
 

 

  

Swiss agricultural 

policy: Lessons for 

Brexit Britain 
SUMMARY 

Switzerland sits within Europe but not within the European 

Union (EU). It is therefore outside the influence of the 

Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). Swiss policies are in many 

ways more intense versions of the EU’s. Border protections 

are and remain higher and subsidy, now distributed through 

direct payments, are more generous but come with higher 

conditionality. The current agricultural policy retains the 

strategic case for support (maintaining food supplies and a 

distributed population) but is allocated through a series of 

programmes that are targeted at delivering a defined set of 

‘public goods’– such as biodiversity, landscape and water 

quality. The experience of Switzerland shows that outside of 

the EU it is possible to create a form of agricultural po licy 

that is generous, imaginative, adaptive and effective. The UK 

will need to consider the extent to which, like the Swiss, 

future agricultural policy is aimed at protecting a sector from 

reform as opposed to enabling change. Regardless the Swiss 

approach has many lessons for Brexit Britain as it develops its 

first agricultural policy for forty years  
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INTRODUCTION TO REPORT 

As part of a Nuffield Farming Scholarship I spent 11 days in Switzerland meeting with officials, farmers, NGOs, 

citizens, lobbyists, researchers and politicians. The purpose of the visit was to research Swiss agricultural policy. 

This is part of an ongoing project exploring the agricultural policies of developed countries that are outside of the 

European Union. The project includes include Japan, South Korea, New Zealand and Norway. More information is 

available at my Nuffield Farming blog: http://nuffieldjbaker.wordpress.com/  

This report represents a policy facing report describing the pertinent features of Swiss agricultural policy and an 

initial analysis as to the implications for the UK as it leaves the CAP. The primary method of evidence collection 

was via interview supported by document review were possible.  

VERSION CONTROL 

Version 1.1 amended on 19th June 2017 
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INTRODUCTION TO SWISS 

AGRICULTURE 

GEOGRAPHY AND LAND USE 

Switzerland has a varied geography that is 

differentiated into three main regions – alpine, jura 

(upland) and plains (Figure 1). 

Figure 1: Swiss topographical regions (Source FOAG, 

2017) 

 

About 25% of Switzerland is used for farming all 

year round, 13% is accessible in the late spring and 

summer for pasture.  

Between 1979 – 2009, agricultural land is being lost 

at a rate of 1m2 (FOEN, 2016). Development 

pressure in the plain regions and the spread of 

forest in the alps are the main causes of land use 

change. 

Retaining agricultural land is a policy priority 

implemented through agricultural policy and the 

planning system (FOEN, 2016).  

The Utilisable Agricultural Area (UAA) is 1,054,183 

ha of which 52,8 % is in alpine or jura regions. 

Further details included in Figure 2 

Figure 2: Swiss land use (source FOAG, 2017)

 

 

SOCIAL 

Agriculture directly employs 175,00 Swiss. A further 

225,000 are employed in the rest of the food chain 

(FOAG, 2017a).  

The average Swiss farm is 20Ha. This is slowly 

increasing over time as approximately 2% of farmers 

leave the sector over time (C. Hofer, 2017). 

ECONOMICS 

Switzerland is a highly developed service based 

economy. Primary production from the land makes 

up c.0.7% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in 2013 

(FOAG, 2017).  

In 2014 primary production accounted for 9.45Bn 

Swiss Francs (CHF) (approx. $9.4bn). The split is seen 

in Figure 3 

Figure 3: Distribution of product value in 2014 

(FOAG, 2017) 

 

Switzerland is a net-importer of most food products 

and is about 50% self-sufficient in calories. It does 

export dairy products and processed foods notably 

wine, mineral water and cheese (FOAG, 2016a). 

