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ABSTRACT 

Government and society increasingly demand a sustainable and at the same time more competitive design of rural areas. But there is an ostensible trade-off between the preservation of biodiversity and the creation of competitiveness for farmers. 

On that account an interdisciplinary research-project from the University of Göttingen has developed a result-orientated payment scheme or rather a market-scheme for “ecological goods”, which is adjusted to the EU policy regime during the last three years. The motivation is to generate a meaningful policy-concept for agri-environmental programmes within the EU Common Agricultural Policy.

Currently the European agricultural market is strongly influenced by the enlargement of the EU and the international pressure towards market-liberalization within the scope of WTO agreements on tariffs and trade. The threat to agrobiodiversity and the political will to preserve it, is obvious, but instruments often lack efficiency. 

The interdisciplinary project has integrated socio-economic and natural sciences in order to develop an innovative, practicable and operable policy instrument for the preservation of agrobiodiversity in a competitive market-scheme. 

The hypothesis is, that the trade-off mentioned can be solved with the implementation of a market for “ecological goods”. In this case ecological goods are goods of plant diversity, due to the fact that those can be an indicator for all three levels of biodiversity (genes, species and ecosystems). Up to now those goods belong to the group of non tradables because they can be characterized as public goods. According to the principle of Consumer Sovereignty stakeholders of the population are required to decide on the type and amount of ecological goods for one specific region. Then the demand will be tendered in an annual auction, where farmers compete in their biddings corresponding to their geographical and ecological qualifications. Due to the fact that with this approach farmers are paid for the result, that is the existence of the ecological good, the competition between them encourages ecological innovations and the preservation of agrobiodiversity. This result-orientation enables much more flexibility for the farmer and much more efficiency on the whole, than existing regulations of farming activities in action-orientated agri-environmental programmes. Besides, the decentralized institution of regional stakeholders warrants the principle of subsidiarity, which allows for an efficient allocation of the public money according to the preferences of the regional population. This also promotes transparency and acceptance which is especially important for environmental programmes financed by the public authorities. 

From the beginning of 2004 until the end of 2006 the result-orientated payment scheme is going to be applied to a case study in a region of central Germany.
 The current question of research in this context is, if the theoretic derivation of the efficiency of the policy instrument developed can be strengthened by the results of a case study.
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1 Introduction

The central European landscape is to an overwhelming part characterized by human land use and especially by agriculture. Extensive land cultivation is the main reason why the policy for the maintenance of biodiversity and the policy for agriculture are mutual dependent and should be seen together.
 
Up to now farmers can sell food and raw-materials on the markets. But there is an increasing awareness in government and society that farming activities comprise larger potentials than that. Farming is multi-functional. Food and raw-material production are one side of the medal, ecological, aesthetic and social functions are the other one. Plant diversity on farming land is an example for the fact that farmers do not only produce tradable market-goods. A greater variety of plant species has positive external effects, such as reducing pollution of soils, of water-resources, and of air, establishing habitats for the fauna and eventually it increases the value of experience of the landscape (Cf. to Gerowitt, B./ Isselstein, J./ Marggraf, R. (2003), p. 542). However, industrialization of agricultural production and intensification of land use over the last decades led to an enormous habitat destruction and thereby to a decrease in agrobiodiversity. The question arising from this development is: What kind of agriculture or, asking from a different point of view, what kind of innovation in agri-environmental policy do we need to sustain high levels of ecological goods in rural areas? 

In a result-orientated approach, as the name says, a result is going to be rewarded. The result of a farming performance can be called a produced ecological good (Cf. to Gerowitt, B./ Isselstein, J./ Marggraf, R. (2003), p. 545). The basic idea behind implementing a result-orientated payment scheme is to enforce competitiveness of farmers who produce these goods through financial market-incentives rather than setting up restrictions and regulations in farming practices. But since most ecological goods are public goods
, mechanisms adapted from market situations for private goods, must be stimulated and organized. The most important point in establishing a “new” policy instrument, where public money is going to be spent, is the compliance with the principle of Consumer Sovereignty. As ecological goods in a policy for the conservations of biodiversity are merit-goods
 the preferences and the demand of the society have to be considered explicitly. 

At first the theoretical framework for the market approach is going to be discussed, whereby the concept of ecological goods and the creation of a market for them will be explained. Then the development of a result-orientated payment scheme for ecological goods will be elaborated in its constituents: demand, supply, price and control. After that the case study is going to be introduced. Finally it will be demonstrated, that the payment scheme developed is adjusted to EU policy regime.

