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	Belgium
	Learning: Project created space for facilitators to step back from daily work and gain conceptual awareness of how structural factors (e.g. trade policy) impact farmers’ capacities to implement agroecological practices. This led to increased empathy with farmers and a broader food systems perspective beyond the farm level. Critical questioning, underpinned by trust and openness established through repeated dialogues and rapport-building, supported these conceptual developments.

Strategic development: Project activities led to one strategic change: dividing IH farmers into separate groups due to intractable disagreements between organic and non-organic farmers. However, acting on other conceptual insights to develop significantly new strategies proved difficult.

Barriers: The IH struggled with time and human resources to balance their original strategy with collaboration. Farmers wanted fast results in exchange for their time, while researchers demanded rigorous methodology that doesn't always provide clear answers. Questions of reciprocity and remuneration for farmers remained unresolved. Strategic changes were hampered by interplay of individual, organizational and societal barriers. To pursue more transformative directions, the IH perceived the need for a different team of researchers and different group of farmers. The lead facilitator discontinued work after two years due to burnout – a manifestation of social acceleration.



	“We really were helped by thinking about the objective and group vision. The first Co-Innovation workshop came just at the right moment in our project and in our IH timeline. Thinking about where we are going and whether that should change was really helpful. It helped us to overcome a problem we had been stuck with for about one year. The causal analysis was very helpful here.” (Check-in Call, June, 2023)

“We want to work with the majority of farmers and show a different way of farming, to reach a change in mindset. Now it’s still considered crazy, but showing that it works will open minds to other options. A second step would be to scale out on the farm and the value chain. This would be very different, and not what the farmers wanted to get involved in. This may be with different farmers and with a different core team. We do not have the skills to develop alternative markets for agroecology.” (Check-in Call, July, 2024)
	Despite conceptual shifts toward a food systems perspective among facilitators, the IH's work focus remained technical, with practices described by facilitators as not transformative. Farmers viewed themselves as in competition, making discussions on alternative market strategies “taboo” and preventing cooperation on economic and political dimensions of agroecology. This largely limited the IH's work to agronomic practices and technical solutions.

Market dependency manifested in farmers viewing each other as competitors, preventing collective action. The division of farmers into separate groups, while facilitating smoother exchanges, also reinforced perceptions of opposing interests and further fragmented collective action.
	“I have a feeling that it is a bit of a taboo to talk about these economic aspects [with farmers]. It is easy to talk about technical aspects, but it is a bit more sensitive to talk about channels – it is strategic for them. We want to have lots of exchange about technical aspects because there is more of a possibility there, but sometimes there is competition between these farmers also. This makes it difficult to talk about.” (Check-in Call, June, 2023)

“Personally, I don’t see the practices we introduce as transformative” (Co-innovation Workshop 4, May, 2024)

“the term "agroecology" is not seen as very positive for all the farmers of the IH (no specific requirements, brand concurrence aspects in relation to organic, ... There seem to be 2 different talks about this term. The "strategic/marketing" one, and the "fundamental" one (=> where we could hear some of the IH farmers talking of some principles as : "of course, this is important, it's the basis/essence of agriculture"). The term "agroecology" thus seems to be more used either by industry in one sense, or science in the other, but not much by (organic) farmers. Even though they're not opposed to the principles and value, it sounds as if its use is to abstract and/or greenwashed.” (Learning History, 2025)



	Bulgaria
	No significant actionable knowledge outcome was reported. The IH missed a particular instrumental output they had hoped for: a clear conceptualization of agroecology to communicate in their work with farmers and policymakers.


Barriers: Project activities were seen as disconnected from IHs, both in work packages not engaging IHs in a transdisciplinary manner and in the limitation of including only facilitators (mostly researchers) in co-innovation workshops. Facilitators experienced lack of engagement and trust with some work packages, with much project work remaining at the scientific level (e.g. focus on publishing papers, treating IHs as 'data sources').
	“The thing we’ve been saying from the first kick-off meeting in France is still holding on; and that’s the fact that IHs are seen as something detached from the main part of the project [...] For me this match between the practical aspects of what theoretically we are trying to do is still not strong enough” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“I think it’s more content- wise [rather than about the process that triggers better working relation with WPs]; they are dependent on the work to be done in the IHs. They have to collect the data to be able to perform [their work].  While for some of the other tasks, they have to do the literature review here and there, and they have to make this analysis, and that analysis, which is fine – of course you need to do that. But then how does it come to us? [...] What is there from this analysis for the practical side of agroecology?” (Check-in Call, January, 2025)
	The IH demonstrated a transformative understanding of agroecology and incorporated transformative strategies from the beginning, including a 'deep' understanding of agroecology and of themselves in relation to their context, with long-standing experience developing and refining transformative strategies.