Figure 4: Calorific self-sufficiency (FOAG, 2016a) 
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GOVERNANCE 

Swiss governance is highly devolved with the 

federal Government having a secondary role in 

most policies. The main exceptions are trade, 

agriculture and defense. Most other policies are 

dealt with at the cantonal (27 in total) or commune 

(2,721) level. 

The decision to retain agriculture at the federal level 

is partly historic, reflecting a national consensus to 

support Swiss farmers and swiss farming, but 

primarily functional. Border tariffs and relationship 

with the World Trade Organisation (WTO) and 

related rules are necessarily national decisions.  

The federal level sets the budget, rules and detailed 

design of the policy. Canton’s are primarily 

implementers. The federal Government also have a 

role ensuring cantons are implementing the policy 

consistently. 

At the federal level the Swiss have a system of 

multi-party governance. There is a 12-person 

cabinet with each Minister having control over a 

Ministry which constitutes various Offices, agencies 

and other bodies.  

The Federal Office for Agriculture (FOAG) is part of 

the remit of the Head of Federal Department of 

Economic Affairs, Education and Research. FOAG 

has approximately 250 staff and is tasked with 

designing and legislating agricultural policy in its 

entirety. 

The Federal Office for the Environment (FOEN) is 

within the remit of the Federal Department for 

Environment, Transport, Energy and 

Communication.  

DIRECT DEMOCRACY 

Switzerland’s system allows for the creation and 

debate of ‘popular initiatives’. These are public 

petitions which having received more than 100,000 

signatures are then discussed by the Parliament and 

potentially enacted (or rejected or reformed). 

Agriculture is a popular theme for these initiatives. 

At the time of visiting there were four such 

initiatives being debated within the Swiss federal 

parliament.  

The most significant such vote with regard to 

agriculture was brought forward in 1996 when the 

Federal Constitution was amended. The newly 

created article 104 stated that the  

“Confederation shall ensure that the agricultural 

sector, by means of a sustainable and market 

oriented production policy, makes an essential 

contribution towards: a) the reliable provision of the 

population with foodstuffs; b) the conservation of 

natural resources and the upkeep of the 

countryside; c) the decentralized population 

settlement of the country” (Constitute Project, 

2002). 

Other parts of the article included a requirement for 

complementing agricultural revenues by direct 

payments and providing economic incentives to 

support forms of production “close to nature and 

friendly to the environment”.  

This proposal was supported by c75% of the voters 

and has provided a framework for and democratic 

legitimacy to the subsequent reforms. 

SWISS AGRICULTURAL POLICY 

Swiss agricultural policy includes five main 

elements: 

• Border protections to reduce the import of 

non-domestic agricultural productions 

• Market measures to promote domestic food 

products and brands 

• Subsidies credit and financial assistance for 

infrastructure and capital work 

• Research, advisory services and training. 

• Direct payments 

This policy report focuses on direct payments 

though in practice the other elements, especially the 

border protections, are co-dependent and 

considered alongside each other during reform 

periods. 

CHANGES OVER TIME 

Consistent with most developed nations, Swiss 

agricultural policy has seen a liberalization of tariffs 

and reduction in Government control over 

agricultural incomes. Mirroring, or often leading, the 

European Union’s approach direct payments have 
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replaced price controls as the primary policy 

mechanism. 

Table 1: Phases of Swiss agricultural reform 

identifies the phases of Swiss agricultural policy. 

There has been a deliberate decision to limit major 

reforms to a single element of the policy. For 

instance, the reform of subsidy in 2014-17 saw no 

changes to market protections and in 2004 tariffs 

were reformed but support largely unchanged.  

In discussion with officials it was apparent that 

internal drivers seemed to shape the design of 

various elements but the overall trend for 

liberalization and less protectionism seems to have 

been external and driven through the WTO process; 

particularly post Uruguay round (FOAG, 2008; 

OECD, 2015). 

The main political parties support or accept the high 

levels of support provided to farmers. To a lesser 

extent the main parties accept the need for border 

protections; although this is an area of potential 

reform. The current main party the Christian 

Democratic People's Party (CVP/PDC) are against 

reforming tariffs. 