2 Result-orientated payment scheme for ecological goods

2.1 Theoretical framework for the market-approach 

2.1.1 Characterization of ecological goods 
Goods of plant diversity can be clustered in three major groups: ecological goods of arable land, ecological goods of grassland, and different landscape features. Ecological goods of agrobiodiversity are for example boundaries of arable farm land showing a number of flowers or grassland rich in herbs as well as hedges, tree rows or banks of home waters as an example of landscape features. The amount of the good being produced is the acreage, which for example can be measured in hectare or square metres. Attributes to distinguish between different goods are the number of herbs and characteristic flowers in grassland, the number of wild herbs and of endangered species in arable land and different landscape features (Cf. to Bertke, E./ Hespelt, S.-K./ Tute, C. (2003), p. 31). They all contribute to a diversity in species and ecosystems. Up to now those ecological goods have not been traded. Because of an increasing competition among farmers worldwide those goods are even likely to be threatened in their existence. According to economic theory, these species could automatically be saved and protected, if it was possible to generate a market interest for the farmers. If a farmer is confronted with a demand of the production of ecological goods endowed with monetary purchasing power,  a market will be established, where the farmers operate as producers of ecological goods. But to make these goods really tradable they require certain characteristics.

Fig. 1: Characteristics of ecological goods 

1) They should be easily to verify, distinguish and measure (for the farmer and         

     the controller).

2) Their production should exceed so-called “good farming practice”. 

3) It must be possible to relate them to a single farm. 

4) The grower produces the good voluntarily. 

5) The good has to be valuable for the population so that a willingness-to-pay exists for a    

     growing demand of these goods.
 

Source:  Cf. to Bertke, E. et al. (2003), p. 244. 

The fulfilment of the requirements mentioned, explains why goods of plant diversity are chosen as the good to be paid for. They are for example easier to relate to a single farm than animals or insects. At the same time plant diversity can be seen as an indicator for all levels of biodiversity as far as genes, species, and ecosystems in the rural area are concerned (Cf. to Obrist, M. K./ Duelli, P., 1998). The criteria of the quality of a good are determined by the number of plant species, the occurrence of specific seldom species, the vegetation structure, and the size of the area (Cf. to Bertke, E. et al. (2003), p. 244). To design an applicative rewarding-system for the production of ecological goods the criteria of quality must be actively influenceable by farming practice and should not only depend on the given type of land.

The possibilities of production for the three major groups of goods of plant diversity can be characterized as follows:

Fig. 2: Production of ecological goods

Ecological goods of arable land 

depend on the existence of endangered species and the number of weeds per 100 square metres. 


Ecological goods of permanent grassland 

depend on the number of plant species per control-area and the number of target-species according to the type and position of the grassland. 



The production can be influenced by:

· reduction of fertilizer used

· modified tillage operations

· different scheduling of sowing

· selection of the sort

· greater distance between the sowing rows

· reduction of weed-killing

=> Improvement of bud-development,  

      proportion of light and possibilities of  

            propagation.
The production can be influenced by:
· reduction of fertilizer used

· postponing of the first mowing

· reduction of mowing 

· decrease of the density of growing plants

· rearrangement of the pasture-system

· elimination of pesticides and herbicides

· renunciation of mowing twice

· renunciation of sowing twice

      => Improvement of proportion of light 

            and possibilities of propagation.

Landscape features can not be a co-product of a market-good, such as ecological goods of arable land or grassland. 

The farmers have to decide whether to use the area for the maintenance or the laying out of landscape features or for the growing of market-goods. The decision will depend on: 

· attractiveness of alternative utilisation, 

· investment costs, and 

· protection-laws for the maintenance of existing landscape features. 



Source: Cf. to Bertke, E./ Hespelt, S.-K./ Tute, C. (2003),  p. 33-35.
Critics may argue that the active production takes its time and that in the corporate planning the element of risks remains. But that will always be the case in new branches of production. And a new line of production for the farmers is what a payment scheme for ecological goods is going to create.