AE-T had no significant impact on amplifying the IH’s transformative work beyond supporting continuation of existing activities. Work packages with most relevance and potential impact did not engage in time-intensive transdisciplinary processes with IHs. This can be explained by social acceleration – temporal factors constrain transdisciplinary work despite willingness to go 'above and beyond', while still needing to produce countable achievements for assessment. 
	“[Some WPs] are not producing the kind of outputs that we were hoping for at the beginning of the project. Some outputs may be useful in the long term; however, our initial plan cannot be implemented as the timing will be off [...] a common understanding of the overall concept of agroecology is missing [...] There's a lack of actionable knowledge coming from the project.” (Check-in Call, December 2023)

“We see our role as bridge builders between niche and regime – trying to anchor into national level. We are quite strong  there – whether it is successful or not, we are there and continuing to be there. Our main focus is always the landscape. That’s where we always keep our focus on.” (Co-innovation Workshop 3, May 2024)

	Denmark
	Learning: The IH developed a deeper understanding of agroecology and their contextual position, including farmers' motivations and barriers to implementing conservation agriculture. Key insights included recognition that structural conditions need to change to enable agroecological practices. Collaboration between IH and project researchers, field work of the contextual analysis task (Cassart et al. 2025), and trust established through co-innovation enabled generative conflict that broadened the facilitator's conceptual views toward a more systemic perspective.

Strategic development: The IH refined their approach to lobbying and influence, with project time and resources enabling increased efforts in this area.

Anchoring: Project resources enabled increased efforts to influence system-level dynamics, advocating for regenerative agriculture to large companies, policymakers and politicians.
	“The ‘niche in regime’ has been a very useful conceptualization in this project. It is a egg of Columbus. We always felt the regime is working against us.” (Check-in Call, December, 2023)

“I think that the project has given us the opportunity to increase the work that we were already doing and that we have been doing for some years, but because of the project we have been able to use more resources in influencing both the political environment and also these large companies [...] we have had dialogues with both politicians and companies, and we have been able to do that to a larger extent because of the project than we would have been able to do without the project.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)


“During the project, the IH have become more aware of looking at the entire food system, whereas in the beginning, we mostly focused on what happens in the field.” (Learning History, 2025
	Conceptual developments can be considered transformative (developing critical analysis of structural constraints). However, the IH's policy influence efforts tended toward conforming and optimizing existing productivist systems rather than fundamental redesign. A risk of co-opting the agroecology discourse remains as the IH works with productivist farmers making relatively small adjustments to existing systems.

IH members' agency is structured by market dependency: vested financial interests in the existing agri-food system, and risks associated with moving away from established business and secured livelihoods. Changes advocated for were relatively minor technical adjustments and commodity premiums that do not challenge underlying processes and logics.

The IH remained hesitant to connect with agroecological social movements in Denmark or use agroecology discourse explicitly in their work, explained by interests in maintaining existing social/class positions and risks associated with more radical departures.

	“We work on change within the existing system; not really changing the narrative or working on a paradigm shift” (Co-innovation Workshop 3, May, 2024)

“Many farmers have taken the first step and reduced tillage, but many are not going the next step because there is a larger risk and no premium” (Co-innovation Workshop 3, May, 2024)

“I would say some certain versions or interpretations of agroecological principles [have clashed] [...] it's no secret that we have had some discussions about the versions, the different versions of the principles of agroecology. And that has sometimes clashed a bit with our values [...] most of these agroecological principles, actually, at least what we were talking about in the beginning of the project, we don't really have any problems with that. It's more what has come up later in the project with Nyéléni definitions and so on.” (Check-in Call, January, 2025)

“I have been discussing with some of my colleagues and other people that I work with that there's a built in error in the way that farmers are being paid for the product. Because what we are paying them for is actually not what the society wants from them. We are paying only for the amount of produce that they can make. And actually, if you see this as the framework for the farmers to work within, they are making more money the further they get to the border of these frameworks. And that’s no matter if we are talking about the physical boundaries – that they're working all the way to the actual boundaries of the areas, so there's nothing left for nature and so on – or if we are talking about the maximum allowed use of fertilizer or pesticides, no matter what you are talking about. The further you move out to the boundaries of the framework, the more money you actually make. And this is the conventional farming. And this is the organic farming. But it's the same principle. You have some framework and the further you move out to the boundaries, the more money you make. And that's actually not what the society is asking for. Because they also ask for different ecosystem services as climate and environment and biodiversity and, so on. But why are we not paying them to deliver ecosystem services? Because if we were doing that, then it would be a good business for the farmer to deliver more biodiversity, a lower climate impact, a lower environmental impact. And I know it's very difficult, but it would be the utopia that I think we should aim at.” (Check-in Call, January, 2025)