The agricultural policy and budget presented to the 

federal parliament every four years. There is 

generally a two-year run in for designing the policy. 

Table 1: Phases of Swiss agricultural reform (FOAG, 

2008; OECD, 2015) 

Date Description 

Pre-

1992 

Highly state controlled system with 

guaranteed prices and major border 

tariffs. Focus was on protection via 

isolation.  

1993 Direct payment system developed as 

compensation for stopping state 

guaranteed prices. Direct payments 

changed from headage payments and 

input subsidy to general direct payments 

and ecological direct payments. 

1996 New article added to the Swiss Federal 

Constitution. This change codified the 

future role of agriculture within 

Switzerland as: providing a reliable 

provision of foodstuff, conservation of 

natural resources and maintaining a 

decentralized population settlement.  

Date Description 

1999 Politique Agricole (PA) 2002 saw a 

transition towards less government 

intervention in the market. PA 02 also 

saw the creation of Proof of Ecological 

Performance (PEP) which set 

environmental conditions that had to be 

met to receive direct support. Support 

provided for farmers in difficult areas, 

biodiversity payments and for production 

systems that were priorities; such as 

summer pastures, cereals, organic and 

extensive meadows. 

2004 Over this period there were some 

relatively minor changes to direct 

payments. Other policy instruments were 

reformed, notably with the end of the 

milk quota in 2009.  

2012 PA 2014 led to a more targeted use of 

direct payments, primarily based on 

environmental and animal welfare 

programmes. 

CURRENT POLICY POLITIQUE AGRICOLE 

2014-2017 

The objectives of the policy were broadly the same 

as for the previous policy (FOAG, 2017a), to create 

an agricultural sector which: 

• Met market demands 

• Operates in an environmentally friendly 

way 

• Provides public goods to society 

• Has high standards of animal welfare 

Although the objectives were unchanged PA14-17 

was described as a major change from previous 

policies. 

The most substantial changes were greater 

targeting and conditionality for direct support. 

PA14-17 saw general income support payments 

replaced with thematic programmes focused on 

addressing specific challenges.  

The drivers for these changes were in this instance, 

primarily internal and included the increasing 

environmental impact of farming and the over 

production of livestock products.  

The general purpose of the reform was the 

reallocate the same budget but in a better, more 

targeted way.  



Swiss Agricultural Policy: Lessons for Brexit Britain  Jonathan Baker 

5 

 

DIRECT SUPPORT 

PA14-17 developed a set of programmes through 

which support would be allocated. These 

programmes were subject to some political 

adaptation the objective of which was to ensure 

that money was provided to as many farmers as 

possible.  

The swiss developed the concept of placing 

environmental conditions on income support. The 

current iteration of Proof of Ecological Performance 

(PEP) means that any farmers receiving support 

must meet the requirements included in Table 2. 

Table 2: Proof of Ecological Performance (FOAG, 

2016ab 

PEP Element Summary of requirement 

Crop rotation Have a minimum of four crops 

in rotation. Includes a limit for 

each crop.  

Water and soil 

protection 

Soil cover after August 31 and 

measures to reduce soil erosion 

(where necessary). 

Biodiversity 

area 

7% of the holding must be 

allocated as a biodiversity 

habitat (15 eligible habitats are 

defined) 

Animal welfare Retaining relevant veterinary 

records and good disease 

management. 

Pesticide use Requires integrated, pesticide 

management plan, sprayer 

testing and riparian buffer 

strips.  

Nutrient 

balance 

Nitrogen and Phosphorus must 

be balanced at farm level (+/- 

10%).  

Decadal soil analysis is also 

required. 

In addition to demonstrating PEP the Swiss require 

all farmers to meet the following criteria: 

• Undertake a minimal amount of work on 

the farm (0.2FTE) 

• Be no older than 64  

• Have relevant agricultural qualifications. 