2.1.2 Creation of a market for ecological goods 

Without an existing market there is no need for farmers to care exceedingly about the existence and the maintenance of certain ecological goods, except for a hobby or some kind of eco-marketing. The supply of ecological goods by farmers is only realistic, if in combination with classical production, a market-incentive for “the production of agrobiodiversity” is given. Otherwise existing voluntary commitments of farmers would not be honoured and therefore likely not to be sufficient. 

A market follows certain principles: 1. The allocated goods are scarce. 2. The price is an indicator of the scarcity and emerges through supply and demand of the goods. Before a market for goods of plant-diversity can be established, there must be investigations as for potential demand. Without an existing demand there would be no justification and especially no acceptance for the transfer of public money into the production of ecological goods. The principle of consumer sovereignty plays an important role. The consumer or user has to decide on what he or she wants to spend money without any regulations by the government or anyone else. Different surveys answered the willingness-to-pay question clearly with “yes” (Cf. to EORG, 2002; Fischer, A. (2003), p. 199-201). With this answer in mind the basis was set for the development of a payment-scheme as an instrument to protect biodiversity. Biodiversity can, as said before, economically be characterized as a merit-good, because governments normally believe that a society derives more benefit from the existence of it than it shows through its market-demand. Mainly there are three possible reasons for that: First, if a good is a public good there is an incentive to free-ride, that is not to show the existing demand with the illusion that someone else is going to pay for it. The second reason is that people do not have the ability (money, time etc.) to get to know all benefits of the particular good. The third reason could be, even if they have all information, people can be victims of a time-bias. The consequence is that short-term benefits like direct consumption are preferred to long-term benefits, such as maintenance of the environment. 

All these reasons may be the case for biodiversity. Nevertheless the supply with merit-goods regulated by a government has to be justified. Therefore the amount of public spending must be allocated according to the preferences of the population (principle of Consumer Sovereignty). 
For several years now scientific discussions have shown that result-orientation or outcome-based instruments as well as greater subsidiarity going along with regionalisation or decentralization enforces the effectiveness and the efficiency of agri-environmental payment-schemes (Cf. to Rudloff, B./ Urfei, G., 2000; Ewers H.-J./ Hassel, C., 2000; Hagedorn, K., 1996; Lecheler, H., 1993; Nörr, K. W., Oppermann, T., 1997; Rudloff, B., 2001; SRU, 1996; Hampicke, U., 1996; Jarre, J., 1993). The explanation is quite evident: The policy-aim is the conservation of biodiversity, and that is why the production and the maintenance of ecological goods are necessary. There is no reason why a number of regulations of farming activities should be better than a farmer’s decision to choose his own way according to his experiences with the conditions of his land etc.

2.2 Development of the payment scheme

2.2.1 Demand of ecological goods

As described before, ecological goods are counted among merit-goods. Therefore, the administrating authority is responsible for the public financing, whereas the expression of a demand is up to the society. Participation of the regional population is necessary for the composition of the demand. 

A market-mechanism is necessary, where the population can reveal their real preferences, and thereby their demands, for ecological goods freely without any incentive to free-ride or anything else. The problem of free-riding occurs whenever people know that they cannot be excluded from the consumption of a good when it is provided. Then they have the incentive not to show their real preferences for the good, so that no one asks  them to participate in the payment for the provision of the good. This problem is avoided, if the good is financed by public money, coming for example from agri-environmental programmes.  

But the participation of the community is also related to some other difficulties. Firstly not all inhabitants of an area may be interested in participating in decisions on ecological goods. Secondly, people who want a consideration of their preferences might not feel fully competent in this field and may therefore like to entrust an expert with the decisions to be taken. And finally, if a consensus about the decision is envisaged, it can be time-consuming and expensive in transaction costs
 in a big group of people (Cf. to Olson, M. (1965), p. 49). One idea to facilitate these difficulties is to establish a decentralized and region-specific public committee in which all relevant stakeholders are represented. The decision as to which ecological goods are scarce and thus, if their production should be stimulated by public money or not, will thereby be transferred to society representatives. Stakeholders are for example landowners, parties of a local government, the environmental agency and of the agricultural administration, different pressure-groups like farmer unions, NGOs for Nature Conservation etc.. 

Another important point is that the demanders must have the chance to judge the quality of the goods. To achieve this, it is useful to have a catalogue of the goods describing the differences of the attributes for basic and quality goods of the region. Such a catalogue can be created in line with the results of field experiments expressing the specifics of the region and its geographical circumstances. 

