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Abstract

The EU debate on the future orientation of the CoamnAgricultural Policy (CAP) is
increasingly shaped by the role of agriculture naviding agri-environmental public goods,
and there is a broad consensus that this approgichewparticularly relevant in legitimating
the EU policy intervention in the future. Neverttgd, in the EU institutional and academic
debate, it is not clear to what extent collectieéiam could be taken into consideration as a
valuable alternative to market or state regulatiororder to increase the environmental
performance of agriculture. Similarly, it is noti@ent to what extent it is possible to design
and implement agricultural policies that incorperatcollective approach for the provision of
agri-environmental public goods.

This paper aims at addressing these issues bysamalyvo initiatives recently developed in
Central Italy, which shed the light on the benedital limitations of collective action for the
provision of agri-environmental public goods antowe all, illustrate to what extent a
collective approach to agri-environmental actionuldo be better embedded and
institutionalised in the current EU political sets.

The paper shows that public goods provision throaghculture is a very complex task
which encompasses several dimensions, such asiohghysical, socio-economical and
socio-political dimensions. The case studies shdwat tan effective provision of
agri-environmental public goods relies heavily ba local knowledge of stakeholders and on
the capacity of local institutions of influencingriners’ behaviours and attitudes.

From a policy development perspective, this impthes need of exploring innovative forms
of intervention, such as stimulating the co-proouctof knowledge (amongst farmers,
institutions, technicians, and citizens) and themamagement of agri-environmental
measures. These arrangements allow taking morecamsideration the collective dimension
of public good provision and result in more viabled effective solutions, better tailored to
the local situations.

Key words: Agri-environmental public goods, collective acti@ommon Agricultural Policy
(CAP), co-production, co-management
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Introduction

The public support to agriculture is increasinghgar scrutiny from governments, academic,
policy analysts, NGOs and producers organizatibnparticular, at the EU level, the debate
on the future orientation of the Common Agricultupalicy (CAP) is shaped by the role of

agriculture in providing public goods, and theraibroad consensus that this approach will
be particularly relevant in legitimating the EU glintervention in agriculture in the future.

At the European level, the literature shows thahany cases the policy tools implemented to
date have been largely inadequate to provide ayir@nmental public goods at the required
scale, by acknowledging the need of carrying outlitemhal theoretical and empirical
researches on the relations between agriculturdl ranal development policies and the
provision of agri-environmental public goods.

One of the main reasons of the ineffectivenesdhefpolicy tools currently implemented is

due to the fact that the agri-environmental meashexe mainly focused on individual farms
rather than on collective action, whilst in mange&si it is evident that, in order to provide
effectively agri-environmental public goods, a eotive approach is necessary, with a joint
involvement of farmers and of other rural stakekaddn the same area.

At the same time, it is not clear to what extentleotive action could be taken into
consideration as a valuable alternative to markestate regulation in contributing to the
provision of environmental public goods associateagriculture, and to what extent it is
possible to design and implement agricultural pedicthat incorporate a collective and
collaborative approach amongst different rural stekders.

The aim of this paper is analysing the role of exllve action in the provision of
agri-environmental public goods and in reducing iemmental externalities through
agriculture. More in details, the paper focusesvaminitiatives recently developed in Central
Italy, which shed the light on the benefits anditations of collective action for the provision
of agri-environmental public goods and, above #llistrate to what extent a collective
approach to agri-environmental action could bedbetmbedded and institutionalised in the
current political settings.

The first collective action is related to a locabject in a mountain area of the Tuscany
region, named ‘Custody of the Territory’. The pagjevas created and implemented by a local
government authority, which set an agreement vighlocal farmers for the co-production of

the environmental services, in order to increaserdisilience to flooding and to improve the

landscape and hydro-geological management of theots.

The second case study focuses on Aso Valley ar@dds6) in the Marche Region, where a
group of farmers started a grass root initiativadopt integrated management techniques at
territorial scale, with the objective to protectteraand soils from pesticides and nitrates
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pollution. This action, co-managed by the locahfars and by the local institutions, was
supported through an “agri-environmental agreemg@iEA) which ensured the delivery of
public goods at landscape level.

The analysis of these case studies is based atathecollected through thirty semi-structured
interviews with key informants, including farmerspresentatives of farmers’ organisations,
local authorities, technicians and independent ggpe

Agriculture and public goods: the role of collectie action

During the last decades an increasing amount @falire on collective action and natural
resources has emerged, with a great emphasis orotieeptualization of collective action
and on the analytical framework necessary to stud@Ilson, 1965; Wade, 1987; Ostrom,
1990).

