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1. Aim and context of the workshop

2. Summary of key aspects of risks discussed and risks selected

WORKSHOP INSIGHTS SUMMARY
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The workshop brought together more than 40 participants from DG AGRI & other Commission DGs and 

representatives of the European Food Security Crisis preparedness and response Mechanism (EFSCM) to 

explore how a potential polycrisis can affect food security in the EU by 2035. Through a structured foresight 

process, the workshop aimed to uncover long-term systemic risks for food security, their cascading effects 

and potential targeted interventions to support the ongoing development of the EFSCM crisis-preparedness 

methodology. 

Across four discussion groups, participants explored the 40 risks from the Risks on the Horizon report, 

focusing particularly on those with high potential impact for food security but low existing knowledge.

After a collective mapping of risks along the knowledge and impact matrix, each group was assigned three 

crisis risks to explore in depth. Across groups, recurring selected risks included:

• Failure of critical infrastructure

• Cybercrime and digital system disruption

• Dissolution of multilateralism / geopolitical fragmentation

• Climate-related resource scarcity and environmental degradation

• Economic inequalities and poverty

• Market concentration and weakened SME competitiveness

• Social division and disinformation

Participants emphasised that the interaction between systemic shocks, rather than any single risk, poses 

the highest threat to food security in 2035.

3. Causal loops or hot spots identified

Across groups, several hotspots emerged:

• Rising food prices, triggered by supply shocks, input cost volatility and market power imbalances.

• Reduced production capacity, due to climate pressures, labour shortages, logistics failures and 

constrained access to finance or technology.

• Growing import dependence, increasing vulnerability to geopolitical tensions and trade disruptions.

• Food access inequalities, driven by poverty, discrimination and fragmented food environments.

• Loss of trust and misinformation, amplifying panic, distorting markets and weakening crisis response.

These hotspots formed reinforcing loops that can escalate a localised or single crisis into a broader systemic 

failure.

Groups identified a range of structural drivers behind the hotspots, several of which appeared across all 

discussions:

• Access to capital: determining capacity to innovate, adapt and absorb shocks.

• Limited access to technology: affecting productivity, monitoring, traceability and resource efficiency.

• High input costs: energy, fertilizers, feed, water.

• Environmental degradation and water scarcity.

• Disruption of logistics and critical infrastructure.

• Market concentration eroding resilience and affordability.

• Misinformation dynamics and loss of public trust.

• Governance fragmentation and weak coordination across levels.

These were judged essential because they directly influence the food system’s ability to prevent, absorb, 

and recover from disruptions.

4. Risks and developments identified as driving the selected hotspot

https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC137493
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5. Potential policy interventions discussed and key stakeholders to be involved 

In addition to well-known drivers of food security, the workshop enabled identifying, selecting and discussing 

systemic risks beyond food systems. This type of risks should be kept on the radar for advancing work, in the 

framework of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and the EFSCM, but also beyond sectoral initiatives. 

Groups proposed a wide range of interventions, often converging around similar resilience-building levers:

• Financial and economic measures

Improved access to EU-level guarantees, venture capital, and targeted support for SMEs.

Cooperative purchasing, strengthened competition rules, SME and “food security tests”.

• Technological and infrastructural measures

Investment in precision farming, circular systems, early-warning tools and real-time supply monitoring.

Resilient water systems, storage and stockpiling strategies, critical infrastructure upgrades.

• Social and governance measures

EU food stamps or school meal schemes; mapping and addressing fresh-food deserts.

Stronger transparency rules, better regulation of online spaces and improved media literacy.

Cross-DG coordination and civil–military cooperation for crisis preparedness.

• Stakeholders to involve

Several Commission DGs; other EU Institutions, Member States; municipalities; farmer organisations; SMEs 

and cooperatives; civil society; the private sector; financial institutions; education and media actors.

https://commission.europa.eu/system/files/2023-01/SWD_2023_4_1_EN_document_travail_service_part1_v2.pdf


Participants got familiar with the 40 risk cards in four breakout groups. Each breakout group selected

only the risk cards they deemed most interesting, meaning the ones they knew the least about. There

were no minimum nor maximum requirements for this selection. Participants were also able to create

their own risk card if they believed something crucial was missing.