	Guadeloupe
	Learning: The IH was inspired to involve civil society actors more directly (e.g. in governance of their micro-farm), though this conceptual shift did not yet lead to practice changes.

Anchoring: Project resources helped the IH 'speed up' and bring more focus to existing work, contributing to technological and network anchoring.

Barriers: The IH could not implement new strategies due to lack of time and resources, feeling they need new projects specifically devoted to new ideas. Interplay of individual and organizational factors – work rhythms and time into discrete project units – imposed constraints on making significant adjustments.
	“Shortage of funding [...] limits the range of activities implemented [...] within the IH.” (Learning History, 2024)

“Resources (people, money) were key to support the different activities [...]  Shortage of labour and funding did restrain the ambition of some of the activities we aimed to implement this year.” (Learning History, 2025)

“Overall, we are mostly focused on looking ahead and going forward, but we do notice that time spent on pausing and looking back at our activities during provided by the project often gives us good ideas and help us reflect on our practice and activities for the better.” (Learning History, 2025)
	The IH demonstrated transformative understanding of agroecology pre-dating AE-T, emphasizing food system perspective and that agroecologically-produced food should be for all, not only a luxury.


Despite discursive commitments to agroecology in regional strategies, the overall policy environment was seen as unsupportive of transformative agroecology. The IH experienced pressures to downplay or refrain from using agroecology discourse in science-policy interfaces, as becoming fully agroecological was seen as incompatible with economic realities. Market dependency of stakeholders and state mediation of capital accumulation act as structural constraint.

New ideas were seen as requiring new projects, highlighting how social acceleration and projectification shape work.

 
	“I would say that given our disciplinary spread we range from, we work from the gene to the territory so [...] we've always worked at these different scales and trying to build bridges between the different scales [...] and we address that through different projects. So I think that's something that maybe was there.” (Check-in Call, January, 2025)

“The regional authorities organized a meeting – a three days event looking aiming to foster the economic development of Guadeloupe. [...] we were asked to give some scientific expertise about the future of Guadeloupe and agriculture. To do that we relied on a foresight exercise we did a few years ago. As a scenario planning exercise we had different scenarios: one which was the baseline. The continuation of farming and basically a dystopian scenario about the end of farming if we continue as we are now going; and we had on the opposite a very nice agroecological scenario: the agroecological transformation of Guadeloupe. 

We realized during the exercise that the colleagues, the administrative person in charge of organizing the sessions kind of took [...] the scientific basis [which] became like a political message and then they started to modify the scenario [...] The key point is that they didn't really want the world agroecology to be mentioned and to be said out loud because in the audience you would have representatives of the different farming sectors [...] you have very conventional people and you have the lobbies – banana lobbies, sugar cane lobbies – and different lobbies around the table and as the regional authorities they want to have a smooth message and they didn't want to hurt anyone in the room [...] they basically said, well, ‘we don't have to necessarily agree or disagree or it's an endless discussion whether we should be agroecological or not. We all agree on the fact that farming has to be profitable and that we have to do better in terms of environmental impact.’ 

[...] The message was the people in the room from these different sectors said ‘we all are trying to do better, but asking us to be fully agroecological is utopian or isn’t realistic at the moment because we need to make a living. And we are trying our best to do better on the other social front environmental front.’” (Check-in Call, January, 2025)





	Hungary
	Learning: At project start, the IH focused heavily on scientific experiments and did not see relevance of thinking about agroecological transformation broadly. After the first year, project meetings exposed the facilitator to new ideas about science-policy interface and transdisciplinary collaboration with farmers. The facilitator came to see policy interventions as important beyond traditional publishing.

