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Abstract

The global climate has underscored the need for effective policies to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions from all sources, including those resulting from agricultural expansion, which is
regulated by the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) across the European Union (EU). To
assess the effectiveness of these mitigation policies, statistical methods must account for the
heterogeneous impact of policies across different countries. We propose a Bayesian approach
that combines the multinomial logit model, which is suitable for compositional land-use data,
with a Bayesian nonparametric (BNP) prior to cluster regions with similar policy impacts. To
simultaneously control for other relevant factors, we distinguish between cluster-specific and
global covariates, coining this approach the Bayesian nonparametric partial clustering model.
We develop a novel and efficient Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm, leveraging
recent advances in the Bayesian literature. Using economic, geographic, and subsidy-related
data from 22 EU member states, we examine the effectiveness of policies influencing land-use
decisions across Europe and highlight the diversity of the problem. Our results indicate that
the impact of CAP varies widely across the EU, emphasizing the need for subsidies to be
tailored to optimize their effectiveness.

Keywords: Bayesian inference, Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC), land-use change, European regions

1 Introduction

Land-use change is a significant driver of climate change, biodiversity loss, and ecosystem degra-
dation across Europe (Burrascano et al., 2016; Kuemmerle et al., 2016). The conversion of
natural habitats, such as forests and grasslands, into intensive agricultural land disrupts car-
bon sinks, fragments ecosystems, and diminishes essential ecosystem services (Plieninger et al.,
2016), posing a critical threat to biodiversity (Hülber et al., 2017; Reidsma et al., 2006). To
mitigate these environmental challenges and achieve Europe’s climate change commitments, it
is essential to design policies that balance conservation efforts with the sustainable use of land.

In the European Union (EU), the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) serves as the primary
regulatory framework governing agricultural practices and land-use patterns. Recent CAP re-
forms aim to harmonize agricultural productivity with environmental sustainability and rural
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development goals, addressing evolving social and environmental challenges. By offering income
support, production incentives, and environmental subsidies, the CAP significantly shapes land-
use decisions, influencing how land is allocated between croplands, grasslands, forests, and other
natural vegetation. Numerous studies have demonstrated the CAP’s substantial role in driving
land-use dynamics (Renwick et al., 2013; Helming and Tabeau, 2018; Pe’er et al., 2019) and
shaping land-use changes in different regions of Europe (Kuemmerle et al., 2016; Cortignani and
Dono, 2019; Krisztin, Piribauer, and Wögerer, 2022).

However, the effects of the CAP on land use are highly heterogeneous across Europe, varying
with the diversity of agricultural systems, environmental conditions, and socio-economic con-
texts. A policy that successfully supports sustainable land use in one region may prove less effec-
tive or even counterproductive in another. Recent research highlights this spatial heterogeneity,
linking regional land-use changes to factors such as climate variability and farm management
practices (Reidsma et al., 2006; Kuemmerle et al., 2016; Levers et al., 2018). The economic
impacts of CAP subsidies also vary, with regional disparities often magnified by climate-related
challenges (Giannakis and Bruggeman, 2015). For instance, Rega, Helming, and Paracchini
(2019) and Overmars et al. (2013) illustrate how policy choices may prioritize either agricultural
productivity or biodiversity conservation, depending on the region.

This variation underscores the compositional nature of land-use decisions, where agricultural
subsidies often favor the expansion of arable land, potentially at the expense of other land-use
types, leading to environmental trade-offs. For example, O’Neill et al. (2020) explores the
decision-making process between maintaining land for sheep farming and converting it to forests
for carbon sequestration. Helming and Tabeau (2018) argue for carefully structured subsidy
schemes that balance competing land-use interests to minimize adverse environmental impacts.

Given the compositional structure of land-use data, multinomial logit (MNL) models are
a natural choice for statistical analysis, with various applications in the literature (see, for
example, Debella-Gilo and Etzelmüller, 2009; Temme and Verburg, 2011; Hao et al., 2015;
Krisztin, Piribauer, and Wögerer, 2022).

However, the spatial nature of land-use dynamics necessitates models that account for spa-
tial dependencies. For instance, Krisztin, Piribauer, and Wögerer (2022) incorporated spatial
dependence through a spatial autoregressive (SAR) term using an exogenous neighborhood ma-
trix. While this model estimates the strength of spatial autocorrelation for each land-use class,
it lacks variability as all areal units share the same regression coefficients. In contrast, Temme
and Verburg (2011) proposed a model with separate regression coefficients for different regions,
estimating a distinct multinomial logit model for each region, thus excluding the sharing of
information across regions.

To bridge the gap between the approaches of Krisztin, Piribauer, and Wögerer (2022) and
Temme and Verburg (2011), we propose an infinite mixture of multinomial logit models, cluster-
ing groups of areal units based on their regression coefficients. Our model distinguishes between
covariates that influence clustering, having a separate impact in each cluster, and those with a
global impact. This approach has several advantages: enabling partial pooling through cluster-
ing, providing a spatial mapping based solely on chosen covariates without relying on exogenous
information, and controlling for homogeneous effects through partial clustering.

In our empirical application, we choose seven subsidy-related cluster-covariates and six global
covariates for the analysis. While the former directly impact the clustering through their esti-
mated regression coefficients, the latter serve as control variables with a global impact, thereby
leading to the designation partial clustering. This choice is well motivated by the question at
hand, aiming to uncover the cluster-specific impact of farm subsidies across Europe while simul-
taneously considering other relevant variables like employment, GDP, or the respective elevation
and slope.

Our model incorporates spatial variability and recognizes the interconnectedness of land-use
changes, offering a nuanced understanding of how CAP subsidies promoting one type of land
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use may adversely affect others, with these effects varying significantly across different regional
contexts. A similar approach was recently proposed by Papastamoulis (2023), who introduced
software for estimating finite mixtures of multinomial logit models. While Papastamoulis (2023)
employs finite mixtures and Metropolis-Hastings steps for estimating regression coefficients, we
opt for the infinite mixture model and introduce a novel Gibbs-type scheme that relies entirely
on samples from full conditional distributions. Additionally, we introduce the concept of partial
clustering, which, to our knowledge, has not yet been explored in the literature.

Our empirical analysis covers 21 countries and their respective NUTS-3 regions over the
period 2007 to 2017, focusing on four primary land-use categories: arable land, grassland, forest,
and urban areas. Land that does not fit into these categories is classified as “other natural
vegetation”. Using farm-level data from the Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN), we
evaluate both Pillar I and Pillar II CAP policies across various geographic contexts. This
comprehensive dataset facilitates a detailed assessment of the regional effectiveness of the CAP
and its diverse impacts on land-use patterns.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 details the methodological
approach, including BNP clustering and partial clustering in the context of the multinomial
logit model. The novel MCMC algorithm and necessary derivations are presented in Section 3,
before describing the dataset in Section 4. The empirical results are discussed in Section 5, and
the paper concludes with recommendations in Section 6.