2.2.2 Supply of ecological goods 

The supply of ecological goods can be seen as an optional additional production target for the local farmers. The incentive is caused by the prospect of a financial compensation, if they produce ecological goods or take care of those existing. 

As the payment is made with public money coming from the administration level, the risks of waste, corruption and preferences for special interests have to be minimized to create acceptance in the society (Cf. to Hespelt, S.-K. (2002), p. 201). Therefore the placing of the production of the demanded ecological goods has to be open and transparent and must be organized competitively. The best way to do so is an auction where the local farmers provide the supply through a bid. When the amount of public money for the payments of ecological goods is determined for a certain period (for example one year), then the call for tenders can be started. The farmers offer, according to their production conditions, to produce a special amount of a specific ecological good in the upcoming year. Then the funds for the demanded commodities are distributed to the farmers depending on the price and other criteria. The auction process allows for the best supply in number and composition of ecological goods. Furthermore the farmers have an incentive to make innovations, because there are no strict guidelines for the way of production. 

With the practical realization of the bidding-process it has to be borne in mind that the growing of ecological goods follows certain timings. There has to be a time-table for the bidding procedure and flexible timings for the controlling as well. According to the different ecological goods the farmer needs a chance to influence the growing and to show the results without disturbing other parts of his farming activity. 

Nevertheless it is clear that ecological goods need their time to be produced and that a farmer cannot switch from an intensive farming to an extensive one in no time. But that is not the point. The important item is, that those farmers having good conditions for the production are getting an incentive not to change their farming activities only because of growing competition and the need to earn more money. Windfall gains are no problem, on the contrary they are desired. 

2.2.3 Price and control of ecological goods

The price is a sign of scarcity. On the one hand, the demand side, it expresses the value of  particular ecological goods to the regional population. And on the other hand, the supply side, the farmer will calculate his bidding price depending on his production cost of single ecological goods including an additional charge for the entrepreneurial risk
. 

This is going to be more efficient than a given compensation out of three reasons: 1. The possibility of participation enables the regional population to reveal their preferences according to their willingness to pay for specific ecological goods. 2. The farmer will calculate the price due to the special circumstances of his floor space and his way of cultivating his land.
 And 3. The farmer gets the incentive to create new (more efficient) ways of producing the ecological goods.

Result-orientated payment indicates, that he will only get the payment, if he can show the result, precisely the specific good that he offered. Thus a control-mechanism is needed in addition to the declaration of the farmer. The timing of control has to be organized preferably
 with much flexibility so that the farmer is as little as possible influenced in his farming activites (mowing etc.). The control can take place on the farm or probably with the help of remote sensing and GIS (Geo Information System). 

2.3 Case study 

To test the practicability and utility in real life scenario the theoretical framework has to be applied to a case study. The project region is Northeim, a part of Lower Saxony in central Germany. 

The model-region belongs to the “Weser-Leine-Bergland” and is particularly suitable because of its geomorphological diversity. A diversity of agricultural land use, from especially intensive use in the fertile regions to extensive use in the mountainous country, is associated with this. A contingent valuation survey concerning hedgerows has already shown that the regional population is really interested in the participation in forming the regional landscape and in choosing between different types of qualities of one ecological good (Cf. to Fischer, A. (2003), p. 201). The wish to really exercise their consumer sovereignty is, as described before, an important basis for the implementation of a market demand for ecological goods. The following figure subsumes the aims of implementing a result-orientated payment scheme for ecological goods accounted as a merit good.

Fig. 3: Aims of the implementation of a result-orientated, decentralized, agri-environmental payment scheme: 

Main aim:

-     advancing agri-environmental policy for the protection of biodiversity through the 

      setting of economic incentives
Sub aims:

· creating a market for ecological goods to allocate resources in an efficient way (implicates that the participation is voluntarily and wanted because of expected positive effects for the participants)

· minimizing administration-costs through decision decentralization

· creating innovation-incentives for the farmers through the result-orientation instead of regulating farming-practice

· integration of the population in the formulation of the market demand according to the principle of Consumer Sovereignty

· encouraging a learning-process for the farmers (for example: while they examine their floorspaces for the participation in the auctions)

· creating acceptance for and transparency of the spending of public money for the protection of agrobiodiversity,

· the transferability to other regions 

· compatibility to the rules of the WTO

· transferability to EU-level.