Participants proceeded to plot their selected risks on the ‘Evaluation of Risks Matrix’ based on how

impactful it would be for ’EU Food Security in 2035’ if this risk became a crisis and their knowledge

of the risk. A full-group discussion was held to contest the placement of the risk cards.

Lastly, from the cards that were in the bottom right quadrant (high potential impact and little

knowledge), participants voted on their top risks.. The voting resulted in top 8 risk cards. Some risk

cards were considered to be too similar to each other, thus participants agreed to cluster and merge

them. This eventually led to two sets of three risks cards, which were used for the next activity.

ACTIVITY 1: EXPLORING FUTURE RISKS
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Risks initially selected by each 
breakout group

Risks voted and eventually used
for polycrisis mapping

Group 1

Risk 1. Poverty
Risk 2.Economic inequalities between countries
Risk 3. Armed conflicts
Risk 4. Dissolution of multilateralism

1. Failure of critical infrastructure
2. Cybercrime
3. Dissolution of multilateralism

Group 2

Risk 1. Collapse of democratic governments
Risk 2. Loss of EU green technology leadership
Risk 3. Economic contraction
Risk 4. Loss of privacy
Risk 5. Loss of power by Humans
Risk 6.Inefficient decision-making processes

1. Failure of critical infrastructure
2. Cybercrime
3. Dissolution of multilateralism

Group 3

Risk 1.Technology dependency
Risk 2. Critical raw materials dependency
Risk 3. Failure of critical infrastructure
Risk 4. Migration
Risk 5. Civil war in the EU
Risk 6. Inefficient decision-making processes

1. Collapse of democratic governments
2. Critical raw materials dependency
3. Effects of climate change (created by 
participants)

Group 4

Risk 1. Social unrest
Risk 2. Lack of equality
Risk 3. Slow technological innovation pace
Risk 4. Inability to reach consensus in society

1. Collapse of democratic governments
2. Critical raw materials dependency
3. Effects of climate change (created by 
participants)

4



In their own breakout groups, participants explored the potential impacts of the three selected risks.
Going one by one, participants were told that they were in 2035 and that each risk had now become a
major crisis.

Participants were encouraged to look at each crisis card from multiple angles, identifying at least three
impacts across social, technological, environmental, economic, political, legal, and ethical dimensions
(STEEPLE), and then exploring how each of these could affect EU food security in 2035.

POLYCRISIS EXPLORATION WORKSHOP - Report
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FIRST ORDER IMPACTS 
(STEEPLE-LEVEL)

What would be the first concrete events if this 
crisis became real in 2035?

SECOND ORDER IMPACTS 
(TOPIC-LEVEL)

What would be the impacts on ‘Food Security in 2035’ if 
this first order impact became real?

Group 1

CRISIS CARD 1: Failure of critical 

infrastructure

Social unrest & confrontation

Inability to govern

Break-down of vital services

CRISIS CARD 2: Cybercrime

Cyber attacks

Sensitive data breaches

Black-outs of digital services

CRISIS CARD 3: Dissolution of multilateralism

Environmental and climate action is de-prioritised

Declining competitiveness

Limited access to critical inputs (feed, fertilisers, 

seeds) due to trade disruptions

CRISIS CARD 1: Failure of critical infrastructure

Food access conflicts

Emergence of black markets

Soaring food prices

Decline in food quality, volumes and imports 

Livestock and human disease outbreaks

CRISIS CARD 2: Cybercrime

Disruptions to payments and subsidy systems undermine 

farmers’ capacity to operate and fuel social unrest

Farmers’ competitiveness suffers as a result of data 

breaches

CRISIS CARD 3: Dissolution of multilateralism

Accelerated env. Degradation and export of pollution

Decrease in food production

Shift to less varied diets and cheaper foods

Increased import dependency

Food safety not guaranteed

ACTIVITY 2.1: MAPPING CASCADING EFFECTS OF CRISES
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FIRST ORDER IMPACTS 
(STEEPLE-LEVEL)

What would be the first concrete events if this 
crisis became real in 2035?