2 Methodology

We estimate an econometric model that aims at explaining the choice of land use in N NUTS-3
regions across Europe. In a given region i (with i = 1, . . . , N), at each time t (with t = 1, . . . , T )
land owners may utilize their land for J distinct land uses. In our case these are cropland,
grassland, forest, urban, and other natural vegetation.

For easier notation, we encode all observations in the three-dimensional array Y ∈ RN×T×J .
We denote with · all entries of the corresponding dimension, such that Yit· = (yit1, . . . , yitJ)

T

describes a column vector including observations for areal unit i at time point t for all categories.
Accordingly, using two · in the index denotes a matrix where the row dimension corresponds
to the variable replaced by the first · and the column dimension corresponds to the variable
replaced by the second ·.

In what is to follow, we start by giving an introduction to Bayesian nonparametric (BNP)
clustering and Dirichlet process mixtures in Section 2.1. Section 2.2 lays out how these ideas
can be extended to allow for Bayesian nonparametric partial clustering (BNP-PC). Finally,
Section 2.3, applies the proposed framework to the multinomial logistic regression model.

2.1 Bayesian nonparametric (BNP) clustering

Defining an individual set of regression coefficients Bi·· for every areal unit, which in our
application would amount to N × (K +1)× (J − 1) = 51072 parameters, can quickly lead to an
unfavorable amount of estimable parameters, challenging to estimate and interpret and prone
to overfitting. Conversely, complete pooling of information by estimating one set of parameters
for all areal units, i.e. keeping Bi·· constant for all i, thus reducing the number of parameters
by the factor N , might lead to an oversimplified representation, lacking in comprehensive detail.
We aim to strike a balance between these alternatives and adhere to Occam’s razor by clustering
the areal units in an automatic and model-based fashion (cf., e.g., Fraley and Raftery, 1998;
Chandra, Canale, and Dunson, 2023).

Clustering multinomial logit models using finite mixtures has been explored in the Bayesian
framework via MCMC sampling in the works of Frühwirth-Schnatter and Frühwirth (2007) and
in the frequentist setting via expectation maximization (EM) in Grün and Leisch (2008) or
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Benaglia et al. (2009). In this work we opt for the nonparametric counterpart of finite mixtures
using the popular Dirichlet process (DP), so-called Dirichlet Process mixtures (DPM). We adopt
this method owing to its computationally convenient representations (Blackwell and MacQueen,
1973; Sethuraman, 1994), which have led to the development of efficient sampling mechanisms,
most notably the MCMC algorithms introduced in Lo (1984), Escobar and West (1995), Neal
(2000), and MacEachern and Müller (1998) and the variational inference algorithm by Blei and
Jordan (2006). Since Miller and Harrison (2018) showed that many of these favorable properties
can be translated into the framework of mixtures of finite mixtures, we do not delve into the
debate about the finite or infinite choice (Miller and Harrison, 2014; Giordano et al., 2023;
Frühwirth-Schnatter and Malsiner-Walli, 2019; Ascolani et al., 2023), but refine our focus on
the novel partial clustering method, efficient MCMC scheme as well as empirical contribution.
Mozdzen et al. (2022) use a similar approach of using a DP to cluster regression coefficients, but
do so in the context of a spatio-temporal linear regression setting.

The DPM can be expressed in its hierarchical form as

Yi·· | Xi··,Bi·· ind∼ f
(
Yi·· | Xi··,Bi··

)
, i = 1 . . . N,

Bi·· | G iid∼ G,

G ∼ DP (α,G0) ,

α ∼ G (α0, β0) ,

where f(·) is a suitable kernel, in our case the kernel of a multinomial distribution and G a
sample from the DP with concentration parameter α and base measure G0.

A sample G ∼ DP (α,G0) is a discrete probability distribution that exhibits a stronger
resemblance to G0 the larger α is (Ferguson, 1983). Due to this discreetness, multiple areal
units are assigned the same set of coefficients, which we then designate as belonging to the same
cluster. To encode the clustering of the areal units, we introduce the vector s = (s1, . . . , sN ),
whose ith entry denotes the cluster allocation of the ith areal unit and can take values in
1, . . . ,M , where M denotes the total number of clusters. We follow Ascolani et al. (2023), who
show that the infamous inconsistency of DPMs regarding the number of clusters (Miller and
Harrison, 2014) can be mitigated by learning α in a fully Bayesian way. For this reason, we
put a prior on α, opting for a gamma distribution to ensure positive values and computational
convenience.

As mentioned before, we are interested in the DP due to its advantageous representations
regarding sampling algorithms. One of them is the Pólya urn scheme, which specifies the prior
p(s | α) as

p(s | α) = P (s1 | α)
N∏
i=2

P (si | s1, . . . , si−1, α) , (1)

P (si = c | s1, . . . , si−1) =


nic

i− 1 + α
, for 1 ≤ c ≤ M

α

i− 1 + α
, for c = M + 1

,

where nic is the number of units assigned to the cth cluster before the ith observation is consid-
ered. After the first value s1 is standardly assigned to the first cluster, the following observations
can either join existing clusters with probability proportional to their current size nic, or form a
new cluster with probability proportional to α, aptly highlighting the parameter’s influence on
the clustering behavior.

While the quantification of uncertainty using the estimated posterior distribution is a sought-
after strength of Bayesian methods, the analysis of the posterior clustering poses a challenge that
requires more elaborate summarization methods than standard credible intervals or posterior
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modes. An appealing approach to finding a single partition representative of the posterior is
via loss functions, out of which the Binder (Binder, 1978), and Variation of Information (Meilă,
2007) are two of the most prominent ones used for clustering problems. We refer the interested
reader to the extensive overview about Bayesian clustering methods in Wade (2023). After
choosing a loss function, the optimal partition is obtained by minimizing the posterior expected
loss. To this end, we use the stochastic search algorithm proposed in Dahl, Johnson, and Müller
(2022) and implemented in the R package salso (Dahl, Johnson, and Müller, 2023).

2.2 Bayesian nonparametric partial clustering (BNP-PC)

With the inclusion of the DP prior, our model enables parsimonious, yet differentiated inference
on clusters among the NUTS-3 units. Those regions, whose covariates have a similar estimated
effect on the respective category of land use, are grouped together in the same cluster. A
potential drawback of this approach is the implicit assumption that the impact of all covariates
varies between clusters, thereby hindering the estimation of homogeneous effects.