Strategic development: The facilitator established more regular and engaged interactions with farmers, attempting to better understand their needs. Organizational factors were key enablers – the facilitator received more encouragement from his research institute to collaborate closely with farmers and engage in policy inputs.
	“I definitely see things differently, this project definitely changed my mind on some things [...] You know, these expressions were completely new to me. Out-scaling and up-scaling, I did not bother and I thought if I make results [by doing ecological field work] I will disseminate them and this will be sufficient that this is good enough, but I realized it won’t, and to out-scale I have to act, yes, with that I can have a bigger influence.” (Check-in Call, November 2023)

“We saw the preliminary legislation and now we are preparing a critique how we can enhance and propose better species and wider set of species. So, I never wanted to do policy, you know. Because it is really far from me. But I understood that to some extent I have to express my opinion in these things and this is the demand from Ömki as well” (Check-in Call, November 2023)

"New actions are heavily influences by AE-T. The project works slow, but it has influence on our work. For instance, ÖMKi held some further training for employee of ÖMKi to enhance the connection with farmers and to do more collaborative work[...] we will have some new participants in our investigation and we try to listen to farmers’ needs, what they need and work on these practices." (Check-in Call, November 2023)

“The team’s view of agroecology has evolved from a narrow ecological science perspective to a broader understanding of it as a systemic approach involving social, economic, and political dimensions, influenced by AE-Transect and policy interactions, while still maintaining a strong technical focus rooted in their expertise.” (Learning History, 2025)
	Despite conceptual shifts toward food system thinking, instrumental contributions to transformation remained limited. Individual factors (disciplinary identification with natural science prevented engagement with political and economic barriers) and organizational factors (time and resource constraints) acted as barriers.

Farmers’ market dependency on selling to export markets for premium prices meant effects remain contained to farming practices for niche/luxury markets, reinforcing rather than challenging existing system.


	“[...] at the beginning of the project, agroecology for me was rather a branch of science, investigating the ecological processes of agricultural areas. At the meantime, in a great part because of AE-Transect project, the policy group of ÖMKi and also as our own experiences thought us, we became more aware of the different aspects of agroecology, as a movement or a complex set of farming practices including (and influencing) the whole supply chain. Since we are specialists of our field, we are still more focused on our own expertise. But I think we are more open to other aspects of agroecology than before.” (Learning History, 2025)



	France
	Learning: Facilitators reported personally transformative conceptual developments through co-innovation activities – more reflexive awareness of researcher roles and positionality, and the political nature of advisory in 'choosing' between high-tech and agroecological methods. Developments were seen to ripple out to farmers and colleagues who began thinking differently about ways of working.

Barriers to anchoring: Organizational barriers hindered efforts to develop more instrumental actionable knowledge. While their institute discursively encourages transdisciplinary work, evaluation and assessment remained unchanged, making it difficult to reconcile engaged work with short-term output-oriented academic systems.
	“[...] we also see some colleagues who think now differently in the way they work with farmers for example.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“I think the project Agroecology-TRANSECT has probably opened some boxes or tapped into things where I as a person can learn from [...] maybe for another [future] project I will start in a different way. And I will have probably learned things that I will keep for a long time and maybe not only in my work.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“We need to be aware that what we [as researchers] do is political [...] to be aware of the engagement of this action, it's a good transformation. Maybe it’s personal, but it can be also collective. To me at least to be part of this project, it was important – it has been a transformation: to be aware of the role of your activity as researchers [...]” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“To me personally, being in a big project and in research for a few years now, just let me realize how much the system is locked. And so there’s really a need to get out of this system because it won't change just by nip and tuck here and there. So I don't know if that's why I also say that it's important to embrace this political side of research [...] you can't go very far if you don't engage with the representatives of the people [who] want to change the reality.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“I think that we can have a broader impact. I think we don't only impact farmers, but we also see some colleagues who think now differently in the way they work with farmers for example. And they are still modest outcomes. It is something that we are that we will be looking at in the coming weeks and months is trying to see what type of impact we are producing. And I think it's not always where we expected. So that's the challenge that we are facing. But we are interested in thinking how to measure that. Well, where do our outcomes lie actually, it's not easy to keep track of.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

	The IH demonstrated transformative understandings of agroecology, enhanced through AE-T, and engaged in transformative strategies at food system level (e.g. involving citizens) prior to the project.

Researchers reported being confined to existing norms and roles in their organizational context, feeling constraints in bringing more radically transformative orientations into work. Organizational barriers (time, resources, disciplinary backgrounds, risk, lack of formal support) were seen to stand in the way of increased transformative impact. At a societal level, farmers reportedly face multiple pressures (prices, climate, consumer critiques, generational renewal) and "don't see how agroecology can help them."