These qualifications are set and managed 

by a national advisory service and 

delivered through the cantons. 

PROGRAMMES 

The following programmes are included in PA14-17: 

• Farmland payments 

• Payment for ensuring food supplies 

• Biodiversity payments 

• Payment for production systems 

• Payment for landscape quality 

• Transition payments 

The budget allocation is shown in Figure 5. In 2014 

the total budget was 2.4CHF (2.2bn as of June 

2017).  

The total budget has been static in the last two 

reforms. 

Figure 5: AP14-17 budget allocation in 2014 (FOAG, 

2017) NOTE: Some programmes which have to be 

applied for seperately are combined in this figure 

 

PROGRAMME SUMMARIES 

Programme  

Payment for ensuring food supplies 

Purpose  

To address relatively low rural incomes 

Description  

Area based income support. Payment rates are 

different in the different regions.  

Payments are increased for difficult conditions 

and for arable land. 

For livestock farmers payments require a 

minimum stocking level. 

Commentary  

Recently changed to incentivize arable farming. 

This was considered necessary as the country is 

highly dependent on arable imports, notably with 

regard to oils and cereals. 

Minimum stocking rates does potentially work 

against other elements of the programme but is 

felt necessary to encourage food production. 
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Programme  

Payments for landscape quality 

Purpose  

Funding to support the maintenance and 

creation of regions typical landscape elements.  

Description  

Payment provided for landscape features such as 

forest pastures, arable farmland in mountain 

areas or tree alleys 

Part funded (10%) by the canton. 

Commentary  

The cantons identify which features they wish to 

support.  

 

Programme  

Transition payments 

Purpose  

To ameliorate the impact of the reform 

Description  

Payments allocated across all farmers and in 

particular those who were disadvantaged in the 

last reform. The total amount of money will 

reduce over time. 

Commentary 

A political decision was made to create this 

payment to increase the palatability of the 

reform.  

 

Programme  

Payment for production system 

Purpose  

To encourage the adoption of preferred farming 

systems 

Description  

Support is provided for those using the following 

systems: 

• Organic farming. 

• Extensive production of arable crops: which 

includes production technology without 

growth regulators, fungicides and 

insecticides 

• Animal welfare: particularly animal-friendly 

indoor systems and regular outdoor exercise 

• Grassland-based dairy farming and meat 

production 

• Efficient use of resources: meaning the use 

of modern techniques such as no till and 

precision technology 

Commentary  

Programme is popular and was designed to be 

accessible to all types of farmers. Initially the 

expectation was that some of these requirements 

would be included in PEP but this has not 

happened to date 

 

Programme 

Farmland payment 

Purpose  

To retain agricultural land 

Description  

Payments for managing difficult land, notably 

steep land and summer pastures.  

Commentary  

Intended to provide additional support for those 

in less favoured areas. Payment rates are 

increased based on severity of environment, e.g. 

steepness and region. 

 

Programme  

Biodiversity payments 

Purpose  

To maintain and enhance biodiversity. 

Description  

Additional funding available to actively manage 

the 7% of land all farmers are required to allocate 

to achieve PEP. 

Funding also provided to increase % of holding 

covered by the ‘area of biodiversity promotion.  

There are two levels; the first is based on 

management prescriptions and the second on 

delivery (results based payment). 

Funding available for ‘landscape network 

projects.’  These projects are part funded and 

approved by the canton.  

Commentary  

Long standing but recently strengthened element 

of Swiss policy. Included payment by results and 

local design and delivery.  

Within the design of this policy the tension 

between food and public good production is 

evident. For instance, a maximum proportion (20 

– 50% depending on area) of a farm can be 

include in this programme.  

Compared to the agri-environment schemes in 

the UK the system of biodiversity payments is 

simpler and focused on a smaller set of farmed 

habitats inherent to a landlocked nation. 