SECOND ORDER IMPACTS 
(TOPIC-LEVEL)

What would be the impacts on ‘Food Security in 2035’ if 
this first order impact became real?

Group 2

CRISIS CARD 1: DISSOLUTION OF 

MULTILATERALISM

Climate degradation

Degradation of resources & scarcity

Mass migration

Conflicts 

High individualism

Markets disturbed

End of shared knowledge & competition for 

innovation

End of rule of law

New alignments & alliances

Sovereignty may be challenged

Borders closed

CRISIS CARD 2: CYBERCRIME

Transport disturbed

Dependency on IT people and skills 

Health system challenged

Economic contraction & no investment 

Democracy challenged

War mindset

Distribution of energy challenges

Cash economy

CRISIS CARD 3: FAILURE OF CRITICAL 

INFRASTRUCTURES

Due to time constraints, the group explored 

thoroughly Crisis card 2 as Cybercrime was also 

seen as conducive of failure of critical 

infrastructures. New 2nd order impacts were 

added.

CRISIS CARD 1: DISSOLUTION OF 

MULTILATERALISM

Decrease of food quality and safety

Limited food options

Rationing

Inflation of food prices

Forced labour

Collapse of supply industry

Nationalisation of food supply: MS vs EU & Companies 

vs States

Poverty

Taxes

Collapse of social system

Rise of health issues, plant diseases etc.

Decrease of productivity

CRISIS CARD 2: CYBERCRIME

Diets affected

Yields affected

Rise of self sufficiency

Cartels

Change of business model

Local based systems

Food production stopped/started - interruption or phased

CAP cannot be implemented

Increase of analog

Increase of black markets

Mass pollution

Access to water challenged

CRISIS CARD 3: FAILURE OF CRITICAL 

INFRASTRUCTURES

Food losses and waste

Internal market challenged

Global market challenged

Increase of oil consumption 

Uptake of road trade

Diversification of supply chains
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FIRST ORDER IMPACTS 
(STEEPLE-LEVEL)

What would be the first concrete events if this 
crisis became real in 2035?

SECOND ORDER IMPACTS 
(TOPIC-LEVEL)

What would be the impacts on ‘Food Security in 2035’ if 
this first order impact became real?

Group 3

CRISIS CARD 1: Effects of climate change

Social and economic tensions

Population displacement

Increased food insecurity

Increased prices

Increased competition for natural resources

Decline in health / One Health

Increase in environmental cost of technology

CRISIS CARD 2: Collapse of democratic 

governments

Decline in media freedom

All kinds of polarisation

Increased militarism

Restricted freedom of citizens

Unfair income distribution

Lack of planning (for companies)

Legal framework breakdown

Birth of new regimes, potentially authoritarian

Civil unrest

End of multilateralism

CRISIS CARD 3: Critical raw material 

dependency

Rise in geopolitical tensions

Rise in foreign political pressure

Rise in environmental degradation

Decline in innovation / Tech bottleneck / Decline in 

digitalisation

Export bans in EU / Increased competition 

between countries

Rise in cartelling

Lack of availability of packaging

Rise in energy shortages

CRISIS CARD 1: Effects of climate change

Political instability

Misinformation

Stress on social and economic programs

Poorer diets

Increase of production costs / prices

Food price increase

Collapse of healthcare / increased death and diseases

CRISIS CARD 2: Collapse of democratic 

governments

Lack of reliable data / Data suppression

Vegans vs Meat eaters conflict

Lack of transparency

Increase in crimes

Food rationing

Restricted access to food supply

Increased inequality / discrimination

Humanitarian crisis

Unregulated technology development

Increased corruption

CRISIS CARD 3: Critical raw material dependency

Break trade agreements

Consumer panic buying

Reduced yields

Increase in conflict between EU countries and with 

externals

Increased protectionism

Increased food losses

Disruption in transportation
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FIRST ORDER IMPACTS 
(STEEPLE-LEVEL)

What would be the first concrete events if this 
crisis became real in 2035?

