for organic
farming. In the future, the need will arise to examine the following: the relationship between the
several years of stagnation in the development of organic farming after 2013 and the agricultural
policy and the reasons behind the small increase in the area of organic farmland and in the number
of organic farms in a situation where an enormous number of farms cannot see any future in conven-
tional farming. In the years to come, the potential for organic farming development in Poland may be
driven by a number of factors, including the changes in conventional farming, which holds large
resources of human capital, farms and low-grade land which could be deployed to boost organic
farming and contribute to increasing its production volumes. Releasing those resources requires
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political decisions which, in the long run, could have positive impacts on the development of both
conventional farming (by triggering a restructuring and accelerating modernisation processes) and
organic farming while also providing benefits to organic food consumers (by strengthening the mar-
ket's sustainability and boosting the supply effect). However, this requires the Ministry of Agriculture
and Rural Development (and many surrounding institutions) to adopt a new approach to farming
support in the financial, information, consultancy, educational and scientific dimensions and to
engage in a difficult yet necessary dialogue with the farmers to discuss the future model of Polish
agriculture.

The study reveals the need for improvements in the development policy for Polish organic farm-
ing. Also, the policy must be assessed at a macro level in order to identify its restrictions and potential
threats to the implementation of the future goal, i.e. having 7% of agricultural land under organic
crops by 2030 (Kociszewski, 2022). This study could be helpful in building a promotion strategy for
organic farming and for the organic food market, as well as in indicating the set of dedicated imple-
mentation instruments. The strategy should focus on a comprehensive inclusion of all actors in the
food system (farmers, processors, distributors and consumers) in an effort to accelerate growth in
the number of organic farms. Without reaching a critical mass of organic farms, it will be impossible
to solve the problems related to the market and the agricultural producers’ poor market position and
insufficient incomes and to offer favourable outlooks for sustainable development of organic farming.

References

Adamska, H., & Golinowska, M. (2014). Wsparcie rolnictwa ekologicznego w Polsce po 2004 roku. Journal of
Agribusiness and Rural Development, 1(31), 31-41. https://www1l.up.poznan.pl/jard/index.php/jard/
article/view/474 (in Polish).

Argyropoulos, C., Tsiafouli, M. A.,, Sgardelis, S. P,, & Pantis, J. D. (2013). Organic farming without organic products.
Land Use Policy, 32, 324-328. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2012.11.008

Borsato, E., Zucchinelli, M., D’Ammaro, D., Giubilato, E., Zabeo, A., Criscione, P, Pizzol, L., Cohen, Y., Tarolli, P,
Lamastra, L., & Marinello, F. (2020). Use of multiple indicators to compare sustainability performance of
organic vs conventional vineyard management. Science of the Total Environment, 711, 135081. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.135081

Brodzinska, K. (2018). Ekologizacja rolnictwa w aspekcie polityki finansowania Wsparcia. Zeszyty Naukowe
SGGW w Warszawie. Problemy Rolnictwa Swiatowego, 18(3), 49-58. https://doi.org/10.22630/PRS.2018.
18.3.65 (in Polish).

Brzezina, N, Biely, K., Helfgott, A., Kopainsky, B., Vervoort, ]., & Mathijs, E. (2017). Development of organic farm-
ing in Europe at the crossroads: Looking for the way forward through system archetypes lenses. Sustain-
ability, 9(5), 821. https://doi.org/10.3390/su9050821

Casolani, N., Nissi, E., Giampaolo, A., & Liberatore, L. (2021). Evaluating the effects of European support measures
for Italian organic farms. Land Use Policy, 102, 105225. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.105225

Cattell, L., Leach, A, Seufert, V,, Galloway, ]., Atwell, B., Erisman, J., & Shade, ]. (2020). The nitrogen footprint of
organic food in the United States. Environmetal Research Letters, 15(4). https://org/10.1088/1748-9326/
ab7029

Darnhofer, I., Schneeberger, W,, & Freyer, B. (2005). Converting or Not Converting to Organic Farming in Austria:
Farmer Types and Their Rationale. Agriculture and Human Values, 22, 39-52. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10460-004-7229-9

European Commission. (2020a). Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, The Euro-
pean Council, The Council, The European Economic and Social Committee and The Committee of the Regions,
Farmto Fork Strategy for a Fair, Healthy and Environmentally Friendly Food System, Pub.L.No.52020DC0381.
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A52020DC0381