The landscape network programmes were initially 

conceived as being ‘bottom up’. The intention 

was that farmers would work with the canton to 

indicate projects they wanted to take forward.  

There are some concerns this has resulted in less 

effective programmes and for instance, particular 

target species and habitats have not been 

priorities. 
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IMPLEMENTATION 

The exact process and platforms vary across 

different cantons. The process set out in Figure 6 is 

accurate for the cantons of Bern, Freiburg and 

Solothurn.  

Figure 6: Annual application process 

 

Direct payments are annual and must be applied for 

every year. Officials stated that unlike the EU there 

are no entitlements as with the EU system. However, 

it could be argued that the allocation of funding via 

transition payments concedes there is some right to 

payment. The constitution also arguably codifies the 

right of farmers to expect some direct payments.  

In PA14-17 direct support is an annual contract. 

Some elements are multi-annual for instance 

biodiversity and landscape programmes run for 

eight years. 

                                                           
1 The system is hosted at http://www.gelan.ch/  

Payment rates are changed if the Government think 

some programmes are being over / under utilised. 

These changes are enacted even where farmers 

have multi-annual contracts at a set rate. The 

contracts are drafted to allow the Government to 

retain this flexibility. Farmers and farmers 

representatives seemed to accept this was irritating 

if acceptable as necessary changes were made to 

funding and payment rates 

Notable aspects of the application and auditing 

system include the fact it is entirely online1, there 

are annual inspections on 100% of the population 

and the use of outsourced inspection agencies 

which are chosen and paid for by the farmer. 

OPTIONS FOR FUTURE REFORM 

There was a consensus from among stakeholders 

and officials that the PA18-22 should be no 

different to PA14-17. Stability was considered 

important as the implementing agencies and 

farmers were still adapting to the changes.  

In discussion, a number of options for reform were 

mooted. As well as indications of future reform, 

these can also be used to understand some of the 

frustrations and failures of the current system.  

Some are complementary, others opposing but as a 

set of ideas they indicate that the direction of 

reform remains towards public good delivery. 

CLARITY ABOUT POLICY OBJECTIVES AND 

PROGRAMMES 

The current system combines income support with 

public good delivery. This is clear in both the scale 

of some of the payments and the fact there are so 

many. The last reform started with the idea of ‘how 

can we keep giving farmers lots of money’ and took 

it from there. The result is a set of instruments that 

are unwieldy. A number of officials pointed out that 

it was hard to know whether programmes were 

being used to access money or because there was a 

desire to undertake the activities. This lack of clarity 

makes planning future reforms difficult. 

One option would be to separate out a larger 

income support budget and then provide a set of 

October

•Farmers indicate via the online platform which 
programmes they are interested in, which 
‘surfaces’ they own and what programmes they 
want to access.

•They will also say which control (audit) 
organisation they want to use.

•The canton uses this information to plan the 
annual control programme. Every farmer will be 
visited within the year.

February

•The farmers formally apply for the programmes 
they want and where they will be deployed. 

•Control organistions start inspections to check that 
the details provided are accurate and programmes 
are appropriate. Canton undertakes cross-checking.

June

•First payment of 
50% made

October

•Second payment of 
30% made

November

•Final payment made based on the full results of 
any inspections. Penalties can be rolled into 
subsequent years.

•Although each farmer is inspected, they are only 
inspected for one programme a year. 

http://www.gelan.ch/
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additional programmes for beneficial activities.  The 

risk here is that with less money attached farmers 

don’t engage with the public good elements. 

BETTER TARGETTING 

Currently the farmer is given a choice about what 

programmes they enter but also how and what they 

enter into the programme. Some officials felt this 

was not effective and that there might be a need to 

be more prescriptive about what features were 

included and where they have to be located. 