To ameliorate this shortcoming and improve the flexibility of our model, we further augment
it by splitting the data into variables we wish to cluster, Xc ∈ RN×T×(Kc+1), and those we do
not, Xnc ∈ RN×T×Knc

, and introduce their corresponding sets of coefficients, β ∈ RN×(Kc+1)×J

and θ ∈ RKnc×J , where K = Kc + Knc. We refer to Xc as cluster-covariates and Xnc as
global-covariates and to this model specification as Bayesian nonparametric-partial clustering
(BNP-PC) model, whose hierarchical form reads as

Yi·· | Xc
i··,Xnc

i··,βi··,θ ind∼ f
(
Yi·· | Xc

i··,Xnc
i··,βi··,θ

)
, i = 1, . . . , N,

βi·· | G iid∼ G,

θ | F0
iid∼ F0,

G | α ∼ DP (α,G0) ,

α ∼ G (α0, β0) ,

where F0 is a suitable prior for the homogenous coefficients. We denote by β⋆ ∈ RM×Kc×J the
unique sets of parameters among all β, such that β⋆

c·· includes all βi·· that belong to cluster
c. Section 4 outlines the clustered and non-clustered covariates and gives detailed explanations
motivating our choice.

Natural extensions of the BNP-PC model would be the explicit modeling of the spatial
interrelations between the areal units or the temporal variation over the years. Both can be
achieved through the inclusion of a so-called neighborhood matrix in a spatial- or conditional
autoregressive term, respectively (Krisztin, Piribauer, and Wögerer, 2022; Mozdzen et al., 2022),
or simply by including the spatio-temporal information, e.g., as years and coordinates, in the set
of explanatory variables (Augustin, Cummins, and French, 2001; Debella-Gilo and Etzelmüller,
2009). In this study, we choose not to include any exogenous spatial information, in order to
learn the clustering and thereby the underlying spatial structure purely from the impact of Xc

on the response variable. For the application at hand, this specification enables defining clusters
of regions based on the impact of farm subsidies on land use, while simultaneously controlling
for other economic covariates globally. Note that in our case we choose to cluster across the
dimension of covariates as well as categories, a model choice motivated by our research topic at
hand. Interesting alternatives would be to cluster the areal units either based on covariates or
categories, or to include two separate DPs and estimate two separate clusterings.

2.3 The BNP-PC model in the context of multinomial logistic regression

We showcase our methodological contribution using the multinomial logit regression model,
which is suitable for the fractional data at hand (Krisztin, Piribauer, and Wögerer, 2022; Lin
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et al., 2014; Papke and Wooldridge, 1996). For a comprehensive overview of multinomial logit
models, the reader is referred to Agresti (2012), Cameron and Trivedi (2005), and Fox (2015).

The observations Yit· can be seen as a sample from a J-dimensional multinomial distribution
with probabilities pitj , j = 1, . . . , J ,

Yit· ind∼ Multinomial(1, pit1, . . . , pitJ),

forming the kernel of our mixture model. The probabilities are modeled akin to the logistic
regression model by linking the covariates, Xc and Xnc, and regression parameters, β and θ,
with the log odds

log

(
pitj∑J
j=1 pitj

)
= Xc,T

it· βi·j +Xnc,T
it· θ·j ,

corresponding to the following representation of the probabilities:

pitj =
exp(Xc,T

it· βi·j +Xnc,T
it· θ·j)∑J

j=1 exp(X
c,T
it· βi·j +Xnc,T

it· θ·j)
, (2)

where Xc,T
it· and Xnc,T

it· are row vectors containing an intercept and K covariates for unit i at
time point t and βi·j and θ·j are column vectors of coefficients for areal unit i and category
j. For identification purposes, it is common practice to designate a baseline category and set
the corresponding coefficients to 0. For the remainder of the manuscript, we choose J as the
baseline category.

To complete our model, we specify the base measure G0 and the prior on the homogenous
coefficients F0. To stay in a conjugate setting, we use a product of (J − 1) × Kc-dimensional
and (J − 1)×Knc-dimensional normal distributions, respectively.

3 Bayesian inference

In the Bayesian paradigm, closed-form posteriors are not readily available due to the non-
linearity of the multinomial logit model. To overcome this, Scott (2011), Frühwirth-Schnatter
and Frühwirth (2007), and Held and Holmes (2006) recast the probability of observing one of J
categories into a utility representation (McFadden, 1974). In their seminal paper, Polson, Scott,
and Windle (2013) propose a different data augmentation strategy, circumventing the need
for the utility representation. The authors show that by conditioning on auxiliary variables
following a Pólya-Gamma (PG) distribution (Polson, Scott, and Windle, 2013), a binary logistic
likelihood can be rewritten in Gaussian form. This can be exploited to derive the full conditional
distributions of βi·j and θ·j in a conjugate setting, greatly facilitating efficient sampling. Since
we cannot directly sample from the posterior distribution due to its complex form, samples
are obtained from the stationary distribution of a suitable Markov chain, formed by the full
conditionals of all model parameters. In the following, we outline the MCMC algorithm before
presenting the necessary full conditionals.

MCMC algorithm. To obtain posterior samples, we start by choosing appropriate starting
values, then iteratively cycle through the following steps, and conventionally discard an initial
set of draws as burn-in:

1. For every i = 1, . . . , N sample si from P (si = c|s−i,Yi··,Xi··,β⋆,θ, α) according to
Eq. (3).

2. For every category j = 1, . . . J − 1 :
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(a) For every cluster c = 1, . . . ,M :

i. Sample ωsi=c,tj ∼ p(ωsi=c,tj | Ysi=c,·j ,Xsi=c,··, s,β⋆
c··,θ) according to Eq. (4)

using those i such that si = c.

ii. Sample β⋆
c·j ∼ p(β⋆

c·j | Ysi=c,·j ,Xsi=c,··, s,β⋆
c·−j ,θ··,ωc·j), according to

Eq. (6).

(b) Sample ωL
itj ∼ p(ωL

itj | Y··j ,X, s,β⋆,θ) according to Eq. (4).

(c) Sample θ·j ∼ p(θ·j | Y··j ,X, s,β⋆,θ·−j ,ω
L··j) according to Eq. (8).

3. Sample α ∼ p(α | aα, bα, x) using Eq. (9).

Full conditional of s. Coupling the prior in Eq 1 with the corresponding likelihood, we can
derive the full conditional distribution for s as

P (si = c | s1, . . . , si−1) =
nic

i− 1 + α
f
(
Ysi=c·· | Xc

si=c··,Xnc
si=c··,β⋆

si=c··,θ
)
, for c ≤ M

α

i− 1 + α

∫
f
(
Ysi=c·· | Xc

si=c··,Xnc
si=c··,β⋆

si=c··,θ
)
dG0, for c = M + 1

.