Marshall (1988) defined collective action ‘&lse action taken by a group (either directly or
on its behalf through an organization) in pursuiembers’ perceived shared interest#s
observed by Meinzen-Dicét al. (2004), the more specific and varied definitiorsal have
been added later have in common the following festuthe involvement of a group of
people, shared interests, common and voluntargrecto pursue those shared interests.

The role of collective action is increasingly arsag also in the context of the agriculture and
rural development. In the context of developed toes the majority of studies and analysis
are related to collective marketing initiatives)cg a collective and coordinated approach of
farmers in the food supply chain may have posigeenomic effects, by increasing the
economies of scale and by reducing transactiorscédgtthe same time, as it will be further
discussed in the paper, it is also increasinglggacsed that collective action of farmers and of
other rural stakeholders may also play an importaé in delivering public goods,
non-commodity outputs and environmental servicegni@net al, 2010).

In the framework of the CAP, agri-environmental swas are the main policy tools
implemented to ensure the provision of agri-envimental public goods. These measures
provide payments to single farmers to adopt spefafiming practices on producing land, and
are implemented specifically to achieve positiveiemmental effects and/or providing public
goods (such as landscape, biodiversity, etc.).

Agri-environmental measures are based on formalracis between individual farmers and
government agencies, under which the farmers agréellow a particular set of practices
and not to undertake others. However, as obseryeghdny authors, in many cases these
measures are largely inefficient and they seemeqaate to improve the provision of such
goods at the required scale. Their lack of efficieis mainly related to their lack of targeting
and tailoring, but also to the fact that usuallgititargets are defined in the form of a specific

farming practice rather than a specific (and mesddaj environmental outcome (Vojtech,
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2010). In addition, these measures usually areetedg to individual farms, while
environmental public goods could be more effecyivdlivered if farmers in a given area
take joint action, since the provision of enviromta goods such as biodiversity and
landscape may be ensured only where groups of kiakkholders in rural areas agree to
adopt a coordinated approach to resource managdidedge, 2001). On the opposite, the
current agri-environmental measures usually doengburage landscape level co-ordination,
by favouring a farm scale approach leading to iidial, disconnected actions (Pragéial.,
2012).

The lack of coordination in implementing agri-emvimental strategies is strictly related to
two main limitations. Firstly, by preventing coandied efforts and knowledge exchanges
between farmers involved into the agri-environmentaasures, in the majority of the cases
these policies have failed in changing farmersitutes towards natural resource
management (Burtoet al, 2008; Burton and Paragahawewa, 2011). Secothd\strategies
targeted to individual farms bring out the problefhthe “scale mistmatch” between the scale
of administrative management of the measures étm $cale) and the scale of the ecological
processes which the schemes should manage (Cunetahg2006).

For these reasons, in order to improve the effoyesf agri-environmental measures, there is
an increasing emphasis on the need of promotinglmiative and coordinated strategies at
landscape level. All the collective initiatives debed in the literature show that there are
different ways to deliver agri-environmental pubdyjcods collectively, with different degree
of integration with the conventional policies andthwdifferent degrees of collaboration
amongst farmers (see Hodge and Reader, 2007; Cebpéy 2009, Polakovat al, 2011).

At the same time, all these approaches usuallyreltge and overlap, so that it is not easy to
create divisions and to classify them. This vaoiatieflects the complexity of the different
agricultural and forestry practices as well aslitead range of local and regional institutions
in charge of implementing agricultural and ruravelepment policies.

Institutional arrangements

In many cases the outcomes of the collective adhi@ highly dependent on the type of
organisations involved, but also to the instituibarrangements which are in place at the
local level. In the agricultural sector, for examplUetake (2012) distinguishes two types of
collective action: (i)cooperation bottom-up, farmer-to-farmer collective actiondafii)
co-ordination top-down, agency-led collective action.

In the European context, the public interventiomagniculture is quite centralised, and central
governments still play a very crucial role. Eveoubh during the last decades important
efforts to increase the decentralisation and tonote locally defined rural and agricultural

policies were observed, it is evident how agriadtis an highly subsidised sector and how
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its economic performance is highly dependent orlipsiipport, that usually is implemented
through rather top-down policy tools.

At the same time the modalities through which isspgle to stimulate collective action (for
example cooperation or coordination collective @gtido not depend only by the European
support, but also to the local institutional seftinand on the possibilities to implement
participatory strategies and innovative and ingtohal arrangements at the local level.
Indeed, the concept of collective action itselfgeggs the need of looking beyond the simple
top-down management - that in the agricultural@eist usually based on state intervention -
but also looking at the public/private partnershipad at innovative institutional
arrangements which involve different levels. Thaosalti-stakeholders arrangements are
usually characterised by strong horizontal linkage®ng user groups at the same level of
organisation, but also by vertical linkages betwéifierent levels, for example between local
stakeholders and central governmental agencie¢Be?009).