MOVING PROGRAMMES INTO PROOF OF 

ECOLOGICAL PERFORMANCE (PEP)  

The Swiss system has seen a gradual shift of 

activities from support (where farmers are 

specifically paid for doing something) to PEP (where 

they are required to do something if they want to 

access any support). Current animal welfare 

requirements of PEP are an example of this.  

The current resource protection programme, which 

pays farmers for various elements including using 

trailing hoses to reduce ammonia pollution, for 

example, was intended to be merged into PEP but 

Parliament opposed this. It’s possible this and other 

programmes could be subsumed into PEP. 

FOCUS ON QUALITY OF HABITATS, NOT 

QUANTITY 

Participation rates are high for the biodiversity 

programme and although there has not yet been a 

formal evaluation it was recognised that much of 

this habitat is not very effective for biodiversity. One 

way to encourage this would be put more money in 

the higher level of biodiversity payment which is 

based on results (quality 2). This would encourage 

better siting of habitats and improve their quality. 

ALLOWING MORE FAMERS TO SPECIALISE 

At an earlier stage of reform farmers could access 

biodiversity payments across their whole farm. This 

was stopped by the agricultural office, when I asked 

why they said “some farmers weren’t producing 

anything” (meaning any food). Stakeholders and 

officials from an environmental perspective were 

more open to allowing greater specialisation. Here 

the tension between the strategic case for 

supporting farmers (food security) and the tactical 

argument (public goods) is clear. The constitution 

relates to ‘multi-functional’ agriculture so it’s not 

certain that specialisation of public goods, would be 

seen as consistent with the constitution. 

GREATER REGIONAL FLEXIBILTY 

Support levels differ in each of the three regions. 

Broadly becoming more generous the higher the 

altitude. Increasing these differences was discussed 

to, for instance, reduce payment rates for those in 

less challenging natural circumstances. 

A related reform was allowing for more cantonal 

flexibility around rules and priorities.  

MORE ADVICE 

Related to the poor quality and lack of targetting in 

some programmes, one option was for extension 

services to visit the farm and develop a 

management plan that would form the basis of their 

application for support.  

This was intended to overcome the skills and 

capacity gap that many farmers face, especially 

around biodiversity.  The Swiss currently spend 

quite a lot of extension services, inevitable with 

many small farms, and there was a view that this 

could be expanded and re-purposed. 

SIMPLIFYING 

The last reform was controversial and one of the 

ways that farmers were courted was to create 

additional programmes for mountain farmers.  

This led to seven programmes, each with various 

elements and it’s now difficult to manage and 

understand. Related to other proposals set out here, 

some suggested removing or merging some of the 

programmes. Others, maybe removing them 

entirely or including them in PEP. Officials felt that 

they could not simply increase the requirements 

they placed on farmers over time, they were keen to 

simplify programmes where possible.  

One proposal was to replace the complex fertiliser 

balance calculator (a requirement of PEP) with a ban 

on concentrates or for the farmer to demonstrate 

they have enough grass to feed their herd. Simpler, 

if not necessarily less demanding. 
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It is worth noting, that this last requirement is a 

feature of the management of ‘commune’ land 

which is similar to common land in England. On 

commune land the number of grazing units is set by 

the amount of grass that can be grown. All grazers 

must limit their herds to meet their proportion of 

grazing units.  

LESSONS FOR UK 

Being outside of the CAP the Swiss have adapted 

agricultural policy to their own environment, 

context and institutions. Although there are limits to 

the transferability of the Swiss model there are still 

lessons for the UK.  

BUILD ON A FOUNDATION OF POLITICAL / 

PUBLIC SUPPORT 

The 1996 referendum changed the Swiss 

constitution and codified the ‘multi-functional 

nature’ of agriculture. This decision underpinned the 

and set the framework for the last rounds of reform. 

Crucially this public support seems to have provide 

a foundation for agriculture and contributes to its 

enviable position. From a farmer’s point of view this 

political support, which continues through various 

referenda, makes it more challenging for politicians 

to fundamentally change the current system. 