SECOND ORDER IMPACTS 
(TOPIC-LEVEL)

What would be the impacts on ‘Food Security in 2035’ if 
this first order impact became real?

Group 4

CRISIS CARD 1: Effects of climate change

Disruption of supplies

Soil degradation

Loss of arable lands

Less Food supply

Regionalization of impacts

Pest, disease, pathogens, increased prices

Migration

CRISIS CARD 2: Critical raw material 

Dependency

Less machinery

Less fertilisers

Slower green transition

Increase in mining in Europe

Geopolitical competition

Slow digitalisation

CRISIS CARD 3: Collapse of democratic 

government

No more rule of law

Less food safety

Corruption

CRISIS CARD 1: Effects of climate change

Increase EU trade

Less nutritious food

Decrease productivity

Less variety

Change consumer pattern

Change production pattern

Acceleration of change

New specialization

Food access inequality

Regional depopulation

CRISIS CARD 2: Critical raw material dependency

Decrease productivity

Less income for producers

Increase production costs

Higher energy prices

Increase in global warming

Dependency to south Mediteranean countries

Towards unilateralism

Need of more human resources

Logistical difficulties

CRISIS CARD 3: Collapse of democratic government

Less tracability

Mistrust

Health issues

Power grab

Market malfunction



After the first and second order impacts of all three crises cards were completed, participants were
invited to look at the poster as a whole, take a black marker and draw arrows connecting impacts to
each other.

ACTIVITY 2.2: POLYCRISIS/HOTSPOTS IDENTIFICATION
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INTERCONNECTEDNESS AND HOTSPOTS

Group 1

Hotspots:

Soaring food prices

Decrease in food production

Increased import dependence

Food access conflicts

Shift to cheap and less varied diet and foods

Loss of competitiveness

9
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INTERCONNECTEDNESS AND HOTSPOTS

Group 2

Hotspots:

”Might is right” (meaning those in power

can act unchallenged)

Big companies empowered / Cartels

Nationalisation of food companies

Member States vs EU

Internal market challenged

Inflation & scarcity

Unrest & democracy challenged

10
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INTERCONNECTEDNESS AND HOTSPOTS

Group 3

Hotspots:

Competition for natural resources

Increase in energy shortages

Increase in food prices

Food insecurity

Misinformation

Panic buying

Food rationing/restriction

Increased inequality and discrimination

Increased crimes

Population displacement

Food supply chain disruption 

INTERCONNECTEDNESS AND HOTSPOTS

Group 4

Hotspots:

Less output (driven by less quantity, variety, producers, …)

Access decrease (driven by higher prices, etc)

Social cohesion decrease (driven by mistrust, migration)

13



Participants explored the drivers triggering the causal loop and voted on the drivers with highest
impact and where they have most agency (most voted drivers are indicated in bold in the tables).

ACTIVITY 3.1: CAUSAL LOOP'S DRIVERS
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GROUP 2

CAUSAL LOOP: 

Might is right > Big companies empowered / Cartels > Nationalisation of food companies > 
Member States vs EU> Internal market challenged> Inflation & scarcity > Unrest & 
democracy challenged > Might is right

DRIVER: social unrest and democracy challenged

• Organised crime activities
• Corruption
• Autocratic systems
• Discrimination
• Scarcity of resources due to degradation of climate
• Loss and trust

• Poverty
• Disinformation
• Terrorist attacks
• Perception of unfairness
• Inequalities
• Discrimination

DRIVER: Big companies empowered

• Critical dependencies
• Incapability to decide in Brussels

• Inflation & Scarcity: market failure in the long term

DRIVER: Internal market challenged

• Nationalisation for political needs
• Perception of threats to national security
• Border controls & MS food standards
• Export controls
• MS vs EU discourse for political needs