This multi-stakeholders approach is also very @h¢vo stimulate collective action related to
provision and protection of public goods, since éffectiveness of the public intervention is
usually related to the involvement of a broadegeaaof rural stakeholders that act together by
sharing different knowledge, expertise and commitinfi@r common goals.

As highlighted by Gatzweiler (2006), farmers canbetexpected to be the sole carrier of the
costs for providing public goods and services &mdgovernment cannot be the sole authority
in the allocation public funding, but in many casesecessary to seek ways towards mixed
solutions. From this point of view, as discussediany authors, the solution is not as easy
as leaving the allocation problem of private gotmlshe market and that of public goods to
the government, but it is usually necessary to aepinnovative solutions, based on mixed
public-private arrangements which could ensure Hective provision of public goods
through collective and inclusive strategies (Haged al, 2002; Van Huylenbroeckt al,
2009).

Some innovative institutional arrangements that megyyesent the basis for collective action
for the provision of agri-environmental public gsoldave been conceptualised through the
definitions ofco-managemerdgndco-production

Co-management, defined as the sharing of powerespmbnsibility between the government
and the local resource users, is a hybrid reginmeboang centralised and decentralised, state
and community institutions (Berkes, 2009). Moralatails, co-management was defined by
Singleton (1998) as dgovernance systems that combine state control wdbal,
decentralized decision-making and accountabilityciwhideally, combine the strengths and
mitigate the weak-ness of eachrhis institutional arrangement is usually comiineith
learning-based approaches, since it may be comesidar knowledge partnership where

different levels of organisations have comparasisieantages in generating and mobilising of
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the knowledge acquired at different scales.

While co-management refers to an arrangement iclwbiiivate organisations or associations
produce services in collaboration with the stat@production refers to an arrangement
where, at least in part, citizens produce their @&rvices. Co-production has been defined
by Ostrom (1996) a%he process through which inputs used to producgoad or services
are contributed by individuals who are not “in” threame organization [...]. Co-production
implies that citizens can play an active role irogucing public goods and services of
consequence to themOstrom (1996) also argues that reciprocity isngmortant requisite to
make co-production advantageous, since co-produgbimcess implies the building of
credible commitment of the participants to one haotand clear and enforceable contracts
between government agencies and citizens enhaaterddibility.

Institutional arrangements based on co-managenmehoia co-production imply a shift from
a linear approach to policy design towards a patigsie, where rural development strategies
are designed and implemented according the loedieand where the knowledge of local
farmers play a pivotal role.

Indeed, farmer decision making process is genesalbngly influenced by the judgments of
their peers, and this emphasises the need to expier individual interests which allow
farmers to interact each other, in order to undesthe social networks, trust and norms of
reciprocity which are in place in the farming comities.

At the same time, the study of collective actiosoalmplies a territorial and integrated
approach, where it is important to analyse theraatéons of farmers with wider networks,
which may involve other farmers communities, techhiservices, local authorities, public
bodies, NGOs, environmental organizations, politicaups.

From this starting point, the following paragrappsovide a detailed analysis of two
initiatives recently developed in Central lItaly, ialh shed the light on the benefits and
limitations of collective action for the provisiaof agri-environmental public goods and,
above all, illustrate to what extent a collectippapach to agri-environmental action could be
better embedded and institutionalised in the ctfeghpolitical settings.

The project “Custody of the territory” in Tuscany r egion

Co-production of environmental services

This case study refers to a local project in thel&waation District No. 4 “Serchio Valley”, a
mountain area of the Tuscany region of over 115i08€tares in the drainage basin of the
Serchio River. It is comprised of 35 municipalitinghe Lucca and Pistoia provinces.

In this district, the local authoritynione dei Comuni “Media Valle del Serchi® in charge

of ensuring the hydro-geological management ofténetory (i.e. cleaning up and restoring
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the riverbeds, maintaining the 2.500 hydraulicatites of the areas). Due to the increasingly
difficulties in managing over 115.000 ha of mountareas and about 1.500 km of streams
and torrents, this local authority has decidedetoas agreement with local farmers, with the
main objective of increasing the resilience to flimy by improving the landscape and

hydro-geological management of the territory. TR@yment for Environmental Services

(PES) is articulated into two types of activities:

- Monitoring activities: periodical on site contradé$ torrents and streams, with report
and pictures;

- First maintenance intervention: execution of simptaintenance works such as
removal of trees, woods and debris from riverbeus @dikes to avoid overflowing,
together with the management of riparian vegetation

The agreement includes a fixed payment (€ 6.000ypar during the initial phase and €
4.000 per year during the following years) for tim®nitoring activities, and a variable
payment for the first maintenance intervention giasn the extent of the work to be dane

This strategy was mainly financed through localding coming from the local reclamation
tax and, for larger intervention works, through tagional Rural Development Plan (RDP).