The federal office also undertakes regular public 

polling to see what the public want from farmers. 

The results tend to prioritise animal welfare, 

biodiversity and food production. 

AGRICULTURAL POLICY BASED ON PUBLIC 

GOOD DELIVERY IS POSSIBLE 

Some organisations within the UK have said that 

using agricultural policy primarily to deliver public 

goods is not possible within WTO rules. The Swiss 

experience demonstrates that it such a policy is 

possible and can generously support the farming 

sector. 

ADAPT AND EXPERIMENT 

The ability to adapt policy based on results is 

something that is not challenging within the CAP. 

Where elements of the policy are too popular or 

ineffective they are able to change the policies. 

USE (WITH CARE) PUBLIC SYMPATHY 

The public seem to support Swiss agriculture and at 

the political level at least, don’t seriously question 

the costs of supporting it. What they ask for in 

return is very high standards, especially around 

animal welfare. The effect is a very stable but 

slightly suppressing situation for most farmers. 

There are two sides to a bargain with the public, UK 

farmers must be aware that substantial support 

comes at the ‘cost’ of a substantial say in what 

farmers do 

REGIONALISE 

Within the federal policy regions experience 

different programmes, payment rates and criteria 

UK farming is arguably as diverse as Swiss and 

looking to create some regional / local / catchment 

differentiation would seem likely to improve the 

efficacy of any policy. If nothing else, as one official 

told me, having a devolved system means that ‘if 

something is wrong, it’s not wrong everywhere’.  

DEVOLVE, WITHIN A FEDERAL FRAMEWORK 

Switzerland is incredibly devolved. The 26 cantons 

exercise much more authority than the UK’s 

devolved nations but, within agricultural policy they 

are primarily implementers.  

The swiss have a strong sense of subsidiarity, that 

decisions should be made at the most local level 

appropriate. For agriculture, this is considered to be 

the national level. 

ALLOW FARMERS TO SPECIALISE IN PUBLIC 

GOOD DELIVERY 

One of the interesting tensions in Swiss policy is the 

extent to which farmers can become public good 

farmers. This disagreement is institutionalized within 

the federal offices but also within the strategic (food 

security) and tactical (public good) rationale for 

Swiss agricultural policy. 

Within the UK context, where many of the 

environmental trends are in allowing farm to be 

devoted to public good delivery would seem to be 

appropriate; at least initially. 
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OUTSOURCE 

In Bern, the administration of the subsidy appears to 

be efficient and effective. Part of this was done to 

the use of accredited control organisations. This is 

opposed to the EU where a single national, 

Government payment agency is required. Farmers 

were able to choose the agency they liked and they 

were responsible for paying them to. The result 

seemed to be an effective public – private hybrid. 

CONDITIONS FOR INCOME SUPPORT CAN 

GO BEYOND GREENERY 

To access agricultural support in Switzerland you 

must be under 65, have a suitable technical 

qualification and work more than one day a week 

on the farm. These are not necessarily completely 

applicable to the UK but the requirement to meet 

certain technical or management standards before 

accessing support is something the UK should 

consider and has been mooted by others; notably in 

the 2013 Future of Farming Review. 

PROVIDE ADVICE 

The Swiss have a national office who is tasked with 

coordinating the extension services, which are 

primarily at the canontal level. Agridea’s role is to 

ensure that the advice meets certain standards and 

is consistent with and attuned to the federal 

agricultural policy. Much of the discussion about 

improving the Swiss system focussed on the need 

to build capacity of farmers around public good 

delivery. The linchpin of this was the extension 

services (Agridea, 2017). 

The UK has no equivalent and tends to rely on 

commercial or charitable groups to provide this 

service. If the UK looks to make a substantive reform 

then it is not unreasonable to also provide 

additional resources to support the sector in making 

the best opportunities of that reform. 
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