The hypothesis is, that the developed result-orientated payment scheme enables the fulfilment 

of  all the aims described. Between 2004 and September 2006 this assumption is going to be tested in a case study by the implementation of the developed payment scheme in the project region. 

In the theory the elements of the payment scheme comprise the superordinate institution providing the funds, a local advisory board expressing the demand, local farmers offering the supply, the administrating authority controlling the results and a local database making necessary information available to all participants. The only differences compared to the case study are, that at present the funds are given by private sponsors and that the monitoring and control is done by the project members of the Centre for Agriculture and the Environment of the University of Göttingen. 

The different elements of the developed payment scheme are represented in the figure below. Institutions which are required for the enforcement in the case study only, are indicated through italics. 
Fig. 4: Schematic representation of the result-orientated payment scheme for ecological goods of plant diversity in agriculture:


                                             Calculation of a price for the bidding

                                          depending on their farming conditions



                                                                 Bidding-process

                                                                    =>  Price


                                 Invitation for tenders for defined ecological goods

                      depending on their valuation respectively the regional preferences


Own illustration.

Some of the elements are part of every payment scheme; others are more elaborate because they seem to be particularly suitable for a practicable payment scheme for the preservation of agrobiodiversity. That is going to be elucidated:

In the implementing phase the farmers need some starting-help. Therefore on the basis of biological, economical and ecological knowledge a regional database has been created. In there, the farmers have a list of characteristic ecological goods specific to their region, information on different farming practices and special measures applied to attain ecological goods, the respective procedure of control, hints for the production costs and a helping advice in how to calculate their bidding-price. A team of biologists and landscape ecologists modelled the definiton of the slightest number of species in dependence on average numbers being found out in surveys in the region and interviews with the farmers. They also set the criteria for the target-species on grassland according to discernability, sensitivity to mowing, number of nitrogen and sociological criteria (Cf. to Bertke, E./ Biewer, S./ Isselstein, J. (2002), p. 248).

The public committee with relevant stakeholders in the model-region is called Regional Advisory Board. It consists of twelve members
: two representatives at a time of Local Affairs (Kreistag), Evironmental Agency (Bau- und Umweltamt), Agricultural Administration (Amt für Agrarstruktur, Landwirtschaftskammer), NGOs of Nature Conservation (NABU e.V., BUND e.V.), farmer´s union and land owners (Jagdgenossenschaft, evgl. Kirche). In the policy-concept the population, represented through the Regional Advisory Board, has two duties. The first task is to express the demand for one year by making an invitation for tenders for specified commodities and amounts. Then the local farmers can voluntarily apply for their production and the monetary compensation. After that the second job of the Regional Advisory Board is to allocate the given public funds to the respective ecological goods depending on the offerings of the local farmers. 

The farmers will gain the payments only if they show the result precisely (the offered good on their predefined fields). Because of this there has to be a clear method of result measurement. As a basic principle the criteria for the ecological good have to apply for the whole acreage being offered. The control-lots have to be marked by the farmers so that the administrating authority will be able to check the same lots. At the same time this allows for the legal security of the farmers. The fixing of the place for the control lots has to keep a certain distance to the outside margins of the acreage and the arrangement and number of control lots depend on the kind of ecological good being offered. The control takes place at a particular time depending on the cultivated species.
 When the control shows that the offered ecological good has been produced, then the farmer gets money according to his bid in the auction. Otherwise, if the attributes of the good or the landscape features are not existent, as per general business risk, he or she will not receive any money. 

Alongside with the case study an interdisciplinary project team is going to evaluate further perspectives or limitations of the market-orientated payment-scheme. 

Fig. 5: Current fields of research are: 

- analysis of transaction costs in comparison to existing agri-environmental programmes    

- further mapping of the countryside and the examination of the closer connection 

  between  grassland vegetation and landscape structures

- chances of using remote sensing and GIS (Geo-Information-System) for the 

  monitoring and controlling instead of on-farm control

- evaluating the transferability to other regions, wherefore a region in Mecklenburg-Western 

  Pomerania, Eastern Germany, has been chosen, because its agricultural structure is different 

  from the project region in Western Germany

- examination of the preferences of the regional population 

· if their preferences are the same as those represented through the Regional Advisory Board

· if the population wishes to transfer their decision-making upon the Board (important for the warranty of  the principle of Consumer Sovereignty) 

· and for what reason they might wish to confer it

· the development of a mechanism to find out, how the preferences of the society can 

       continually  being turned into a basis for the decisions of a so-called Regional   

      Advisory Board.