European Commission. (2020b). Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, The Coun-
cil, The European Economic and Social Committee and The Committee of the Regions, EU Biodiversity Strat-
egy for 2030, Pub. L. No. 52020DC0380. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX-
%3A52020DC0380

Eurostat. (2024). Area under organic farming. https://doi.org/10.2908/SDG_02_40

Fairweather, ]J. (1999). Understanding how farmers choose between organic and conventional production:
Results from New Zealand and policy implications. Agriculture and Human Values, 16(1), 51-63. https://
doi.org/10.1023/A:1007522819471

Feng, D., & Zhao, G. (2020). Footprint assessments on organic farming to improve ecological safety in the water
source areas of the South-to-North Water Diversion project. Journal of Cleaner Production, 254(4), 120130.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.120130

11

DOI: 10.34659/eis.2024.90.3.825


https://www1.up.poznan.pl/jard/index.php/jard/article/view/474
https://www1.up.poznan.pl/jard/index.php/jard/article/view/474
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2012.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.135081
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.135081
https://doi.org/10.22630/PRS.2018.18.3.65
https://doi.org/10.22630/PRS.2018.18.3.65
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9050821
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.105225
https://org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab7029
https://org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab7029
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-004-7229-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-004-7229-9
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A52020DC0381
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0380
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0380
https://doi.org/10.2908/SDG_02_40
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007522819471
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007522819471
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.120130

ECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENT 3(90) * 2024

Flaten, 0., Lien, G., Koesling, M., & Lges, A. K. (2010). Norwegian farmers ceasing certified organic production:
Characteristics and reasons. Journal of Environmental Management, 91(12), 2717-2726. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2010.07.026

Grzybowska-Brzezinska, M. (2022). Sprawozdanie z zadania badawczego zrealizowano na podstawie decyzji Min-
istra Rolnictwa i Rozwoju Wsi pt. Diagnoza poziomu wartosci podazy oraz uwarunkowan rozwoju produkcji
roslinnej i zwierzecej w sektorze rolnictwa ekologicznego w Polsce. Okreslenie wolumenu konkurencyjnych
roslinnych i zwierzecych produktéw rolnictwa ekologicznego o najwyzszym potencjale rozwoju. https://uwm.
edu.pl/wne/sites/default/files/u3/nauka/RaportMGrzybowska-Brzezinska2023-2-sig.pdf (in Polish).

Haring, A. M., Dabbert, S., Aurbacher, |, Bichler, B., & Eichert, C. (2004). Organic Farming and Measures of Euro-
pean Agricultural Policy. Organic Farming in Europe: Economics and Policy, 11. https://orgprints.org/3092/
1/0rganic_Farming_in_Europe_Volumel1l_Organic_farming_and_measures_of European_agricultural_pol-
icy.pdf

Horrillo, A., Gaspar, P, & Escribano, M. (2020). Organic Farming as a Strategy to Reduce Carbon Footprint in
Dehesa Agroecosystems: A Case Study Comparing Different Livestock Products. Animals, 10(1), 162.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani10010162

Hurtado-Barroso, S., Tresserra-Rimbau, A., Vallverdu-Queralt, A., & Lamuela-Raventés, R. M. (2019). Organic
food and the impact on human health. Critical Reviews in Food Science and Nutrition, 59, 704-714. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10408398.2017.1394815

IJHARS. (2023). Raport o stanie rolnictwa ekologicznego w Polsce w latach 2021-2022. https://www.gov.pl/web/
ijhars/raport-o-stanie-rolnictwa-ekologicznego-w-polsce (in Polish).
Jespersen, L. M., Baggesen, D. L., Fog, E., Halsnaes, K., Hermansen, |. E., Andreasen, L., Strandberg, B., Sgrensen, ].