Although IH farmers incorporate agroecological practices, they are largely contained (i.e. without collective action) and do not explicitly challenge existing systems.
	“We are always evaluated on measurable things. We are asked to work differently, we are asked for our impact, but we are still evaluated in the same way. Our research institute is very interested in pushing innovation approaches, open approaches, but we are still evaluated on what we publish. The approaches we want to take are longer term and harder to valorize. Not conforming can effect promotions and job security” (Co-innovation Workshop 3, May 2024)

“Farmers have uncertainty about where political will is guiding them – they have to deal with prices, climate, consumer critiques, generational renewal, disappearance of family farms. They don’t see how agroecology can help them.” (Co-innovation Workshop 3, May 2024).

“Radical change needs some kind of activism – to push, speak out loud; the fact that we are at INRAE, we always have to think about speaking on INRAE’s side. There is a tension and this brings a lot of immobilism. We need connection with NGOs who can go make noise and speak to politics [...] But some colleagues in the core group would not be at ease with having louder voices” (Co-innovation Workshop 3, May 2024)

“We are evaluated by the same standards and that might hamper some people from going towards more interdisciplinary or transdisciplinary approaches” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“I think we are not enough connected to those who have the political voice on agroecology in France. They are also missing partners. We worked with our local groups and we are in an area that is considered as not that intensive. So yes, people are content in a certain way with what they are doing and they are also doing good things. It's not to criticize, but we are not really connected to the NGOs or the farmers groups or syndicates that are really carrying this voice of agroecology.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“Maybe one thing too, for the suggestions for new projects. I don't know if there are today projects that study and explain the mechanisms that make very marginal [agroecological] systems work. To see how a different system can be put in place. Not that's a very marginal kinds of agriculture are really what we want to do. But maybe there could lie some answers to that. And I don't see… of course innovation hubs are innovative in Transect, but maybe we need to push to the boundaries to get some new ways of thinking, new systems, to finally think that this way of doing is not the norm, changed in our past up there.” (Check-in Call, January, 2025)

	Netherlands
	Strategic development:  Project learning cycles 'sped up' refinement of the IH's strategy and tactics. A significant outcome was making their strategy for contributing to agroecological transformation explicit, allowing IH members to scrutinize their approach and experiment with various tactics. The IH began moving beyond focus on strip-cropping alone to include diversification and agroecological design tools. Time and resources from the project allowed generating new ideas and pushing them forward – connecting with environmental NGOs, engaging farm advisors as ambassadors, supporting policy work.

 
	“I think of myself and the strip-cropping IH as a gateway towards the agroecological transition. Your questions have made me really conscious that I want to keep this role as a gateway.” (Check-in Call, June 2023)

“AE-T speeds up our process of changing. The workshops, reflection calls, etc. your questions are bugging us or the other partners are bugging us. If it weren’t for you guys and the other peers we would be slower to change. The thing with [farm advisors] and also the NGO (Agrarian Nature Association) – these were either in the back of our minds or not really our natural habitat. The connection with AE-T speeds this up. Looking back and reflection gives us good ideas, but my group is more focused on going forward and looking ahead. The group doesn’t always like doing this but it helps. It helps me very much for planning ahead to meet milestones and deliverables.” (Check-in Call, June 2023)

“[AE-T] gives us the time to reflect and think. And you guys ask us like the annoying questions like I always say. So it sometimes shifts your ideas.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“[...] the project gives us the time and the money to engage with these partners. If we didn't have the money from this project, for example, we wouldn't have engaged with these farm advisors, which seems to be quite effective. And I don't think we would have engaged with – in conjunction of course with the university – with this eco-[scheme] to get [strip-cropping] into [...] the subsidy [...] because that gave us the biggest jump, of course, that went from 50 to 400 participants. So the policy influencing we wouldn't have done without the project, I don't think, and also the farm advisors we wouldn't have done without the project because that's like really long-term work which can zap the energy from you. [...] the project gave us the time and the moment to do that.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)
	The IH's policy work to influence Dutch eco-schemes resulted in significant scaling out of strip-cropping, but the eco-scheme rewards isolated practice that doesn't challenge overarching logics and orientation underpinning crises in agri-food systems. The IH largely avoids discussions on social and political dimensions of agroecology, perceived as off-putting to conventional farmers.