2.4 Integration in EU policy regime

The payment scheme described can only be applicable, if it is adjusted to the EU policy regime. The critical policies which need to be considered are the Convention on Biological Diversity, EU Common Agricultural Policy and the WTO Agreement on Agriculture. 

The main focus of implementing the payment scheme is on the conservation and the promotion of agrobiodiversity and a sustainable use of its constituents. This corresponds to article 8 (In-situ Conservation) and article 10 (Sustainable Use of Components of Biological Diversity) in the CBD (Convention on Biological Diversity). Those countries who acceded to the CBD have to abide by the agreement.
 

Another point is, that on 26 June 2003, EU farm ministers agreed to an improvement of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP).
 A long-term perspective for sustainable agriculture shall be established. Thereby the freedom to produce what the market wants shall be given to EU farmers (Cf. to EU). That is exactly, what is also being stressed by the implementation of a payment scheme. The idea of the CAP reform is, to make EU farmers more competitive and market orientated, instead of actuating them to produce particular products to obtain subsidies. Additionally the necessary income stability shall be provided for the farmers. One of the key elements of the reformed CAP will be, that payments will be linked to the requirement to keep all farmland in good agricultural and environmental condition, which is known as cross-compliance (Cf. to EU). A result-orientated payment scheme for ecological goods of plant diversity could be one way to do so.
 The second pillar of the CAP, which is based on financial transfers for environmental goals, the agri-environmental programmes, continuously gains strength (Cf. also to WTO, 2000, Article 20) 
. 

Additionally article 3 of the “Treaty Establishing the European Community” states what shall be included in the activities by the Community: 

- a common policy in the sphere of agriculture (…),

- a system ensuring that competition in the internal market is not distorted,

- the strengthening of economic and social cohesion,

- a policy in the sphere of the environment,

- a contribution to the strengthening of consumer protection, (… ) (Cf. to EC, Treaty of the European Community, 2002, Article 3).

Whereby article 6 declares, that “Environmental protection requirements must be integrated into the definition and implementation of the Community policies and activities referred to in Article 3, in particular with a view to promoting sustainable development”
.

Another important part for the EU policy regime is the WTO Agreement on Agriculture. There is stipulated an agreed statement of the Uruguay Round, which says that there “is to establish a fair and market-oriented agricultural trading system (…)”. The aim of market-orientation can be perfectly put into practice with the implementation of the payment scheme described. Furthermore a substantial progressive reduction in agricultural support and protection sustained over an agreed period of time, resulting in correcting and preventing restrictions and distortions in world agricultural markets needs to be made (Cf. to WTO Agreement on Agriculture, 2000). One way to restrict distortions or in economical terms: to internalise external effects
, it is to establish a competitive market. Competition in the production of ecological goods in the payment scheme is given through the implementation of demand side the auction system. 

At present the conservation of agrobiodiversity is mainly financed under agri-environmental programmes or contracting.
 In Germany almost all of them are action-orientated, which means that they regulate farming activities by stipulating mowing times etc.. The regulation and strict preconditions often lead to a lack of ecological and economical efficiency, because the stipulations do not fit to all kinds of farming land conditions in the same way. As it has been explained before, result-orientation could be a tool to forward efficiency.

According to the principle of subsidiarity the decision about the distribution of public funds to the farmers shall be made in the chosen area.
 The advantage of this decentralized decision-making is, that the regional geographical and biological circumstances can be optimally (and especially cost-optimally) integrated in the process of decision-making. “Diversity of ( …) programmes to correspond to regional needs and potential is an essential feature of agri-environment programmes; no blueprint programme should be provided from the Commission (nor from anywhere else).”
 Decentralization and subsidiarity is one special quality of our project. It enables to use the knowledge about the geographic occurrences and the local requirements, so that the best opportunities can be provided to operate specifically for the sustainable protection of the agrobiodiversity in one particular area. Another fundamental quality of the project is, that through the participation of the local population in the decision-making and the participation of the farmers in the way of how to attain agrobiodiversity transparency, acceptance and awareness is created.
 