The project started in 2007 and during the mostnephase (2010/2011) the agreement was
settled with 25 farmers and 4 cooperatives. In 20&llocal agency was then able to monitor
500 km of torrents and streams, correspondingeal@% of the territory.

This project was created in order to provide amutqut a large set of environmental goods
and services closely linked to agricultural aciegt such as landscape, soil protection,
resilience to flooding, but also non-environmenpaiblic goods, such as social capital,
institutional capital and new knowledge. The broagectives may be summarised as follow
(Rovaiet al, 2013):

- To improve the environmental management of thesatl@@ugh the involvement and
empowerment of local communities;

- To favour a pro-active role for farmers in manading territory in order to maximise
their role in delivering environmental services;

- To increase the resilience to flooding by favourthg involvement of farmers in
preventive activities (monitoring, surveillancerlgantervention works).

These objectives were pursued by “re-building” tdghnical knowledge of farmers related to
the environmental management of the territory tghothe interactions and the exchanges

2 The maintenance activities, according to the ltalav on multifunctional agriculture and diverséton
activities (national Legislative Decree n. 228/2)@dannot exceed € 50.000 per year for professitaraiers

and € 300.000 for specialized cooperatives.



between different actors (institutions, techniciamad farmers). Indeed, instead of
implementing the traditional hierarchical approathearning transmission, the involvement
of local farmers into this project led to a projetfoint learning amongst the representatives
of local institutions, technicians and local farsieFhrough this project, the local authority
aimed at creating not an instrumental relationshigh based on compensation, but a more
complex system of incentives, rules and knowledgtjch is based on reciprocal
relationships, trust and engagement. This intedrateategy based on the development of a
local network of farmers, citizens, advisory systena local institutions resulted in process
of learning and co-production of knowledge. Thipraach ensured, on one side, an efficient
early warning system for the risk of flooding arah the other side, the provision of
cost-effective environmental services.

The collective action in “Custody of the Territory”

According to the farmers interviewed, the mainrggtbs of this collective action are related
to the creation of the new identity of local farsies “custodians of the territory”, which
implies not only the possibility for them to receithe payments for the environmental
services, but also the opportunity of being invdiwe the environmental management of the
territory. The most pro-active farmers involvedoirthe project became a point of reference
for the local community and, above all, they repreéed a reliable information network and
an efficient early warning system for the publicmadistrations in charge of the
environmental management of the district. The imgoient in the project also increased the
visibility and reputation of farmers within the Elaccommunity.

Table 1. Benefits and barriers of this collective @ion according to local farmers

Benefits Barriers

- PES and income integration - Lack of skills and equipment
- Joint learning and co-production of knowledge -  Lack of technical knowledge (especially for
- Increased reputation of farmers small farmers)

- Building up of a network of local farmers - Lack of specific training

Moreover, the interactions ensured by joint insjpast carried out by the technicians working
for the local authority and the farmers before délssignment of the environmental services
resulted in a process of joint learning and co-potidn of knowledge. Through these joint
inspections the local knowledge of farmers wasoshiced into the policy strategies and,
above all, allowed to transfer the new knowledgeegated into the public administration,
with the integration of new data and new informatibat was considered strategic to plan the
activities related to flooding prevention. The tirmnd knowledge that the farmers acquired
through the monitoring was also particularly impott in updating - and in some case
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correcting - the geographical data base of thel lac¢hority. At the same time farmers
highlighted also some barriers related to the latlskills, equipment that in some case
prevent the participation of the small farmers ittte project.

The representatives of the local authorities ingsved (Unione dei Comuni Media Valle del
Serchig provincial governments, municipalities) argueattian important strength of the
project is its simplicity: both in terms of designd in terms of implementation. Indeed, the
management of this collective action is based daily relationship between the coordinator
of the project, the technicians and the farmerss Blrong collaboration has favoured the
development of trust and willingness to cooperaiefacilitating the implementation of a
very simple agreement without excessive reguladiobureaucratic tape. This simplicity was
stressed especially in contrast to the RDP measwtesse lack of simplicity and flexibility
(especially regarding the administrative proceduiresnany cases discourages their adoption
by farmers. On the opposite, the agreement expartem the project shows how a direct
relationship between a local authority and the &asmmay facilitate the adhesion to the
collective action, also by increasing its effectiges.