T, & Halberg, N. (2017). Contribution of organic farming to public goods in Denmark. Organic Agriculture, 7,
243-266. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13165-017-0193-7

Kallas, Z., Serra, T, & Gil, M. ]. (2010). Farmers’ objectives as determinants of organic farming adoption: the case
of Catalonian vineyard production. Agricultural Economics, 41(5),409-423. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574
-0862.2010.00454.x

Kaufmann, P, Zemeckis, R, Skulskis, V., Kairyte, E., & Stagl, S. (2011). The diffusion of organic farming in Lithua-
nia. Journal of Sustainable Agriculture, 35(5), 522-549. https://doi.org/10.1080/10440046.2011.579838

Kimer, L., Vogel, S., & Schneeberger, W. (2006). Intended and actual behavior of organic farmers in Austria after
a five-year commitment period. Renewable Agriculture and Food Systems, 21(2), 95-105. https://doi.
org/10.1079/RAF2005132

Kociszewski, K. (2017). The policy of financial support for organic farming in Poland. Prace Naukowe Uniwer-
sytetu Ekonomicznego we Wroctawiu, 491, 235-243. http://dx.doi.org/10.15611/pn.2017.491.22 (in Pol-
ish).

Kociszewski, K. (2022). Perspectives of Polish Organic Farming Development in the Aspect of the European
Green Deal. Economics and Environment, 81(2), 154-167. https://doi.org/10.34659/eis.2022.81.2.461

Kociszewski, K., Krupowicz, ]., Graczyk, A., Sobocinska, M., & Mazurek-Lopacinska, K. (2024). The supply-side of
the organic food market in the light of relations between farmers and distributors. Economics and Environ-
ment, 88(1), 698. https://doi.org/10.34659/eis.2024.88.1.698

Koesling, M., Flaten, O., & Lien, G. (2008). Factors influencing the conversion to organic farming in Norway. Inter-
national Journal of Agricultural Resources, Governance and Ecology, 7(1-2), 78-95. https://doi.org/10.1504/
IJARGE.2008.016981

Kotoszko-Chomentowska, Z., & Stalgiene, A. (2019). Bariery Rozwoju Rolnictwa Ekologicznego. Roczniki Nau-
kowe Stowarzyszenia Ekonomistéw Rolnictwa i Agrobiznesu, 21(4), 215-222. https://doi.org/10.5604/01.
3001.0013.5814 (in Polish).

Krajewski, S., Zukovskis, ], Gozdowski, D., Cie$linski, M., & Wéjcik-Gront, E. (2024). Evaluating the Path to the
European Commission’s Organic Agriculture Goal: A Multivariate Analysis of Changes in EU Countries
(2004-2021) and Socio-Economic Relationships. Agriculture, 14(3), 477. https://doi.org/10.3390/agricul-
ture14030477

Kucinska, K., Artyszak, A., & Gozdowski, D. (2017). Szanse i ograniczenia dla rolnictwa ekologicznego na Nizinie
Mazowieckiej. Polish Journal of Agronomy, 28, 19-27. https://doi.org/10.26114 /pja.iung.298.2017.28.03
(in Polish).

Lampkin, N., & Sanders, ]. (2022). Policy support for organic farming in the European Union 2010-2020. https://
doi.org/10.3220/WP1663067402000

Lampkin, N., Foster, C., & Padel, S. (1999). The Policy and Regulatory Environment for Organic farming in Europe.
https://projekte.uni-hohenheim.de/i410a/ofeurope/organicfarmingineurope-vol1.pdf

Lindstrom, H., Lundberg, S., & Marklund, P.-O. (2020). How Green Public Procurement can drive conversion of
farmland: An empirical analysis of an organic food policy. Ecological Economics, 172, 106622. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2020.106622

Luczka, W. (2020). Institutional barriers to the development of organic farming in Poland. Roczniki, 22(1), 213-
223. http://dx.doi.org/10.22004 /ag.econ.308173