• Protectionism
• Resource hoarding

• Populism
• Less SMEs

GROUP 1 (focused on 2nd level impacts and drivers behind them

CAUSAL LOOP:

Soaring food prices -decrease in food production- increased import dependence – food 
access conflicts -shift to cheap and less varied diet and foods – loss of competitiveness

DRIVER: increased import dependence

• High input costs

• Elevated production standards

• Scarcity of raw materials

DRIVER: decrease in food production

• New regulations

• Access to capital

• Lack of inputs (feed, fertilisers etc)
• Labour shortages, migration shifts
• Logistics interruptions
• Environmental disasters

DRIVER: loss of competitiveness

• Farm structure and demographic change

• Excessive regulation

• Limited access to technology
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GROUP 3

CAUSAL LOOP:

Competition for natural resources - Increase in energy shortages - Increase in food prices 
- Food insecurity – Misinformation - Panic buying - Food rationing/restriction - Increased 
inequality and discrimination - Increased crimes - Population displacement - Food supply 
chain disruption 

DRIVER: Competition for natural resources (voted as an impactful driver)

• Limited access
• Land grabbing
• Resources become more scarce
• Transactional way of handling VS rules-based
• Distrust / opposing world views

• Armed conflict
• Access to food becomes less secure
• Geopolitical power shift to East – Russia and China

DRIVER: Misinformation (voted as a driver they have agency over)

• Polarisation
• Group dynamics / sense of belonging
• Lack of media literacy

• New technology
• Malicious interactions

DRIVER: Food supply chain disruption (voted as an impactful driver)

• Cybercrimes
• Conflict
• Social movement

• Packaging disruptions
• Global pandemics
• Legislation and trade war
• Lack of skilled labour

GROUP 4

CAUSAL LOOP:

output decrease / access decrease / social cohesion decrease

Key impact: access decrease

• Weaker legal system • Differentiation at regional level

Key impact: output decrease

• Logistics interruptions, instability
• Regionalisation

• Lack on inputs (feed, fertilisers etc)
• Labour shortages, migration shifts

Key impact: social cohesion decrease

• Migration (growing population)
• Poor level of information
• Disinformation (Ai algorithm)

• Mistrust in institution
• Mistrust food chain (growing misconception of 

value added in the food system)
• Mistrust farmers



Participants identified policy actions inside their scope of work (on food security and within their 

organization), beyond their policy area at broader EU level (including EU Institutions and Member 

States) and key stakeholders for each voted causal loop driver.

After this, participants gathered back in plenary to share the policy actions identified and discussed 

in the breakout groups.

ACTIVITY 3.2: POLICY OBJECTIVES AND INTERVENTIONS
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GROUP 1

DRIVER
What can be done inside our  
scope of work? Existing and 
new ideas / actions

What can be done outside 
our  scope of work? 
Existing and new ideas / 
actions

What key 
stakeholders 
should be 
involved?

1.Access to capital

• Simplify financial rules and 
reduce administrative 
burden; improve access to 
venture capital; 

• Enhance support for start-
ups through guarantees 
(ECB or EIB); 

• Promote digitalisation and 
process innovation

• Strengthen public–private 
financing tools; 

• Develop EU-level guarantee 
mechanisms; 

• Expand investment instruments 
supporting sustainable 
agriculture

2.Limited access to 
technology

• Promote multinational R&I 
projects; 

• Provide public funding, tax 
exemptions, and tailored 
financial instruments; 

• Remove legislative barriers to 
scientific research

• Strengthen geopolitical 
alliances for critical raw 
materials; 

• Foster technology-oriented 
education and training

3.High input costs

• Encourage cooperative 
purchasing and local integrated 
production chains; 

• Introduce targeted subsidies;

• Simplify procedures and 
reporting requirements

• Increase renewable energy 
production to stabilise energy 
costs; 

• Promote innovation and 
circular practices to reduce 
material dependency

• All Stakeholders 
involved, including 
local communities
AGRI, MARE, TRADE, 
GROW

13
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GROUP 2

DRIVER
What can be done inside our  
scope of work? Existing and 
new ideas / actions

What can be done outside 
our  scope of work? 
Existing and new ideas / 
actions

What key 
stakeholders 
should be 
involved?