Market dependency hindered the IH’s transformative effects. This included the facilitators' role as private farm advisors ultimately, which implied they needed to sell services to farmers, creating competition with other advisors offering certainty and clear answers. This constrains possibilities for complex contextual redesign approaches that often require initial financial loss and risk.
	“[...] if I talk too much about ‘changing the world’ then they will not come to the strip-cropping event next time. They are so convinced they are doing things right. Their life and their work, their existence, is the same thing. If someone questions the way you are doing things, they question your existence. They are not ready to be questioned on that level – it is too big.” (Check-in Call, June 2023)

“We already noticed that if we introduced in [the IH] the discussion on [...] like is agroecology also social transformations they find it quite difficult. They sort of shut us down on that [...] We consciously choose to have a strategy where we work with bigger arable farmers conventional farmers and not discussing the social impacts or the real life-changing consequences of starting with strip-cropping. This is a conscious choice and that indeed means that it's a watered down version of of agroecology. That's a fact and we see that as well. [...] we don't start the discussion on world views or stuff like that that consciously.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“[...] some of the farmers [have] actually done a year of a break [from stripcropping] because [they] didn't make enough money. So it is a a big concern.

	Romania
	Learning: Actors in and around the IH gained deeper understanding of agroecology principles and distinctions between organic agriculture and agroecology. Key factors were co-innovation activities, project dialogues on agroecology, and portrait mapping research – the research process itself (interviews with farmers discussing agroecology) was seen as even more significant than results.).

Strategic development: Conceptual shifts led to moving beyond a 'crop-focus' to a more 'farmer-focused' approach, shifting from third-party certification toward participatory guarantee systems.

Anchoring: Affiliation with AE-T strengthened IH's legitimacy, "raised the IH profile beyond the project lifeline," resulting in increased legitimacy when engaging in lobbying efforts or talking with local actors about how agroecology can support rural development.
	“AE-T and discussions of agroecology shifted the IH’s focus from crops to farmers. This inspired a strategic change from third-party certification to participatory guarantee systems.” (Check-in Call, January, 2025)

“Farmers now have a greater understanding of AE principles. Farmers were thinking more from an organic perspective and had some confusion about the differences between agroecology and organic. The distinction is now clearer [...]” (Check-in Call, December 2023)

	Actionable knowledge outputs in AE-T have enhanced the role of the IH’s activities in agroecological transformation. More transformative understandings of agroecology have been developed, and translated into new strategies and activities. This has resulted in approaches that, relative to the beginning of the project, pose more of a challenge to the logics and processes of existing agri-food systems. Conceptual developments in terms of deeper understandings of agroecology have also spread to farmers (through the portrait mapping activity, among other AE-T interventions), and been carried into the IHs work to advocate for agroecology at various levels of government.

Despite these developments, the IH's approach remains constrained by market dependency through their role as private consultants, and their strategy is primarily market-based, working with large-scale organic farms integrated in commodity production for global markets. AE-T provided protective space for developing relatively more transformative approaches, but the strategy remains conforming overall, due to the limited extent to which they challenge existing system logics.
	“I see the risk for looking too much on the business model. And because the level of acceptance of the farmers to introduce this agroecological practices. And we can mitigate those risks with lobbying in front of the government to extend the level of subsidies for agroecological practices [...] We didn't find other way to increase the movement in agroecology in our strategy because there is not too much pressure from the consumption from the market itself to recognize the efforts of the farmers. So in our strategy, we focused on that because we see that all these activities related to agroecology may be derailed or futile if there is no answer from the players in the market.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)


“In Romania, consultants cannot be supported by the government like in some other countries. We are always in need of financing and this is hard work and fragile. We always need to be looking for different solutions.” (Co-innovation Workshop 4, June 2025)


	Slovenia
	Anchoring: Being in the project and recognized as an innovation hub helped gain legitimacy as a "knowledge center" – for funding partners, potential network connections, new farmers and customers. Connections to other IHs enhanced scientific knowledge, enabling establishing and strengthening connections to farm advisors. 

Learning: The IH initially expressed interests in demonstrating market viability of market gardening. Their own experiences and project discussions caused reconsideration – understanding it is likely not economically viable without sacrifices in living conditions and off-farm income. They increasingly see need for structural support or levelling playing field between large and small-scale farming.