12

DOI: 10.34659/eis.2024.90.3.825


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2010.07.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2010.07.026
https://uwm.edu.pl/wne/sites/default/files/u3/nauka/RaportMGrzybowska-Brzezinska2023-2-sig.pdf
https://uwm.edu.pl/wne/sites/default/files/u3/nauka/RaportMGrzybowska-Brzezinska2023-2-sig.pdf
https://orgprints.org/3092/1/Organic_Farming_in_Europe_Volume11_Organic_farming_and_measures_of_European_agricultural_policy.pdf
https://orgprints.org/3092/1/Organic_Farming_in_Europe_Volume11_Organic_farming_and_measures_of_European_agricultural_policy.pdf
https://orgprints.org/3092/1/Organic_Farming_in_Europe_Volume11_Organic_farming_and_measures_of_European_agricultural_policy.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani10010162
https://doi.org/10.1080/10408398.2017.1394815
https://doi.org/10.1080/10408398.2017.1394815
https://www.gov.pl/web/ijhars/raport-o-stanie-rolnictwa-ekologicznego-w-polsce
https://www.gov.pl/web/ijhars/raport-o-stanie-rolnictwa-ekologicznego-w-polsce
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13165-017-0193-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-0862.2010.00454.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-0862.2010.00454.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10440046.2011.579838
https://doi.org/10.1079/RAF2005132
https://doi.org/10.1079/RAF2005132
http://dx.doi.org/10.15611/pn.2017.491.22
https://doi.org/10.34659/eis.2022.81.2.461
https://doi.org/10.34659/eis.2024.88.1.698
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJARGE.2008.016981
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJARGE.2008.016981
https://doi.org/10.5604/01.3001.0013.5814
https://doi.org/10.5604/01.3001.0013.5814
https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture14030477
https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture14030477
https://doi.org/10.26114/pja.iung.298.2017.28.03
https://doi.org/10.3220/WP1663067402000
https://doi.org/10.3220/WP1663067402000
https://projekte.uni-hohenheim.de/i410a/ofeurope/organicfarmingineurope-vol1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2020.106622
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2020.106622
http://dx.doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.308173

ECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENT 3(90) * 2024

Luczka, W., & Kalinowski, S. (2020). Barriers to the Development of Organic Farming: A Polish Case Study. Agri-
culture, 10(11), 536. https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture10110536

Luczka, W., & Kalinowski, S. (2023). Socioeconomic reasons for discontinuing organic farming: A Polish case
study. Acta Scientiarum Polonorum. Oeconomia, 22(1), 27-46. https://doi.org/10.22630/ASPE.2023.22.1.3

Luczka, W., Kalinowski, S., & Shmygol, N. (2021). Organic Farming Support Policy in a Sustainable Development
Context: A Polish Case Study. Energies, 14(14), 4208. https://doi.org/10.3390/en14144208

Madelrieux, S., & Alavoine-Mornas, F. (2013). Withdrawal from organic farming in France. Agronomy for Sustain-
able Development, 33, 457-468. https://doi.org/10.1007 /s13593-012-0123-8

Meemken, E.-M., & Qaim, M. (2018). Organic Agriculture, Food Security, and the Environment. Annual Review of
Resource Economics, 10, 39-63. https://doi.org/10.1146 /annurev-resource-100517-023252

Michelsen, J. (2002). Organic farming development in Europe-impacts of regulation and institutional diversity.
Economics of Pesticides, Sustainable Food Production and Organic Food Markets, 4, 101-138. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S1569-3740(02)04007-5

Michelsen, J. (2009). The Europeanization of organic agriculture and conflicts over agricultural policy. Food
Policy, 34(3), 252-257. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2009.03.004

Mie, A., Andersen, H. R., Gunnarsson, S., Kahl, ., Kesse-Guyot, E., Rembiatkowska, E., Quaglio, G., & Grandjean, P.
(2017). Human health implications of organic food and organic agriculture: A comprehensive review. Envi-
ronmental Health, 16, 111. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12940-017-0315-4

Miecznikowska-Jerzak, J. (2022). Stan i perspektywy rolnictwa ekologicznego w Polsce - ocena wyzwan i szans
wdrazania Europejskiego Zielonego Ladu w rolnictwie. Roczniki Integracji Europejskiej, 16, 265-283.
https://doi.org/10.14746/rie.2022.16.16 (in Polish).

Moschitz, H., Muller, A., Kretzschmar, U., Haller, L., de Porras, M., Pfeifer, C., Oehen, B., Willer, H., & Stolz, H. (2021).
How can the EU Farm to Fork strategy deliver on its organic promises? Some critical reflections. Euro
Choices, 20(1), 30-36. https://doi.org/10.1111/1746-692X.12294

Nachtman, G. (2021). Sytuacja produkcyjno-ekonomiczna gospodarstw ekologicznych w Polsce w latach 2013-
2018. Warszawa: IERIGZ-PIB. (in Polish).