1.Poverty and 
discrimination

• School meals with public 
support

• EU food stamps

• Make food part of essential 
infrastructure

• Mapping of fresh food 'deserts' 
Regulation and investment to 
remedy

• Social justice; 

• Inequalities to be addressed

• Stronger associations 
and cooperatives

• Municipalities

• Local communities

2. Scarcity & 
Degradation of climate

• Better CAP to support climate 
resilience

• Circularity

• Access to tech

• Unlock EU investment

• Upskilling along farmers

• DG AGRI, DG GROW, 
DG ENV, DG CLIMA

• Farming communities 
and private sector

3.Less SMEs, inflation 
and scarcity as 
potential for market 
failure

• Ensure SMEs are able to
compete

• Add food security to SME test

• Competition rules restored

• More state interventions

• Regulation

• Investment

• Innovation

• Actions from 
consumers: collective 
purchases for better 
prices, cooperatives
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GROUP 3

DRIVER
What can be done inside our  
scope of work? Existing and 
new ideas / actions

What can be done outside 
our  scope of work? 
Existing and new ideas / 
actions

What key 
stakeholders 
should be 
involved?

1. Competition for 
natural resources 

• Supply secured in real-time
• Civil-military cooperation
• Water resilience: access of 

farmers to water, but regulated
• EFSCM+

• Social + economic regulators
• Stockpiling, Stocks inventories
• Empowered cross-functional 

coordination mechanism
• More circularity
• Decrease food + waste + loss
• Improved policy-making
• Enforce (better) access to land 

for farmers – food first 
principle

• Revision of exclusive/ share in 
the TFEU

• DG ESTAT
• DG AGRI
• DG GROW
• DG SANTE
• DG EMPL
• Private sector of the 

agri -food chain
• Civil society
• More EU integration

2. Food supply chain 
disruption

• CAP -> CMO (common market 
organisation)

• Food Law
• Protein Plan
• EU Chemicals Strategy
• Bioeconomy strategy
• EFSCM
• EU Preparedness Union 

Strategy
• Stockpiling Strategy
• Trans-European Network
• FTAs

• Domestic production

• Crisis simulation exercises for 
the food chain

• Strategy for skilled workers in 
the food supply chain

• Private sector
• Member states
• Regions
• DG MOVE
• DG GROW
• DG ENV
• DG AGRI
• DG ECHO
• DG TRADE
• DG MARE
• DG SANTE
• DG DEFIS
• AMIS – G20 

Agricultural market 
system

3. Misinformation

• Transparency and professional 
information on food security 
issues

• Early warning about food 
security-related misinformation 
through EU observatory and 
national-level

• More dialogue

• Food industry communication 
& innovation (example: of 
energy drinks)

• More powerful media literacy 
programs – schools, early 
education, youth programmes

• Stronger regulation  of social 
media platforms

• Debunking campaigns - using 
humour

• Beyond the usual 
suspects:

• Civil society
• Consumers
• Local heroes
• Local community

15
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GROUP 4

DRIVER
What can be done inside 
our scope of work? Existing 
and new ideas / actions

What can be done outside our 
scope of work? Existing and 
new ideas / actions

What 
key stakeholders 
should be involved?

1.Weaker 
legal framework

• Bolstering legal frameworks 
for food systems

• More enforcement of 
existing regulations

• Strengthening democratic 
values

• Employer
• Civil society

2.Growing mis-
conception of 
value added in the 
food system

• Transparency and labelling • More education • Work on local 
level (food 
councils, 
municipalities)



Key takeaways based on workshop notes
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1. How could the interventions have a positive influence 

on EU food security?