Barriers to strategic development: The IH could not implement insights on relevance of structural factors into changed strategies (e.g. policy work, lobbying, connections to social movements) due to lack of time, resources, and perceived lack of skills.
	“What we have done this year is submit more proposals for local funding. We have seen that it is easier as time goes by and as we have more projects implemented that people recognize the company [...] as a competent partner in these projects. So that’s one step along that road. The goal is really to become a proper innovation hub, in the sense of being recognized as one and not just feeling like one and doing all these kind of funny and innovative things that we are doing.” (Check-in Call, December 2023)

“I think it's really important for us right now exactly the point of making the project – the trials and field test – that we can prove we have really good access to the knowledge abroad. That is something since we are a pretty small community [...] this would be quite a heavyweight impact if we can do something like this. So that we can prove to our consultant that, okay, we are good guys. You can cooperate with us. But even more we can access the best knowledge available in this field in Europe.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“[...]  [the consultants are] really willing to work with us which is great. I don't think it would be the case a year ago. Or more so I think this is really something which is not – you cannot describe in the paper – but it's great. It's only the [social] capital it's not really yet monetized action – how to call it – so I think – so in short, so not much was done action-wise regarding, you know, field tests and talking to farmers. Not enough but we gained quite some [social] capital.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)
	Discussions in AE-T, along with the IH's experiences, enhanced understandings of structural constraints on 'small-scale' farming and alternative food networks. However, acting on these insights and engaging in further transformative strategies (e.g. advocating for wider social and institutional support) was seen as out of reach, largely due to time limitations and perceived lack of skills.

The IH needed majority of working time for tasks requiring short-term results to keep business operations running, leaving little time for working on 'bigger picture' and longer-term measures. Facilitators diagnosed "system failure" where policy supports large-scale farming only, despite discourse about small farmers as "backbone."
	“We are really, like, somehow operational oriented company. Which means that, you know, the things you have to do today not tomorrow, it takes let's say 60 up to 70 percent of our work time. So and only after, you know, everything else you can do something which [is] not for tomorrow or today and it's not enough sometimes. [...] [We need] like two days of peaceful office time to do something regarding the project – something new innovation, you know, whatever you call it. But something we sit down and you need some time. That I think at least two days and it's quite difficult [...] we have seen something [from the project] but not enough.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“[...] well social – wider support – I think that it's not just specific to market gardening but to small farmers in general. I would more see it like this it's like, how feasible because the system is there, and i see it as a system failure. The system is supportive of – and that includes EU policy in my personal opinion – is supportive of large scale only. Even though they do a lot of talking about smaller [farming as the] backbone and so on. But essentially it is supportive of large scale farming.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

	Spain
	Anchoring: Most significant impacts were instrumental – resources and legitimacy. Affiliation with AE-T bolstered the IH's image for policymakers in efforts to create more enabling regional environments for agroecology (i.e. through infrastructure). Project resources enabled organizing a regional food event (Conference on Agri-Food Transformation) bringing together producers, value chain actors, citizens, and local politicians.

Barriers to learning: While project outputs (contextual mapping, a relevant MSc thesis) were seen as interesting, time and language constraints prevented them from being impactful for IH actors. These results were not broadly shared within IH. Differences between researchers and volunteers, activists, practitioners prevented knowledge integration beyond facilitators. For researchers, project work is their job; for others it is free time, devoted to more immediate practical concerns.
	“The project really helps to attract interest, the EU project involvement is strategic, and it helps. The project helps [...] also in financial terms. For example, [a policy event organized by the IH] was half funded by [the IH] and half funded by AE-T and we could not have done that without AE-T funding. So the resources are relevant.” (Check-in Call, December 2023)

“[...] we are researchers, and we don't have the same codes, and the same needs, and the same – yeah there is the issue of language, but there is the issue of the codes and the context. For us it's our job. So again, and for other people is their activism or their voluntary work. And we have different needs. We also have this more academic need of critically reflecting and thinking in terms of theories and papers. And that's something we love and for us is important [...] but that's not the case for many other people, who are more like fit on the ground and are interested in how can things work better in in their everyday life of the food system where they live.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“there has been a limitation that’s due to time and language constraints. So it's difficult again to involve and engage people. It has been difficult for me. I have not managed to do that better even though [we] the things, everything has been done in Spanish and everything. But still beyond translating what we have [...] it's difficult to engage further for the core team and stakeholders in AE-T dynamics, logics, documents, reading reports and so on when everything is in English. Because not like again when I saw like yeah of course the [results from tasks] 4.2 and 4.1, I would have loved my colleagues to read them but either I translate them or, you know, pass them through DeepL, and still our work is done mostly on a voluntary basis like 95 or 99 percent. I don't know, or 100 – except the two people coordinating – so it it's difficult to demand more time from these people.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“I could feel how key actors from AGAPA (the regional agricultural body) know and respect us [AE-T and the IH], they count on us (even more now that we a European Agroecology LL!!) and now behave as allies towards collective goals.” (Personal communication, September, 2025)
	The IH came into the project with transformative understandings of agroecology and has worked on various transformative strategies to support farmers already engaging in agroecological (traditional) practices. Much work directs toward strategies of creating enabling policy conditions and public infrastructure (e.g. abattoirs and other processing facilities), demonstrating advanced understanding of IH in relation to the societal context and of wider structural inhibitors of agroecology.