The integral needed to compute the probability of opening a new cluster is only available in
closed form in case of a conjugate prior. We resort to the popular Algorithm 8 by Neal (2000),
which circumvents the integral by augmenting the state space with a predefined number Naux of
potential, auxiliary clusters. Each auxiliary cluster is coupled with a set of auxiliary parameters
sampled from the base measure G0, denoted by βaux ∈ RNaux×Kc×J . The cluster allocations
s can then be assigned to either one of the existing clusters 1, . . . ,M , or one of the auxiliary
clusters M + 1, . . . ,M +Naux according to the following probabilities:

P (si = c|s−i,Yi··,Xi··,β⋆,θ, α) (3)

∝


n−i,c

N−1+αf
(
Yi··,β⋆

si··,θ
)

for 1 ≤ c ≤ M,

α/Naux

N−1+αf
(
Yi··,βaux

si··,θ
)

for M < c ≤ M +Naux

,

where nc and n−i,c describe the number of units assigned to cluster c with and without unit
i. Note that while the individual cluster probabilities differ in regard to their β coefficients, θ
contributes equally to all of them.

Full conditional of β. To derive the full conditional distribution for the regression coefficients,
we exploit the fact that the conditional likelihood of a multinomial model for a single category
j can be rewritten in the form of a binary logistic likelihood (Held and Holmes, 2006) and
therefore combined with the auxiliary variable strategy introduced in Polson, Scott, and Windle
(2013). We start by sampling the auxiliary variables and encode them in a three-dimensional
array ω ∈ RN×T×J

ωitj ∼ PG(1, ηitj), (4)

ηitj = Xc,T
it· βi·j +Xnc,T

it· θ·j − Citj ,

Citj = log
∑
l ̸=j

expXc,T
it· βi·l +Xnc,T

it· θ·l.
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Conditioning on ω, the likelihood for category j can be written as

p(Y··j | ω,X,β··j ,β··−j ,θ·j ,θ·−j) ∝
T∏
t=1

N∏
i=1

exp
{ωitj

2
(ηitj − κitj/ωitj)

2
}

∝
T∏
t=1

exp

{
−1

2

(
Xc,T·t·β··j +Xnc,T·t· θ·j − C·tj − ztj

)T
Ωtj(X

c,T·t·β··j +Xnc,T·t· θ·j − C·tj − ztj)

}
,

(5)

where κitj = Yitj − 1
2 and ztj = (κ1tj/ω1tj , . . . , κNtj/ωNtj). Furthermore, we denote with

Ωtj = diag (ω1tj , . . . , ωNtj) a diagonal matrix. We can now compute the joint posterior
p(β⋆

c·j ,θ·j | Ysi=c,·j ,Xsi=c,··, s,β⋆
c·−j ,θ·−j ,ωsi=c,·j) by applying Eq. (4) and Eq. (5) to those i

such that si = c and combining the likelihood with a normal prior with mean µ0 = (µ1, . . . , µJ−1)

and diagonal covariance matrix Σ0 = diag
(
σ2
0,1, . . . , σ

2
0,J

)
. Due to conjugacy of the normal dis-

tribution, the obtained posterior is also normal with covariance matrix and mean given by

Σ
c
=

(
T∑
t=1

XT
si=c,t·Ωc

tjXsi=c,t· +Σbt,−1
0

)−1

,

µc = Σ
c

(
T∑
t=1

XT
si=c,t·(κsi=c,tj +Ωc

tjCsi=c,t,j) +Σbt,−1
0 µbt

0

)
,

where Ωc
tj is a diagonal matrix consisting of those ωitj where si = c, µbt

0 = 12 ⊗ µ0 and

Σbt
0 = I2⊗Σ0 with 12 being a vector of ones of length 2 and I2 the identity matrix of dimension

2. Using standard results for the normal distribution, we can obtain the conditional distribution
p(β⋆

c·j | Ysi=c,·j ,Xsi=c,··, s,β⋆
c·−j ,θ··,ωsi=c,·j) with posterior mean and covariance matrix

Σc
j = Σ

c
cβ ,cβ

−Σ
c
cβ ,cθ

Σ
c,−1
cθ,cθ

Σ
c
cθ,cβ

, (6)

µc
j = µc

cβ
+Σ

c
cβ ,cθ

Σ
c,−1
cθ,cβ

(
θ·j − µc

cθ

)
,

where cβ = {1, . . . ,Kc} and cθ = {(Kc+1), . . . ,K} are vectors indexing the cluster- and global-
covariates respectively.

Full conditional of θ. We begin by computing the joint full conditional of all regression
coefficients of the jth-category, p(β⋆··j , θ·j | Ysi=c,·j ,Xsi=c,··, s,β⋆

c·−j ,θ·−j ,ωsi=c,·j). To this

end, we construct a new design matrix XL ∈ RN×T×(C×Kc+Knc) by rearranging parts of Xc

and Xnc that correspond to the individual clusters and gather all coefficients by stacking them
in the matrix ϕ ∈ R(C×Kc+Knc)×J .

XL =


Xc

si=1·· 0 0 0 Xnc
si=1··

0 Xc
si=2·· 0 · · · Xnc

si=2··
0 0

. . . 0
...

0 0 0 Xc
si=M·· Xnc

si=M··

 , ϕ =


β⋆
si=1··

β⋆
si=2··
...

θ··

 . (7)

Applying Eq. (4) and Eq. (5) to XL and ϕ, we obtain a new set of auxiliary parameters ωL

and a new likelihood, which we can use to obtain the desired normal posterior distribution with
covariance matrix and mean given by

Σ
L
=

(
T∑
t=1

XL,T·t· ΩL
tjX

L·t· +ΣL,−1
0

)−1

,

µL = Σ
L

(
T∑
t=1

XL,T·t· (κ·tj +ΩL
tjC

L·tj) +ΣL,−1
0 µL

0

)
,
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where ΩL
tj = diag

(
ωL
1tj , . . . , ω

L
Ntj

)
, µL

0 = 1M+1 ⊗ µ0 and ΣL
0 = I(M+1) ⊗ Σ0. We can now

compute the conditional distribution p(θ·j | Ysi=c,·j ,Xsi=c,··, s,β⋆
c··,θ·−j ,Ωc·j) with posterior

mean and covariance matrix

Σj = Σ
L
Lθ,Lθ

−Σ
L
c,Lθ,Lβ

Σ
L,−1
c,Lβ ,Lβ

Σ
L
c,Lβ ,Lθ

, (8)

µj = µc,Lθ
+Σ

L
c,Lθ,Lβ

Σ
L,−1
c,Lβ ,Lβ

(
ϕ·j − µc,Lβ

)
,

where Lβ = {1, . . . ,M ×Kc} and Lθ = {M ×Kc + 1, . . . ,M ×Kc +Knc}.

Full conditional of α. Adapting the approach in Escobar and West (1995), who represent
the desired posterior of α as a mixture of two gamma densities, we derive the full conditional as

α ∼ πxG (aα +M, bα − log(x)) + (1− πx)G (aα +M − 1, bα − log(x)) , (9)

πx
1− πx

=
aα + 1

n(bα − log(x))
,

x|α,M ∼ Beta(α+ 1, N),

where x is a beta-distributed auxiliary variable.