Thus, the representatives of the local authorityehatressed their satisfaction with the
effectiveness of this project, considered stratégidheir activities, even from an economic

standpoint, with an undoubted saving in terms lobla, equipment and monitoring activities.

With regard to the specific innovation of this stgy, the project coordinator was also highly
satisfied with the work carried out by the farmessice they have demonstrated suitable
actors to carry out the required hydro-geologicahagement works.

Table 2. Benefits and barriers of the collective dmn according to the other stakeholders

Benefits Barriers

- Cost effectiveness (saving in terms of labor, Lack of coordination amongst local institutit

equipment and monitoring activities) - Environmental services to be provided do not
- Increased environmental stewardships match with the administrative boundaries
- Knowledge generation and learning - Difficulties in scaling up and expanding the
- Institutional capital and capacity-building collective action

With regard to the main barriers of this collectaction, the local representatives interviewed
have emphasized how the landscape managementiastivould need a more coherent and
homogenous approach at river basin level, sincedtréorial needs often do not coincide
with the administrative boundaries (regional andvprcial administrations, municipalities).
While the hydro-geological management of the teryitand the resilience to flooding are
highly dependent to the correct management of sjvaanals and streams, the environmental
priorities are usually addressed on the basis & thfferent administrative levels
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(municipalities, provinces and regions). In somgesanflexible policy tools and institutional
arrangements based on the administrative bordadeted a more effective approach to the
broad range of environmental services to be praviaelandscape level. A more effective
coordination amongst these authorities would havedred a more efficient support to this
collective action, by providing a wider spectrumsefvices carried out by local farmers, such
as maintenance of mountain path, fire servicesgugan, and other environmental services.

The Valdaso agri-environmental agreement in Marcheegion

Co-management of agri-environmental measures

Valdaso (Aso Valley) is a territory of Central lahighly specialised in fruit production
(peaches, plums, apples and pears), which contemtaémost 60 per cent of the regional
production and processing industries in the fradtsr. The orchards in this valley have been
traditionally cultivated with high use of chemicalputs (fertilisers and pesticides), with
negative consequences on public goods as biodiyessil fertility, water and air quality.

In order to increase the environmental sustairtgbdf local agriculture, in 2007 a small
group of farmers (allied in the local farmers asstbon Nuova Agricoltura— ‘New
Agriculture’) started a grass root initiative too@d integrated management techniques at
territorial scale. This initiative has been supedrtby the regional and provincial
governments, which settled a specific agri-envirental agreement AEA, financed by the
regional RDPB.

The agreement established specific targets, tochewed in a period from five to seven
years, such as the reduction of 30 per cent in onatrients (nitrogen, phosphorus and
potassium) used in the territory and the subsbituaf agri-chemical inputs, characterized by
acute or chronic toxicity, respectively by 90 arkdper cent.

To achieve these results, the AEA is structuredragtegrated package of measures of the
regional RDP, with the aim of financing a set dfiatives that could support the adoption of
more sustainable agricultural practices at teigtdevel. The package of measures comprises
training activities and information actions and thellowing sub-measures of the
agro-environmental measure: integrated pest marageniiPM) techniques (mating
disruption) and protection and improvement of aibugh green cover.

Together with the actions specifically implementedreach environmental objectives, the

% An agri-environmental agreement (AEA) is defingdthe regional government as “a set of commitmémts
farmers in a limited area, supported through a afiRDP measures, that can be activated to reaatifispe
environmental goals. Based on a territorial appnaatd by involving public and private actors in tuamtext of
a shared project, AEAs are aimed at implementidtgctive and coordinated actions for the manageraendt

improvement of the environment” (Marche Region, 200
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training activities also were included into theegnent with the objective of rising farmers’

awareness on the impacts of their farming practicethe environment, as well as on the role
of farming in protecting the environment and enlagdhe rural landscape. Through this

RDP measure, a capacity building programme for éasnwas established, with specific

training regarding the technical guidelines ongné¢ed and agriculture, articulated in farms
visit and specific workshops, which were organitedncrease information sharing among
local farmers regarding the environmental, econamnit health effects of the new techniques
introduced with the AEA.

During the first year of the agreement (year 28®¥farms were involved, corresponding to
257 ha cultivated with Integrated Pest ManagemB¥) techniques. In 2012 about 100
farmers were involved, corresponding to over 560 dudtivated with advanced IPM
techniques and to 270 hectares of orchards withngeever.