3 Conclusion

This interdisciplinary developed market scheme is designed as a new concept for agri-environmental programmes within the EU Common Agricultural Policy. An interdisciplinary approach is necessary, because ecological considerations and economical theories have to be combined to develop a meaningful, pragmatic, political tool. The concept of a result-orientated payment-scheme described obtains agrobiodiversity, because it gives a financial incentive for an active improvement considering agrobiodiversity. The result-orientation associates advantages like flexibility, economic efficiency and dynamic efficiency. The interdisciplinary developed incentive-scheme combines ecological considerations with economical ones. The idea of compensating farmers for the production of non-tradable ecological goods, can be integrated in European policy, is WTO compatible, is based on the principle of subsidiarity and its administration is decentralized. Its market approach makes it maximum efficient. Acceptance and transparency of agricultural policy is increased in two ways. On the one hand through the integration of interests of the local population and other stakeholders. And on the other hand for the farmers, because their decision to produce these goods is voluntarily and there are no hard action-guidelines. And nevertheless the chance of success, that is to say the chance that the concept will be implemented, is very small. The reason, if reason is not the wrong word in this context, is the sad insight, that the bureaucratic system is not likely to allow that decision-competence is given away from a high level to a regional level.
Competition on the agricultural world-market is going to increase drastically and therefore efficient instruments to conserve biodiversity in this sector have to be established as soon as possible. The result-orientated payment scheme for ecological goods could be one of them. 
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� It is applied to a rural district in the southern part of the German state Lower Saxony, called Northeim.





� That is the reason, why the word agrobiodiversity is increasingly popular in this context.


� The economical characterization for public goods comes with following two strings attached. First, that there is   


   no rivalry in their consumption, what means that the number of consumers does not affect the utility for each.  


   And second, that no one can be excluded from the consumption of these goods. For example: People leaving


   behind a levee can not be excluded from the protection, which is offered and the number of people does not 


   affect the function of protection.


   


� A merit good means, that a government supports (often monetarily) its production, in case they 


   believe that the full or a useful demand is not shown or can not be shown by society alone.


� Which is likely if the production implicates noticeable positive external effects on the environment or on 


   landscape conservation.


� Transactions cost arise for example from the search for information, negotiation and decision-making (Cf. to 


  Williamson, O. (1985), p. 22-24).


� For example it is likely that windfall profits will occur for existing ecological goods of permanent grassland. 


� The entrepreneurial risk is nothing special of ecological goods but does exist for every market good. The   


   difference is that the risk in producing market goods, is simply a matter of demand. And the risk in 


   producing ecological goods, however, where the demand is defined ex-ante, is the simple question, if the 


   offered goods will grow at all.


� Which in economical terms is called static efficiency.


� This is called dynamic efficiency.


� Transaction costs have to be considered.


� A small number of members, provided that all stakeholders are represented, indicates less transaction costs.


� To glean the detailed way of control for every kind of specified ecological good in the model-region the 


    data-base can be used by the farmers. The whole and detailed measure and control procedure will be part of  


    the doctoral thesis of E. Bertke, which is going to be published in 2004.





� Each Contracting Party shall, as far as possible and as appropriate, adopt economically and socially sound 


    measures that act as incentives for the conservation and sustainable use of components of biological diversity. 


    (Article 11, Incentive Measures, CBD).


� The formal adoption of the legal texts were at the Agriculture Council of September 2003.


� The provision of the financing could for example come from so-called modulation funds. 


� A part of the Doha Mandate from the Doha Ministerial Declaration of November 2001 declares“…we commit 


    ourselves to comprehensive negotiations aimed at: substantial improvements in market access; reductions of, 


    with a view to phasing out, all forms of export subsidies; and substantial reductions in trade-distorting 


    domestic support.” 


� EC, Treaty of the European Community, 2002, Article 6.


� An external effects means that somebody’s  activity has an influence on the activity of another person, who is 


    not being compensated for that.  There are negative influences (negative external effect), where the causer has 


    to pay the compensation or positive external effects, where the causer is compensated. 


� This happens in accordance with Article 6, General Measures for Conservation and Sustainable Use, CBD.


� „The decentralised approach is the only feasible way of designing programmes.“ (European Commission;           


    State of application of regulation (EEC) no. 2078/92: Evaluation of Agri-environment Programmes).


� EC, State of application of regulation, (EEC) no. 2078/92: Evaluation of Agri-environment 


    Programmes


� This is another accordance to CBD (cf. to Article 13, Public Education and Awareness, CBD).
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