Group 1: Strengthening access to capital would allow farms, cooperatives and agri-startups to invest
more in innovation, digitalisation and diversification, which enhances resilience and competitiveness.
Facilitating access to new technologies would accelerate the adoption of e.g. precision farming, data
analytics and sustainable practices, improving yields while reducing environmental pressures.
Addressing high input costs through cooperative purchasing and increased renewable energy
production would mitigate risks (volatility, import dependency). Collectively, these interventions could
create a more balanced and self-sustaining food system that is less exposed to global market volatility.

Group 2: The proposed interventions strengthen food security by acting simultaneously on access,
affordability, resilience and governance. Measures such as school meals, EU food stamps and the
mapping of fresh-food deserts might increase equitable access to nutritious food and directly reduce
discrimination-driven gaps. Interventions supporting climate-resilient farming, circularity, investment
in technology, as well as farmer upskilling enhance productivity and reduce vulnerability to resource
scarcity and climate degradation. Strengthening SMEs through regulation, innovation support and a
food-security SME test improves competition and market stability. Making competition rules more
effective, improving market monitoring, developing cooperatives and collective purchasing models
would empower consumers and local communities. Finally, recognising food production and
distribution channels as part of the essential infrastructure raises political awareness and ensures that
inequality, poverty, and potential nationalisation risks are addressed in a more systemic way.

Group 3: Interventions identified —such as securing supply in real-time, promoting civil-military
cooperation, building water resilience, fostering economic and social regulation, investing in
stockpiling and inventories—can directly ensure access to food and critical resources in times of crisis.
Steps like empowering cross-functional coordination, encouraging more circularity and
decreasing food waste also contribute to resource efficiency and system robustness. Enhanced
transparency, stronger regulation of social media, as well as media literacy strengthen public trust and
counteract misinformation, while ensuring professional information circulates about food security.
These measures promote fairness and cooperation and equip vulnerable actors in the food system
with tools to withstand shocks.

Group 4: Stronger legal rules and clearer information can make the food system more reliable and
easier to trust. Better communication and education help people understand how food systems work
and why they matter. These actions support cooperation, help prevent irrational behaviours (e.g.
panic buying) and improve how the system functions day-to-day.

17
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2. How would they help prevent a crisis?

Group 1: Improved access to finance and technology would reduce structural fragilities that amplify shocks. Better-
capitalised and technologically equipped farms are more capable of maintaining operations during disruptions,
such as supply chain interruptions, yet they are also more vulnerable to cyber incidents. Reducing dependency on
costly or imported inputs lessens exposure to external supply shocks and geopolitical tensions. The combined
effect would dampen cascading failures: fewer production collapses and more stable prices.

Group 2: The proposed interventions reduce vulnerability upstream, limiting the probability and severity of a food-
security crisis. Tackling resource scarcity via better CAP support for adaptation, circularity, and investments
alleviates systemic pressures before they become disruptive. Strengthening SMEs and rebalancing competition
structures prevents long-term market failures that could otherwise lead to price spikes or reduced supply. Social-
support measures (school schemes, food stamps) act as shock absorbers, preventing demand-side crises driven by
poverty or discrimination. Trade monitoring, common market policies and improved market monitoring support
early detection of stress signals and enable timely correction. Classifying food systems as essential infrastructure
ensures that contingency plans exist for shocks such as terrorist attacks, geopolitical disruptions or supply-chain
failures. Overall, the interventions create redundancy and surveillance mechanisms across both supply and
demand.

Group 3: The proposed interventions increase preparedness on several fronts. Real-time supply security and
stockpiling mitigate the risk of sudden shortages, while coordinated civil-military approaches and resilient access to
water pre-empt system breakdowns. Improved policymaking, including better land access for farmers and more
circular resource flows, dampen cascading effects from climate, political, or geopolitical disruptions. Early warning
systems and targeted communication can quickly address misinformation before it escalates to panic buying or
exacerbates food supply challenges. Cross-sector coordination and multi-level engagement make the food system
less vulnerable to both systemic and demand-driven crises.