The most interesting innovation of the AEA is rethtto the fact that the regional and
provincial authorities, aware of the inefficacy aif approach focused on individual farms,
were able to institutionalise and support to specifeeds of local farmers related to
agricultural practices and public goods protectionother words, the bottom-up approach
experienced through the activities Mtiova Agricolturawas supported and coordinated by
the regional and provincial authorities, in orderdesign and implement a mix of measures
targeted to the local needs.

The collective action in Valdaso AEA

The patrticipation of farmers in this collectiveiantis highly motivated by economic reasons,
since farmers believed that they would gain frontip@ation, both by obtaining the CAP
payments of the AEA and by saving in productiontgodue to the reduced use of chemical
products and machineries.

At the same time, the bulk of farmers involved le tagreement declared that they were
motivated also by reasons which go well beyond ¢bhenomic incentives, such as the
willingness to reduce their health risks and toussdthe environmental impacts of their
farming practices. Moreover, one of the charadies<f this agreement was facilitating the
exchange within the farming community and this weasphasised by local farmers as an
important opportunity to meet and to share pointvigivs and experiences on the new
techniques adopted. Information exchanges anditeppnocesses were central to the success
of this collective action to many extents: from thaoption of the IPM techniques, to the
dissemination of such techniques to other farméis.this regard the role oNuova
Agricoltura was crucial in creating the conditions to aggredghéefarmers and to convince
the most hesitant ones to participate into thisective action. It must be noticed that some
farmers took part of this collective action alsacdgse their aggregation could potentially
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have a higher ‘lobbying power’ than individuals, bycreasing the credibility and the
legitimacy of the joined action to be undertaken.

Recently the AEA became also part the regionatesisafor food labelling: theQM-Qualita
garantita dalle Marche”(Guaranteed quality of Marche Region) and thoughléabel local
farmers had the opportunity to obtain higher prioesthe markets. This label was also
important for farmers to communicate the collectoeanmitment to sustainability to local
consumers and to increase the reputation and tfusdcal communities towards their
production practices.

One of the main barriers of this collective actiegards the fact that there are different levels
of involvement amongst farmers, with some examgieopportunistic and free riding
behaviors: some farmers adhered to the agreemgntmreceive the payments but in reality
continued to use chemical products for crop pratactAt the same time, as observed by one
of the AEA coordinators, free riding behaviors wasited as result of social control. The
farmers themselves, who know each other, indicdtegossible free riders (who joined the
AEA only to receive the payment) also because theye damaged by this opportunistic
behaviors, since the effectiveness of the matirgyugtion is highly dependent on the
possibility of using this techniques on an unbrok&te of land. This social control is the
result of to the relationships of trust and recgiyo which were created within the local
farmers’ community: many farmers highlighted thaée @f the most the positive effects of the
AEA was the fact that they learnt to collaboratel @oeoperate to achieve common goals.
Indeed, IPM requires stronger analytical skills ale@per understanding of agro-ecological
principles as well as a higher cooperation betwlaemers, and these aspects may result in
the creation of social and human capital (Pretty\afard, 2001).

Table 3. Benefits and barriers of collective actioin Valdaso AEA according to local farmers

Benefits Barriers

- CAP payments - Free riding

- Knowledge generation and learning - Unsatisfactory support from intermediary
opportunity institutions (provincial authorities)

- Collective marketing strategy (QM label)

Lack of flexibility of Rural Development

- Increased lobbying power Policy

According to the majority of the stakeholders iatewed (farmers advisors, independent
experts, representative of local institutions), paned to the traditional agri-environmental
measures, the Valdaso AEA resulted in several enmiental and socio-economic benefits.
All these benefits are in some ways related thallgovernance and on the institutional
arrangements experienced. Indeed, the joint rojgrigate and public stakeholders, together
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with the integration of different RDP measures irtearitorial agreement, favoured the
implementation of a coherent strategy more finelyed to the local needs.

With regard to the main barriers of the Valdaso AHl#e institutional stakeholders involved
have also highlighted the problem of the high adstiative costs in supporting and
managing this territorial initiative. Indeed, whilshe devolution of powers to local
institutions is deemed to implement more targeteategyies, the complexity of the different
and interconnected levels of governance involvéal the agreemehtresulted in an increase
of costs related to the management and coordinafitme measures implemented.

While some of these costs are not currently findritbeough the RDP, it would be necessary
a more effective support to collectives to enseratorial agri-environmental strategies, for
example by providing additional funding for thetial capacity building process as well as
funding for the coordination, management and graofvities. This is especially true for
farmers associations, but also for local institegiohat are currently excluded from this type
of funding, such as provincial authorities in tlase of Valdaso AEA.