While project outputs have not yet influenced transformative efforts significantly, project resources have amplified existing efforts, making them more actionable.
	“ So there is an inconsistency there that is super clear in terms of discourses and real life policies that are making the life of of small-scale farmers a nightmare day after day [...]  that's a huge issue: administrative burden and inconsistencies between policies due to in public policies even at the same level not even with within levels but even at the European level. I think my experience [in what has been effective] has been that providing real life examples is useful when you want to tap on a politicians shoulder [...] you can create this beautiful policy brief whatever – blah blah blah – and then have these events and so but then when you bring real life cases from a Slovenian farmer a Spanish farmer, a small retailer, whatever, said this was the trouble that they had this was precisely the inconsistency between this law and this other law. And it's when perhaps by personalizing, it helps I know, tapping perhaps also on emotions somehow and also giving yeah like a ground, to the discourse. Because when we say there are inconsistencies between the policies, they say well, you know, yeah it's difficult. These are the difficulties that farmers are facing so perhaps collecting real life cases, and examples from the farmers from the living labs – from the innovation hubs to illustrate what we are saying is something that can help leverage our messages.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

	Switzerland
	Learning: Project dialogues broadened IH's conceptual understandings of agroecological principles, particularly social and political principles (previously mostly worked with ecosystem principles). Project meetings (especially co-innovation workshops) were key. The on-farm performance monitoring task and portrait mapping research were also key generators – the research process itself, especially interviews with farmers, led to deepened conceptual understandings in the IH network.

Anchoring: The on-farm performance monitoring task engaged the IH in new topics and research approaches, leading to significant network enlargement. New connections include allies in advocating for temporary grasslands. Instrumentally, these connections and results will aid advocacy efforts in topical political discussions.

Barriers to strategic development: The IH did not feel that they had expertise to work on food-system-level strategies in their core team. Societal and organizational factors limit more transformative approaches – as politics changes, topics for funding also change, constraining researcher autonomy.
	“[...] we were more towards experiments and such things in the beginning [of the project]. So [the project has inspired] a new topic and the new style of doing it that is completely new thanks to the project and thanks to the resources from the project, we also expand thnetwork. We found new allies advocating for the temporary grasslands. So it was only possible through the reflection of the project to have this capacity.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“[One farmer] said at the end [of the interview for the on-farm performance monitoring task ] that every farmer [...] should have done such reflection on how they can use the synergy, and so on, the gender aspect, and so on, to start to reflect and maybe do some change. And it was very nice to see how much value such interview can have.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“Two years ago we had not enough farmers [for the training we organized], and now we had too many farmers that were willing to participate. I mean, that's quite a change [...] the ideas we had already, but not the resources. And we reach more people and there is much more activity.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)
	Farmers' productivist identities (i.e. as primarily food producers) are structurally conditioned in line with dependence on subsidies and revenues to reproduce livelihoods under market dependency and state mediation of capital accumulation. The IH made conscious choice to focus on individual agroecological principles rather than the agroecology discourse as a whole, seen as vague and potentially off-putting to farmers who primarily see themselves as food producers.

IH facilitators demonstrated strategic agency as they 'translated' more transformative lines of questioning – relating social and political agroecological principles in terms familiar to farmers – in interviews, demonstrating personal resourcefulness to generate potentially more transformative impact.
	“Is it possible to be affiliated with such big research institutes while having a vision for radical change? I’m always struggling to be some kind of activist while being part of a government institute.” (Co-innovation Workshop 3, May 2024)

“I'm not so sure how good this word [agroecology] is for farmers at least in, in Switzerland, many farmers would like to, to be producers of food and, and how the new agro policy was introduced. It was always together with ecology. And for the farmers, ecology meant at that time they take something away. So there were ecological compensation areas, areas that they had to take out of the production. So for them this, this ecology is not always a positive wording. We do not use it in as this umbrella term agroecology that means all the principles. We more address the individual principles when we when we have an in the field day or when we discuss with farmers.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)

“Agriculture is not a hobby. People are living from the agricultural subsidies, revenue and so on.” (Check-in Call, January 2025)