4 Data

Our dataset encompasses 912 EU regions spread across 21 countries. These regions are catego-
rized according to the NUTS 2016 classification at the NUTS-3 level. . Although the NUTS-3
regions differ in size, they offer the best possible representation as suitable units for modeling
and analysis. It should be noted, however, that NUTS-3 regional boundaries are established
based on administrative criteria rather than reflecting functional characteristics. As a result,
these boundaries may not correspond precisely to the actual dynamics of the regional processes
under study.

The regions included in the sample are located in Austria (34 regions), Belgium (43 regions),
Cyprus (one region), Czech Republic (13 regions), Denmark (9 regions), Finland (18 regions),
France (92 regions), Germany (361 regions), Greece (43 regions), Hungary (19 regions), Italy
(107 regions), Latvia (10 regions), Lithuania (10 regions), Luxembourg (one region), Malta (one
region), Netherlands (38 regions), Portugal (23 regions), Republic of Ireland (eight regions),
Slovakia (eight regions), Slovenia (12 regions), Spain (50 regions) and Sweden (21 regions).

The dependent variable in our study is the share of land use in the categories cropland,
grassland, forest, urban, and other natural vegetation. Our dataset spans the years 2008 to
2018. The proportions were obtained by applying the methods described in Witjes et al., 2022
to data collected from the Land Use and Coverage Area frame Survey (LUCAS) and the Corine
Land Cover (CLC) databases. The land cover data, divided into 33 CLC classes, is consolidated
into our five defined land-use categories.

We utilize a set of variables frequently used in studies on land-use change (Meyer and Früh-
Müller, 2020), split into Kc = 7 cluster-covariates, including an additional intercept term,
and Knc = 6 global-covariates. Table 1 provides overview of our selected variables, while
Table 2 contains descriptive statistics. The variables are arranged in the tables starting with the

To achieve a balanced panel, we had to discard FADN observations from Bulgaria, Serbia, Poland, Romania,
Lithuania, and the United Kingdom.

The Nomenclature of territorial units for statistics, abbreviated NUTS is a geographical nomenclature based
on Regulation (EC) No 1059/2003 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 May 2003 and subdivides
the economic territory of the European Union (EU) into regions at three different levels (NUTS 1, 2 and 3
respectively, ranging from larger to smaller territorial units).
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Table 1: Description of dependent and independent variables used in the analysis, including their
descriptions and data sources. Data sources include ARDECO (Annual Regional Database of
the European Commission’s Directorate General for Regional and Urban Policy), CORINE Land
Cover, EU-DEM (European Union Digital Elevation Model), and FADN (Farm Accountancy
Data Network).

Variable Description Source

Cropland Sum of cropland cover, divided by
the total area of the region.

Grassland Sum of grassland cover, divided by
the total area of the region.

Forest Sum of forest cover, divided by
the total area of the region.

Parente et al.
(2021)

Other natural vege-
tation

Sum of other natural vegetation cover, di-
vided by
the total area of the region.

Urban Sum of other artifical and urban areas
cover, divided by
the total area of the region.

Employment primary Share of employment in the primary sector. ARDECO
Employment tertiary Share of employment in the tertiary sector. ARDECO
Log GDP per capita Logarithm of the gross domestic product

divided by the population.
ARDECO

Population density Population per square kilometer. ARDECO
Elevation Average elevation in meters. EU-DEM
Slope Average slope in degree. EU-DEM

Farm output Total farm output in EUR divided by uti-
lized agricultural area.

Rent Total rent paid in EUR divided by the to-
tal rented area in ha.

Pillar I - Coupled (crops) Total of Pillar I coupled payments for
crops in EUR divided by the total agri-
cultural area in hectare.

Pillar I - Coupled
(livestock)

Total of Pillar I coupled payments for live-
stock in EUR divided by the total agricul-
tural area in hectare.

FADN

Pillar I - Decoupled
payments

Total of Pillar I decoupled payments in
EUR divided by the total agricultural area
in hectare.

Pillar II - Environmental
payments

Total of Pillar II environmental payments
for crops in EUR divided by the total agri-
cultural area in hectare.

Pillar II - Least favored
area payments

Total of Pillar II least favored area pay-
ments for crops in EUR divided by the to-
tal agricultural area in hectare.
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics for the dependent and independent variables used in the analysis,
including mean, standard deviation, minimum, 1st and 3rd quartile as well as maximum values.

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min 1st Qu. 3rd Qu. Max

Cropland 0.32 0.19 0.00 0.17 0.46 0.81
Forest 0.32 0.16 0.00 0.19 0.44 0.78
Grassland 0.18 0.13 0.00 0.10 0.23 0.80
Other natural vegetation 0.09 0.11 0.00 0.02 0.13 0.53
Urban 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.03 0.10 0.54

Employment primary 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.48
Employment tertiary 0.76 0.09 0.46 0.71 0.83 0.96
Log GDP per capita −3.66 0.42 −5.32 −3.85 −3.42 −2.06
Population density 237.55 285.20 1.85 69.25 258.93 1,463.02
Elevation 341.59 315.23 −3.28 99.71 477.67 2,102.24
Slope 246.56 5.20 218.00 245.73 249.77 250.00

Farm output 4,460.15 20,736.51 0.00 1,723.89 3,510.50 476,443.70
Rent 264.06 339.03 0.00 129.39 324.31 8,438.64
Coupled (crops) 12.01 22.28 0.00 0.94 14.89 221.35
Coupled (livestock) 20.61 42.37 0.00 1.35 23.26 365.29
Decoupled payments 287.45 111.99 0.00 215.80 332.40 874.98
Environmental payments 48.95 48.91 0.00 16.82 62.22 382.30
Least favored area payments 32.65 48.53 0.00 2.14 44.90 267.05

dependent variable, followed by the global covariates, and concluding with the cluster-specific
covariates.

In order to control for homogenous economic development indicators, we include data on
employment, population, and income in our global variables. Employment data are factored
in as shares of the respective sector and total employment. Population, a key driver of land
use (Terama et al., 2019), is adjusted for regional area and thus included as population density.
Income levels are represented through the logarithm of the gross domestic product (GDP) per
capita.

Additionally, we add physical characteristics of the land, specifically the slope and elevation,
to the set of global covariates. The relevance of these features stems from their indirect impact
on the costs associated with land-use conversion (Chen et al., 2023). Slope and elevation are
quantified in average meters and degrees, respectively.