Table 4. Benefits and barriers of collective actioin Valdaso AEA according to the other stakeholders

Benefits - Barriers

- Right scale of public goods protection - Control and monitoring

- Strategy coherent with the local environme Unsatisfactory support from institutions (lack

priorities of communication and delays on payments)

- Institutional capital and capacity-building

Higher transaction costs

Discussion

The case studies described above differ to seegtahts. As synthetized in the table 5, in the
“Custody of the Territory” project the local actisras mainly developed and coordinated by
a local public agencycoordinatior), whilst in the second Valdaso AEA the collectaion
was directly led by farmers and later institutiosedl and supported by the local institutions
(cooperation. Moreover, there are also several differencesvéen the two territorial
contexts and, above all, between the agri-environiahdssues addressed, the institutional
arrangements involved and the strategies implerdente

More in details, Custody of the Territory is a maj led by a local authority that set
incentives and supported a collective approacthéohlydro-geological management of the
district. This approach has resulted highly depahas the institutional role of the local

* The agreement is co-managed, even though witlerdift levels of involvement, by the following astor
Regional government, Ascoli Provincial Administostj Fermo Provincial Administration, ASSAM, Crop

protection products companies, farmers’ organisatiduova Agricoltura.
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authority and in its capacity of setting and manggefficacy the PES with farmers. On the
opposite, in the case of Valdaso, public institusichave been indirectly involved in a
farmer-led collective action, by supporting a bottap approach in order to facilitate the
adoption of integrated agriculture at territoricéle.

Table 5. Overview of the case studies

Case Study Custody of the Territory Valdaso Agri-emironmental agreement

Type ofcollective  Collective action led by the local agency Farmersled action, later institutionalize

action in charge of the project@ordinatior) and supported by local institutions
(cooperation)
Objectives Increasing farmers’ stewardship, Reducing the environmental

landscape management, hydy@slogica externalities of agriculture through the

management, reducing farm adoption of more sustainable practices

abandonment (Integrated Pest Management)
Location Mountain and marginal area Intensive agpire (fruit production)
Public goods Hydro-geological management and Soil quality, water quality and food saf

flooding prevention
Policy measures Payments for Environmental Services Package of Rural Developmeneasure
(111 and 214)
Institutional Co-production of environmental services Co-management of the agreement

arrangements and joint learning

Nevertheless, it is possible also to recognise ragwmilar features between the two case
studies, such as the strong focus on the knowladddearning dimensions and the efforts of
the local institutions in involving farmers in thdecision making process.

The case studies analysed show that a collectipeoaph may foster trust and reciprocity
amongst the local stakeholders and how this, inesaases, may result in reducing
transaction costs and increasingly the effectivenafsthe agri-environmental strategies.
Indeed, as demonstrated by several authors, szagpéthl is a crucial factor since it can help
to overcome several problems associated to theeimmmgrhtation of collective action,
especially in initiatives where a large and hetermpus number of stakeholders is involved
(Paavola and Adger, 2005; Pretty, 2003).

Another important key factor that determines thecess of collective action is the issue of
right scale: the effectiveness of the environmeatélbn usually depends on the achievement
of sufficient scale, such as the size of the am@sested and the continuity of the action
across the territory. Since single landholders oamsatisfy these two conditions, in many
cases a collective and a territorial approach éled, where the coordinated action is tailored

to the natural resources to be managed and togheraironmental public goods to be
14



provided, and not to the administrative boundaded to the administrative roles of the
different public bodies. It should be observed ihaihe two case studies this condition was
not fully achieved. The main reasons are relatedh® lack of efficient coordination
mechanisms amongst local institutions, to the lighsaction costs that would have incurred
in an increasing monitoring and enforcing at défar scales, as well as to the lack of
flexibility of the policy tools used to support thellective actions.

In spite of these limitations, the case studiesstiat successful collective actions for public
goods may be supported by innovative institutiarahngements. From this perspective, the
Custody of the Territory project shows that innox@PES schemes, based on co-production,
may represent an example of mixed public-privatearagements which may deliver
environmental services more efficiently. This agoto is aimed at developing a pro-active
role amongst farmers, by changing the logic of RS and by developing a more effective
system to deal to the flooding risks.

In the case of Valdaso AEA, on the opposite, thdigpation of a broad set of rural
stakeholders determined a territorial strategypoblic goods protection, based on shared
responsibility and co-management amongst privatepblic actors. The coordination and
the cooperation between the actors involved inectite action are particularly important
also with regard generation, validation and exckasfgnformation.

Thus, agricultural and rural development policiesdd give more attention to dimensions of
knowledge and learning, in order to activate auaus circle where farmers may play a
pro-active role in delivering agri-environmentalogs. Indeed, as observed in the case
studies, in many cases appropriate land managestetegies depend not just on the
economic incentives to land managers, but also thardactors, more related to farmers’
motivations, attitudes and skills.