Nieberg, H., & Kuhnert, H. (2007). Support Policy for Organic Farming in Germany. Landbauforschung Vélken-
rode, 57, 95-106. https://literatur.thuenen.de/digbib_extern/bitv/dk038114.pdf

Nieberg, H., & Offermann, F. (2006). Einkommensvergleich zwischen 6kologischen und konventionellen Betrie-
ben. Agra Europe, 47(18), 1-10. https://www.openagrar.de/receive/timport_mods_00023642 (in German).

Noll, L. C,, Leach, A. M,, Seufert, V., Galloway, ]. N., Atwell, B., Erisman, ]. W,, & Shade, ]. (2020). The nitrogen foot-
print of organic food in the United States. Environmental Research Letters, 15, 1-12. https://doi.
org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab7029

North, D. C. (1991). Institutions. The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 5(1), 97-112. https://doi.org/10.1257/
jep.5.1.97

Offermann, F, Nieberg, H., & Zander, K. (2009). Dependency of organic farms on direct payments in selected EU
member states: Today and tomorrow. Food Policy, 34(3), 273-279. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2009.
03.002

Palsova, L., Schwarczova, P, Schwarcz, P, & Bandlerova, A. (2014). The Support of Implementation of Organic
Farming in the Slovak Republic in the Context of Sustainable Development. Procedia - Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 110, 520-529. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.12.896

Prandecki, K., Wrzaszcz, W,, & Zielinski, M. (2021). Environmental and Climate Challenges to Agriculture in
Poland in the Context of Objectives Adopted in the European Green Deal Strategy. Sustainability, 13(18),
10318. https://doi.org/10.3390/su131810318

Rees, Ch., Grovermann, Ch., & Finger, R. (2023). National organic action plans and organic farmland area growth
in Europe. Food Policy, 121, 102531. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2023.102531

Rigby, D., & Caceres, D. (2001). Organic farming and the sustainability of agricultural systems. Agricultural Sys-
tems, 68(1), 21-40. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0308-521X(00)00060-3

Sahm, H,, Sanders, J., Nieberg, H., Behrens, G., Kuhnert, H., Strohm, R., & Hamm, U. (2012). Reversion from organic
to conventional agriculture: a review. Renewable Agriculture Food Systems, 28(3), 263-275. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S1742170512000117

Serra, T, Zilberman, D., & Gil, J. (2007). Differential Uncertainties and Risk Attitudes Between Conventional and
Organic Producers: The Case of Spanish Cop Farmers. Proceedings of the American Agricultural Economics
Association Annual Meeting, Portland, 1-35. https://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.9696

Siedlecka, A. (2014). Ocena wsparcia rolnictwa ekologicznego przez instytucje z otoczenia rolnictwa. Zeszyty
Naukowe SGGW. Ekonomika i Organizacja Gospodarki Zywno$ciowej, 107,81-92. https://doi.org/10.22630/
EIO0GZ.2014.107.27 (in Polish).

Sobocinska, M., Mazurek-Lopacinska, K., Skowron, S., Graczyk, A., & Kociszewski, K. (2021). The Role of Market-
ing in Shaping the Development of the Market of Organic Farming Products in Poland. Sustainability, 13(1),
130. https://doi.org/10.3390/s5u13010130

13

DOI: 10.34659/eis.2024.90.3.825


https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture10110536
https://doi.org/10.22630/ASPE.2023.22.1.3
https://doi.org/10.3390/en14144208
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-012-0123-8
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-resource-100517-023252
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1569-3740(02)04007-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1569-3740(02)04007-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2009.03.004
https://ehjournal.biomedcentral.com/
https://ehjournal.biomedcentral.com/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12940-017-0315-4
https://doi.org/10.14746/rie.2022.16.16
https://doi.org/10.1111/1746-692X.12294
https://literatur.thuenen.de/digbib_extern/bitv/dk038114.pdf
https://www.openagrar.de/receive/timport_mods_00023642
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab7029
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab7029
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.5.1.97
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.5.1.97
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2009.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2009.03.002
https://scholar.google.pl/citations?user=_wJNa5AAAAAJ&hl=pl&oi=sra
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.12.896
https://doi.org/10.3390/su131810318
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2023.102531
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0308-521X(00)00060-3
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742170512000117
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742170512000117
https://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.9696
https://doi.org/10.22630/EIOGZ.2014.107.27
https://doi.org/10.22630/EIOGZ.2014.107.27
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13010130

ECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENT 3(90) * 2024

14

Spiegel, A, Coletta, A, & Severini, S. (2022). The distortive effect of organic payments: An example of policy fail-
ure in the case of hazelnut plantation. Land Use Policy, 119, 106202. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landuse-
pol.2022.106202

Stolze, M., & Lampkin, N. (2009). Policy for organic farming: Rationale and concepts. Food Policy, 34(3), 237-244.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2009.03.005

Tal, A. (2018). Making conventional agriculture environmentally friendly: Moving beyond the glorification of
organic agriculture and the demonization of conventional agriculture. Sustainability, 10(4), 1078. https://
doi.org/10.3390/su10041078

Tranter, R. B, Holt, G. C., & Grey, P. T. (2007). Budgetary implications, and motives for, converting to organic farm-
ing: case study farm business evidence from Great Britain. Biological Agriculture and Horticulture, 25, 133-
151. https://doi.org/10.1080/01448765.2007.9755042

Wrzaszcz, W. (2023). Tendencies and Perspectives of Organic Farming Development in the UE - the Significance
of European Green Deal Strategy. European Journal of Sustainable Development, 12, 143-158. https://doi.
org/10.14207 /ejsd.2023.v12n1p143

Wrzaszcz, W, & Prandecki, K. (2020). Agriculture and the European Green Deal. Problems of Agricultural Eco-
nomics, 365(4), 156-179. https://doi.org/10.30858/zer/131841

Zamkova, M., Rojik, S., Prokop, M., Cinc¢alovd, S., & Stolin, R. (2022). Czech consumers’ preference for organic
products in online grocery stores during the COVID-19 pandemic. International Journal of Environmental
Research and Public Health, 19(20), 13316. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph192013316

Zielinski, M., Jozwiak, W., Zietara, W., Wrzaszcz, W., Sobierajewska, ]., Mirkowska, Z., & Adamski, M. (2022).
Kierunki i mozliwosci rozwoju rolnictwa ekologicznego w Polsce w ramach Europejskiego Zielonego tadu.
Warszawa: Fundacja Europejski Fundusz Rozwoju Wsi Polskiej. (in Polish).

Zietara, W, & Mirkowska, Z. (2021). Zielony Lad - w kierunku rolnictwa ekologicznego czy ekologizacji rol-
nictwa. Zagadnienia Ekonomiki Rolnej, 368(3), 29-54. https://doi.org/10.30858/zer/135520 (in Polish).

Wiadystawa tUCZKA

OCENA POLITYKI WSPARCIA ROLNICTWA EKOLOGICZNEGO PRZEZ ROLNIKOW

STRESZCZENIE: Celem artykutu jest ocena polityki wsparcia rolnictwa ekologicznego przez trzy grupy rolnikéw: ,zaangazowa-
nych’, ,pragmatycznych” i ,pragmatycznych-zaangazowanych”. Ustalone zostaty réznice i podobieristwa tych grup w ocenie
polityki wsparcia oraz okreslono ich przyszte zamierzenia w kontekscie zaniechania lub kontynuowania produkcji ekologicznej.
W opracowaniu wykorzystano jakosciowe metody badania ankietowego przeprowadzonego wsréd 154 gospodarstw ekologicz-
nych. Stwierdzono, ze wsrdd rolnikdw dominowata negatywna opinia 0 zmianach w przepisach rolnictwa ekologicznego. Moze
to prowadzi do postrzegania wyzszego ryzyka zwigzanego z rolnictwem ekologicznym w poréwnaniu z konwencjonalng forma
rolnictwa i zniechecac¢ do kontynuowania produkcji w przysztosci. W oczekiwaniach pod adresem przysztej polityki kluczowe
znaczenie ma wzrost wsparcia finansowego. Ma to szczegdlne znaczenie w przypadku dwéch grup rolnikéw: ,zaangazowanych”
i pragmatycznych zaangazowanych”. Z przeprowadzonych badan wynika, ze w przysztosci najwieksze zmiany w liczbie gospo-
darstw moga nastapic¢ w grupie rolnikéw ,pragmatycznych’, poniewaz co trzeci rolnik z tej grupy zamierza zrezygnowac z rolnic-
twa ekologicznego, i réwniez co trzeci jest niezdecydowany.

StOWA KLUCZOWE: rolnictwo ekologiczne, polityka rolna, wsparcie rolnikdw, ograniczenia instytucjonalne
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