Since the 1960s, the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) has shaped European agriculture
by initially focusing on boosting productivity and ensuring food security through market sup-
ports and income subsidies, leading to farming intensification and expansion. Further updates
of policies were motivated by environmental concerns, as well as measures addressing rural dis-
parities. This was achieved by splitting policy payments into direct income support (Pillar I)
and rural development measures (Pillar II). The latter includes agri-environmental schemes de-
signed to promote sustainable practices like organic farming and habitat restoration to enhance
biodiversity and reduce environmental impacts.

To analyze these effects, we distinguish between Pillar I and Pillar II payments. Pillar I in-
cludes coupled payments (linked to specific commodities, such as the crop and livestock subsidies)
and decoupled payments. Pillar II focuses on rural development, including agri-environmental
payments and support for Least Favored Areas, following Boulanger and Philippidis (2015).

Economic performance of the agricultural sector is gauged using farm output measured in
euros per hectare of utilized agricultural area and land rents in euros per hectare of rented
area, sourced from the FADN. Such economic factors are presumed to influence landowners’
decisions regarding land use (Gorgan and Hartvigsen, 2022) and are therefore included in the
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list of cluster-covariates.

5 Results

The following section presents results obtained after applying the BNP-PC model outlined in
Section 2.3 to the dataset described in Section 4. We begin by detailing the methodology
used to generate samples from the posterior distribution and estimate the clustering of the
NUTS 3 regions, which forms the foundation for all subsequent analyses and interpretations.
This is followed by an in-depth discussion of the effects of CAP subsidies on the three land-
use categories: cropland, grassland, and forests, as these are most pertinent to our research
objectives. The section concludes with an evaluation of the results concerning the remaining
cluster-level covariates, rent and farm output.

5.1 Posterior sampling

We leverage the MCMC algorithm presented in Section 3 to obtain samples from the posterior
of all model parameters, namely the number of clusters M , the cluster allocations s and the
regression coefficients β and θ. We establish convergence of the MCMC chain by inspection of
autocorrelation and posterior trace plots. The changing number of clusters and label switching
lead to additional challenges in the analysis of the posterior samples. For this reason, we choose
to run the sampler once to estimate a representative clustering and a subsequent time, condi-
tional on the estimated clustering, to obtain posterior samples from the remaining parameters
that are readily manageable. The estimate of the clustering, depicted in Figure 1, is based on a
sample of 10,000 posterior draws obtained after discarding a burn-in of 5,000 draws. The cluster-
ing was estimated by minimizing the posterior expectation of the Binder loss function (Binder,
1978), using the stochastic search algorithm from the R package salso (Dahl, Johnson, and
Müller, 2023). The second run, used to generate posterior samples obtained for inference on the
regression coefficients, consisted of a burn-in and retained sample half the size of the one used
to establish the clustering.

Suitable prior distributions are selected to complete the model specification. For the priors
on β··j and θ·j , G0 and F0, we select hyperparameters that are both fairly general and enable
good mixing of the MCMC chain. Specifically, µ0 is a zero vector and Σ0 a diagonal covariance
matrix filled with ones. Regarding the gamma prior for concentration parameter of the DP α,
we set the hyperparameters to aα = 3 and bα = 2, implying an interpretable number of clusters
E[M | α] ≈ 10 a priori (Teh, 2010). To account for the lag in the effect of the chosen covariates
on the corresponding land-use classes, we use Xi,t−1· to estimate Yi,t·.

Figure 1 presents the estimated clustering obtained from the first MCMC run. We note
significant alignments with biogeographical regions as defined by the European Environment
Agency (EEA, European Environment Agency, 2016). Specifically, Clusters 1, 4, and 12 align
with the Continental-Mediterranean, Atlantic and Boreal regions, respectively. Clusters with
a high share of forest cover, such as clusters 3 and 10, predominantly appear in forested areas
of Germany, France, and Scandinavia. This alignment indicates that agricultural practices are
closely linked to regional ecological characteristics Rega, Helming, and Paracchini (2019), which
must be considered in the application of the agricultural and land use policies. The diversity of
European farming systems is reflected in the distinct compositions of the clusters. For instance,
Mediterranean clusters (1, 3, and 4) likely adapt to arid conditions, while Boreal clusters (i.e.,
12, and 11) reflect more intensive farming suited to cooler, wetter climates. This supports
suggestions that CAP interventions should be fine-tuned to regional environmental, economic,
and social conditions, as emphasized by Van Vliet et al., 2015; Piorr et al., 2009, who stress
the need for region-specific CAP policies to improve environmental sustainability and economic
viability. Moreover, the results show considerable variation within countries, particularly in
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Figure 1: Clustering estimated from posterior samples of the first MCMC run by minimizing
the posterior expectation of the Binder loss function.

France, Hungary and The Netherlands, where multiple clusters emerge.
Table 3 provides an overview of the estimated clusters. The columns of the tables illustrate

the share of each cluster per country and across land use types, respectively. For each cluster,
the table lists the countries included, with the number of NUTS-3 regions in parentheses, and
presents the proportion of different land-use types within each cluster, allowing for easy com-
parison across regions. The largest clusters are number 1, 4, and 12 in Table 3. They represent
roughly 73 percent of NUTS-3 regions and cover a wide range of land-use types. Cluster 1
predominantly covers Germany, Italy, and Austria, while Cluster 4 is concentrated in north-
ern France, Spain, Belgium, and the Netherlands. Cluster 12 mainly represents Scandinavian
countries, such as Finland and Sweden, along with Portugal and parts of France.

5.2 Impact of common agricultural policy subsidies on land use

The diversity of CAP subsidies, each with distinct and often competing objectives, leads to
varied impacts on land use. Several studies (e.g., Kirchner, Schönhart, and Schmid, 2016;
Brady et al., 2012; van Meijl et al., 2006, among others) have shown that CAP payments have
spatially heterogeneous effects on agricultural land use across regions. To capture these impacts,
we examine the effects of five subsidies on three primary land uses: cropland, grassland, and
forest. Before we delve into their detailed analysis, Figure 2 presents an overview of the estimated
clustering as well as the average posterior marginal effect of the subsidy-related cluster-covariates
on the three land-use categories. In obtaining the marginal effects, we follow the definition of
Cameron and Trivedi (2005), who define the marginal effect of the kth-covariate as the partial
derivative of the probability in 2 with respect to this covariate.