At the same time, a collective approach to agritemnental strategies has not been so far
widely applied also because the current legal Hasigiral development in many cases is not
setting the necessary pre-requisite for a sucddsgfilementation of collaborative schemes.

In the case of Custody of the Territory the mairriees are related to the financial support to
flood prevention though monitoring, since this “iat@rial service” is difficult to quantify in
terms of economic return for the institutions (dodthe society) and in terms of costs for
farmers. ThaJnione dei Comuni Media Valle del Sercl@gperienced several difficulties in
regulating and supporting this service throughlrdewelopment measures, even though this
service is unanimously considered the most innegatspect of the project.

On the opposite, in the case of Valdaso AEA thennpalicy and institutional constraints are
related the higher transaction costs associatéagaollective strategy, mainly related to the
financing of the initial capacity building proceas well as funding for the coordination,
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management and group activities.

In the two case studies it was also observed adédlexibility and autonomy in managing

the RDP funds at the local level, and this wastifled as one of the main barriers to their
development. From this perspective the case stimiigdight the role of local public bodies

and institutions as key promoters and coordinatofs specific projects related to

agri-environmental public goods provision and theedy for implementing successful
collective initiatives, of a stronger devolution péwer and responsibilities. The devolution
of powers to local bodies is discussed as crugpéet not only in relation to the collective
strategies, but also more generally for increagimgy effectiveness of rural development
policies on the ground. It may be argued that thesolution, with the corresponding

increasing financial resources and responsibiliiegarticularly important when complex
and integrated policies are implemented, such as ténritorial and collective actions

described here.

At this regard, it is worth notice that accordimgtihe proposal on rural development policies
of European Commission (2011) for the programmiagagal 2014-2020, it is likely that the
CAP will be more oriented at supporting territonpaiorities, also through collective projects
and strategies for agri-environmental public goddsleed, this proposal emphasises the
crucial role of networks and of territorial strategy also to deliver environmental public
goods. This proposal, for example, highlights ttetpport for collective approaches to
environmental projects and practices should helpptovide greater and more consistent
environmental and climate benefits than can bevdetd by individual operators acting
without reference to others (for example, throughcpices applied on larger unbroken areas
of land)”. In this new formal position for collective actiathe European Commission also
mentions “group of farmers” as potential applicanéd beneficiaries for the
agri-environmental measures, by providing additiopayments to cover the higher
transaction of collaborative and collective stragegEven though this may be considered a
good starting point to re-orient the agri-enviromta¢ policies, the shift towards a greater
emphasis on collective action of the policies stlogt just be aimed at addressing the higher
transaction costs that are usually associatedrtiwot@al strategies, but it should involve a
deeper shift on the way policies are thought, desigand implemented. The mainstream
policies for agri-environmental public goods arél $tased on excessively ‘schematised’
practices with high standardization of schemesclvhisually result in a tight focus on the
management agreement and on the cost-effectivehéss measures.

Final remarks

At the European level, national and internationdharities are increasingly recognising that
agri-environmental public goods such as biodivergihd landscape may be provided

efficiently only by multiple persons and througHlective and collaborative actions.
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Thus, in order to achieve sustainable solutionsrural areas innovative policies and
institutional arrangements should be adopted, witle objective of widening the
agri-environmental action beyond the individuahfar

The paper shows that innovative institutional ageaments amongst rural stakeholders,
focused on co-management and on co-production, hmagg the potential of enhancing the
multifunctional capacities of agriculture and ofidering environmental good services in a
cost-effective way.

The collective actions described also show thét fiossible to improve the capacity of the
rural stakeholders in proving and protecting higliued public goods by creating greater
synergy between the action of local farmers and abion of governments, where the
development of new social and institutional proessare efficiently stimulated. Indeed, as
observed in the Italian case studies, collectivoador public goods through agriculture
does not involve just larger areas owned by manydes, but also innovative institutional
arrangements and coordinating mechanisms implemhentine landscape scale.

The approach of agri-environmental measures adoptedhe European level in the
framework of the CAP in many cases does not tate ¢onsideration in adequate way the
collective dimension of the environmental probleomicerned and the decision making
processes related to the strategies to be impledelmt many cases a narrow focus on policy
tools aiming at modifying the land management pcastat farm level leaves behind the
territorial dynamics, which are highly dependent(lmcal) social and institutional capital. On
the opposite, policies for agri-environmental palgoods that support collective action have
the potential of developing innovative solutionsend common interest and common goals
play a central role.
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