Group 4: When rules are clear and enforced, corruption and delays are less likely, which keeps supply chains
functioning. Good information limits rumours and panic during difficult periods. More transparency also helps
detect problems earlier, so they can be fixed before they spread.
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3. How would they make the policy more resilient?

Group 1: Better integration of these interventions into policy frameworks would strengthen systemic
preparedness and adaptability. Financial and technological support mechanisms enable faster recovery
after crises. Promoting cross-sector coordination between agriculture, trade, energy, innovation and
digital policy would enhance coherence, ensuring that resilience measures in one area do not create
new vulnerabilities elsewhere. This would lead to a more anticipatory policy ecosystem capable of
coping with complex, simultaneous disruptions.

Group 2: Resilience emerges through diversification, redundancy and improved coordination. Climate-
resilient agricultural practices and increased circularity reduce dependence on vulnerable resources.
Investments in technology and farmer upskilling ensure adaptive capacity at farm level. Strengthening
cooperatives, consumer groups and local communities broadens the actor base capable of responding
during disruptions. Integrating food security considerations into SME tests, regulation and state
interventions builds resilience across the entire value chain rather than only at production level.
Cross-DG cooperation as well as collaboration with municipalities and farming communities, improves
institutional resilience by reducing siloed responses. Recognising food channels as critical
infrastructure also embeds resilience principles into national risk assessments.

Group 3: By embedding these interventions, policy becomes adaptative to emerging risks, including
natural resource competition, food supply chain disruptions and the spread of misinformation.
Stockpiling and resilient infrastructure create strategic reserves and buffers. Stronger media literacy,
better information flows and advance crisis simulations mean shocks are detected earlier and
responded to faster. Involving diverse actors—governments, private sector, civil society, regions—
broadens resilience, spreads risk and introduces multiple perspectives for problem-solving. Regulation
(e.g., of social platforms) helps manage new risks in the information ecosystem.

Group 4 : A stronger legal base and better information flows help policies hold up under pressure.
When consumers understand the system better, policies are easier to implement. Involving different
actors—local authorities, civil society, farmers—creates more support and spreads responsibilities,
making the system better able to absorb shocks.
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4. What should be revisited (actions, instruments, 
communication)?

Group 1: Existing policy instruments could be reviewed for flexibility and accessibility, particularly for
smaller and mid-sized farms. Financial rules could be simplified to improve the uptake of EU-level
guarantees or innovation funds. Communication strategies might need to emphasise resilience as a
shared responsibility, engaging citizens and local communities in supporting sustainable consumption
and local value chains. Finally, inter-DG collaboration mechanisms and early-warning systems could be
revisited to better capture cross-sector signals of stress, ensuring that preparedness actions are timely
and coordinated.

Group 2: Some instruments may need updating to reflect new risks and new actors. CAP instruments
are currently being revisited to strengthen climate-resilient farming and circularity. Regulatory
frameworks may require adjustment, notably for SME competitiveness, market-failure prevention and
food-security impact tests. Investment tools—EU funds, innovation funding or crisis-response
mechanisms—should be re-evaluated to ensure they are accessible to farmers, SMEs and local
communities. Communication should increase awareness among policymakers and the general public
about fresh-food deserts, market risks and the consequences of poverty and discrimination. Similarly,
communication around critical infrastructure protection could be expanded to include food systems
and related vulnerabilities.

Group 3: The analysis points to the need to revisit both the flexibility and accessibility of existing
instruments, especially regarding crisis response mechanisms, access to data, stockpiling strategies,
and support for circularity. Communication strategies should pay greater attention to misinformation
and disinformation dynamics, incorporating early warning, rapid response, and more robust regulation
of social media. The governance of coordination mechanisms—particularly across national, local, and
EU levels—should be reassessed to ensure swift, unified responses to complex shocks.

Group 4: Some existing tools on transparency, labelling, and rule enforcement need updating to match
today’s risks. Communication should focus more on countering misinformation and explaining the real
value of food systems. Actions should also consider regional differences and make sure they align with
climate and governance challenges.
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