Decoupled payments generally have positive effects across various land types, indicating their
flexibility as a policy mechanism without distorting land use decisions. This supports the objec-
tives of the 2013 CAP reforms, which tied greening measures to decoupled payments, promoting
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Cluster Regions Cropland Grassland Forest Other Urban

1 DE (278), IT (72), EL (34), AT (20), CZ (6), NL (6), ES
(5), DK (4), IE (4), FR (2), BE (1), HU (1), LU (1), PT
(1)

0.346 0.156 0.331 0.071 0.096

2 SI (11), AT (5), LT (4), DE (2), EL (2), NL (1), SK (1) 0.135 0.233 0.468 0.128 0.036
3 FR (12), AT (9), ES (8), BE (7), PT (5), DE (4), IT (2),

NL (1), SI (1), SK (1)
0.115 0.301 0.446 0.084 0.054

4 FR (39), BE (30), ES (27), DE (21), NL (18), IT (7), SK
(3), PT (2), SE (2), DK (1), HU (1)

0.393 0.203 0.243 0.054 0.107

5 FR (7), BE (4), PT (2), ES (1), HU (1), IE (1) 0.209 0.304 0.301 0.117 0.069
6 NL (5), ES (2), HU (2), IE (2), BE (1), CY (1), IT (1),

PT (1)
0.246 0.304 0.138 0.170 0.142

7 DE (31), DK (4), IT (4), ES (3), FR (2), CZ (1), NL (1) 0.446 0.165 0.254 0.048 0.087
8 EL (7), LT (6), CZ (1), FR (1), HU (1), IE (1), IT (1),

SK (1)
0.244 0.212 0.290 0.232 0.022

9 HU (7), IT (6), CZ (3), DE (3), NL (1) 0.389 0.159 0.257 0.105 0.090
10 IT (8), HU (5), ES (4), DE (3), CZ (2) 0.503 0.126 0.185 0.111 0.075
11 SE (5), DE (4), IT (2), HU (1), NL (1), SK (1) 0.214 0.154 0.355 0.200 0.078
12 FI (18), DE (15), FR (13), SE (13), PT (10), IT (4), NL

(4), MT (1)
0.192 0.173 0.358 0.217 0.060

13 FR (16), PT (2), SE (1), SK (1) 0.147 0.243 0.422 0.141 0.047

Table 3: Allocation of clusters across countries and land-use types. Numbers in parentheses
next to each country code represent the number of NUTS-3 regions from that country included
in each cluster. The values in the land-use columns are proportions of the total land-use type
within each cluster.

environmental sustainability. As noted by Gocht et al. (2017), while CAP greening measures
have modest overall effects, certain member states experience more pronounced impacts. Simi-
larly, van Meijl et al. (2006) found that decoupled payments have limited effects on production.
In contrast, coupled policies, particularly those for crops and livestock, show mixed impacts,
with some negatively affecting forest areas, highlighting potential misalignment with sustain-
ability and conservation targets Brady et al. (2012). The variability in these impacts underscores
the complexity of agricultural incentives. Pillar II policies, aimed at environmental objectives,
generally support forest areas, although their effectiveness varies, particularly in less-favored
regions. This suggests a need for better targeting to balance productivity and environmental
protection. The average marginal effects presented in Figures 3–5 highlight the impact of on-
going CAP policy refinements on land use, showcasing the need to address the diverse needs
of European agriculture. We proceed now with a detailed analysis of the impacts on the three
chosen land uses.

5.2.1 Cropland

As illustrated in Figure 3, decoupled payments generally exhibit a modest but positive effect on
cropland in the EU. A 100-euro increase per hectare results in a 0.37% rise in cropland share
for Cluster 1, while Clusters 2 and 12 experience increases of up to 2%. In contrast, Clusters
4 and 7, which already have over 40% cropland coverage, see reductions of 0.4% and 1.2%,
respectively. This modest impact is consistent with the primary role of decoupled payments
as income support, rather than drivers of significant land use changes. Moreover, in regions
with high cropland coverage, such as productive agricultural areas, decoupled payments do not
incentivize further expansion. These areas show lower sensitivity to subsidy changes, aligning
with findings by Helming, Diehl, et al. (2011).

Pillar II environmental subsidies reduce cropland shares in Clusters 7, 10, 4, and 12, with
decreases ranging from 2% to 4.6%. In contrast, Cluster 1 experiences a slight increase of
0.71%. The largest reductions are observed in regions characterized by extensive woodland and
forest areas, which aligns with the subsidies’ objective to promote environmentally sustainable
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Figure 2: Top-left: Optimal clustering based on the Binder loss function. Remaining plots: 10%,
50% and 90%-quantiles of the average posterior marginal effects for the cluster-covariates Pillar
I - Coupled (crops), Pillar I - Coupled (livestock), Pillar I - Decoupled, Pillar II - Environmental
and Pillar II - Less favored area.
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practices and decrease intensive farming. Several conditionalities are associated with this subsidy
scheme, supporting the expectation that environmental subsidies tend to encourage less intensive
land use and promote transitions to other uses, such as fallow land. This is consistent with the
findings of Gocht et al. (2017), who report a significant increase in fallow land as farmers
either bring new land into cultivation or designate it as ecological focus areas to meet greening
requirements.

Similarly, payments for Less Favored Areas (LFA) contribute to reductions in cropland, with
declines ranging from 3% in Cluster 2 to 7.7% in Cluster 10 for a 100-euro increase in subsidies.
Although LFA payments aim to prevent land abandonment, they appear insufficient to sustain
cropland in less productive regions. However, in Cluster 12, cropland shares increase by 2%,
suggesting that cropland in more productive northern regions is less sensitive to changes in these
payments.

Coupled crop payments positively influence cropland in Clusters 12 and 7, leading to increases
of 3.7% and 2.6%, respectively. This effect may be attributed to the direct link between the
payments and production, which can help sustain or expand cropland, particularly in more
productive areas, as suggested by Reger et al. (2009). In contrast, the impact of coupled livestock
subsidies varies significantly, ranging from a 6.4% reduction in cropland share in Cluster 1 to
an 3.7% increase in Cluster 6. This variability indicates that the subsidies can either encourage
the expansion of pasture or intensify livestock farming, thus affecting cropland use differently.
In regions where crop production supports livestock activities, coupled subsidies may contribute
to increases in cropland shares.

15



Figure 3: Posterior average marginal effect of land-use policies on cropland across Europe. The
values show a %-change of the underlying area for a change of the subsidy of 100 EUR per
hectare. Grey areas represent effects not significant under a 80% equal-tailed credible interval.
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5.2.2 Grasslands

The effects of decoupled Pillar 1 payments on grassland (see Figure 4) are modest and geo-
graphically varied, with significant impacts in six clusters. These range from a 0.2% decrease
in grassland in Cluster 1 to an 1.2% increase in Cluster 12. These results confirm the minimal
effects of decoupled payments on land-use decisions, which can be influenced by economic and
environmental factors beyond the subsidies.

Environmental subsidies show more concentrated effects, particularly in Clusters 7 and 12.
In Cluster 12, they lead to a 2.2% decrease in grassland, while Cluster 7 sees a 1% increase. This
finding is not contradictory but reflect how regional environmental practices and priorities can
impact grassland use differently. For example, in regions where environmental practices may
conflict with the maintenance or expansion of grasslands, a reduction in grasslands is anticipated.
The increase in grassland could suggest that environmental measures may either be compatible
with or actively promote grassland use, potentially due to the type of environmental practices
encouraged or specific local ecological conditions. LFA payments generally promote grassland,
with increases ranging from 0.4% to 2.2%, except in Cluster 12, where grassland decreases by
2.2%. This could suggest that in more productive areas, LFA payments may not be sufficient
to maintain grassland.

Crop subsidies have a modest negative impact on grassland, particularly in Clusters 12 and
6, leading to approximately 2% reductions as land is likely converted to cropland. However,
the relatively minor extent reflects the targeted nature of these subsidies. Coupled livestock
payments have positive effects on grassland, with increases ranging from 0.76% in Cluster 4 to
4% in Cluster 1. As expected, livestock payment encourage the maintenance or expansion of
grassland for grazing. The magnitude of these effects varies by region, reflecting variations in
livestock farming intensity and availability of grassland.
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Figure 4: Posterior average marginal effect of land-use policies on grassland across Europe. The
values show a %-change of the underlying area for a change of the subsidy of 100 EUR per
hectare. Grey areas represent effects not significant under a 80% equal-tailed credible interval.
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5.2.3 Forests

The results presented in Figure 5 indicate that decoupled payments generally have a negative
impact on forest areas across the EU, with decreases ranging from 1% in Cluster 3 to 3.6% in
Cluster 12. However, Clusters 7 and 1 show slight increases of 1.1% and 0.2%, respectively.
Although decoupled payments are not tied to production, they may inadvertently encourage the
conversion of forests to other uses, such as cropland or grassland, by providing financial stability
for such changes. This inverse relationship between direct payments and forest cover has also
been observed by Sieber et al. (2013).

On the other hand, the slight positive effects in some clusters may reflect regional differences
where forest conservation is more economically viable or where other policies have a stronger
influence on forest management.

Pillar II environmental subsidies positively affect forest areas, particularly in Clusters 2 and
12. In these clusters, forest cover increases by 1.9% and 5.7%, respectively, with a 100 euros per
hectare increase in environmental payments, likely driven by policies that promote landscape
conservation. Generally, LFA payments also boost forest cover, with increases ranging from
2.3% in Cluster 3 to 5.7% in Cluster 10. A key objective of LFA payments is to compensate
farmers for unfavorable agricultural conditions, thereby discouraging land abandonment. In
regions characterized by marginal areas, LFA payments often support land uses that provide
additional environmental benefits, which likely explains the overall positive impact on forests.

However, Clusters 11 and 4 experience decreases of 4.3% and 3.4%, respectively, suggest-
ing that LFA payments may not always be sufficient to prevent land conversion. Thus, the
effectiveness of these payments may depend on local conditions and regional land use pressures.

Crop subsidies show no significant effect on forest areas, suggesting they are not strong
enough to drive major changes in forest land use. Coupled livestock payments have mixed
effects: forest cover increases by 4% in Cluster 5 and 5.7% in Cluster 3, but decreases by 2% in
Cluster 4 and 7% in Cluster 1. These effects are regionally concentrated, reflecting the varying
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Figure 5: Posterior average marginal effect of land-use policies on forests across Europe. The
values show a %-change of the underlying area for a change of the subsidy of 100 EUR per
hectare. Grey areas represent effects not significant under a 80% equal-tailed credible interval.
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influence of livestock subsidies on forest dynamics based on local agricultural practices. In some
regions, the payments may encourage sustainable livestock farming that coexists with forested
areas, while in others, they may drive deforestation to expand pasture land.

The significant negative impacts in certain clusters underscore the potential for these sub-
sidies to conflict with forest conservation goals, especially in areas with intensive livestock pro-
duction and high agricultural productivity pressures.

5.3 Impact of land rents and farm output on land use

The effects of the remaining two cluster-covariates are modest. For cropland, rent shows small
impacts (less than 1%) in Clusters 1, 2, and 4, with positive effects in Clusters 1 and 2, and
negative effects in Cluster 4. Total farm output does not significantly influence cropland shares.
For grassland, rent effects are positive but smaller compared to cropland, with increases of
approximately 0.2% per 100 euros per hectare observed in Clusters 1 and 12. Overall, land rents
have minimal impact on grassland across the EU, and farm output shows no significant effect.
Regarding forests, rent has predominantly negative impacts, with forest shares decreasing by
0.5% to 0.9% in Clusters 1, 12, and 2, while slight increases of 0.06% to 0.2% occur in Clusters
3 and 4. Farm output has minimal influence on forest areas, with marginal effects seen only in
Clusters 1 and 3.

6 Conclusion

The main contribution of this paper lies in the development of a novel Bayesian nonparametric
partial clustering (BNP-PC) framework and its application to assess the heterogeneous effects
of agricultural subsidies on land use across the EU. The approach relies on the application of
the Dirichlet process as prior for regression coefficients, thereby learning clusters solely from the
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estimated impact of selected covariates on land use. By further splitting covariates into cluster-
specific and global ones, we enable the discovery of clusters based on the impact of agricultural
subsidies while controlling for other relevant covariates like GDP or slope and elevation. By
incorporating Pólya-Gamma data augmentation for multinomial logit models, we construct an
MCMC algorithm based entirely on full conditional updates, thereby ensuring robust mixing
and convergence, eliminating the need for Metropolis-Hastings steps.

A possible extension would be to vary the set of regression coefficients the DP prior is placed
upon. Instead of using it as a prior for a set including all cluster-covariates and categories,
interesting alternatives would be to separate DP priors for each category across cluster-covariates
or vice versa. These more granular approaches could help address different research questions
by uncovering clusters where, for instance, the impact on cropland is consistent across all areas
within a cluster, but varies for other land-use categories. Such a model specification would allow
for an individual partition for each category, potentially providing a more nuanced and detailed
view when needed.

The analysis reveals that the impact of EU agricultural subsidies on land use is complex
and varies significantly across different regions and land types. Decoupled payments, while
generally modest in their effects, show a tendency to increase cropland shares in certain clus-
ters while decreasing them in others, particularly in areas with already high cropland shares.
Pillar II environmental subsidies demonstrate a strong capacity to reduce cropland shares and
promote forest conservation, aligning with their intended goals of encouraging environmentally
sustainable practices. Less Favored Areas (LFA) payments generally support the maintenance
of grasslands and forests, particularly in regions with natural disadvantages, although their ef-
fectiveness appears to vary depending on local conditions. Coupled payments, especially those
linked to livestock, show mixed effects on land use, sometimes promoting cropland and grass-
land expansion at the expense of forests, highlighting the need for careful consideration of these
subsidies in the context of broader environmental objectives.

Overall, the results show the need for a detailed approach to design subsidies that account for
economic and environmental regional differences. By incorporating insights from the BNP-PC
model, policymakers can adjust future policies to insights from the cluster analysis and thereby
address regional needs more effectively.
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