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How to M easur e I nnovative M odes of Governancein the EU

Rural Policy: Key Dimensions, Indicators and Case Studies

Secco L., Da Re R., Gatto P., Pettenella D. andu@ds

Abstract

Good governance approaches in policy formulatiord amplementation - based on key-
concepts like participation, networking, transpacgrand accountability - are more and more
adopted by the EU in addressing its rural policieforms. Public Administrations at all levels
should be evaluated with respect to their capacityespect good governance principles. First,
on the basis of a meta-analysis of ongoing initedi (e.g. the World Bank's Worldwide
Governance Indicators), a methodological framewddk assessing the quality of new
governance modes is presented. Secondly, on tle dfasase-studies in Italy, the monitoring
and evaluation tools currently used by the Europ&mmmission to assess Administrations’
performances in rural development programs and keeagpproach are compared with the
proposed framework. Gaps are identified and diseds&indings demonstrate, among others,
the weakness of the European evaluation systerheimabalysis of the cost/benefit ratio of
(local) governance and non market (environmentadjad, distributive) effects.

Keywords: Governance, Indicators, Rural Developniograms, Local Action Groups

JEL classification: R58

1. INTRODUCTION

At global level, there is an ongoing debate abouthdt from government to new
participatory governance modes in making collectbwices, i.e. in policy formulation and
related decision-making procedures for policy impdatation by means of actions and projects.
According to this approach, governments and Pubdiministrations (PAs) are no longer the
only source of decision-making authority. Rathke, power is distributed among diverse actors,
with new arrangements based on combined rolesatd sigents, market-based approaches and
communities (Lemos and Agrawal, 2007). Key-idegsasenting these new governance modes
are inclusiveness, dialogue, consensus, sharitgyprieng, multisectoriality, co-operation, co-
ordination, deliberation, accountability and pulgarticipation. Following this approach, PAs
at all levels are more and more expected to traespy, efficiently, effectively perform by
involving stakeholders i.e. to have proper capatitgoordinate the plurality and complexity of
policies, hierarchies, networks and markets (Kj28Q4) by adopting innovative governance
mechanisms. Also, PAs have to be prepared to lmuatable and valuated with respect to their
new capacities and tasks. In other words, they hademonstrate to properly adopt new ‘good
governance’ practices. Some key-principles of ggodernance have been defined and adopted
also by the EU in addressing its environmentaljcagiural and rural policies reforms (EC,
2001). This new approach led for example to thenste@aming of the Leader approach into the
2007-2013 Rural Development Program.
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1.1. Problem statement, basic assumptions and research objectives

So far, despite the recognized growing importarfcadopting participatory governance
mechanisms in order to guarantee good governartaehws becoming evident within several
environmental sectors non only in Europe (Swiderskal., 2008; Wesselink and Paavola,
2008; Dedeurwaerdere, 2009; Cashore, 2009a and28@@fmann et al., 2009; WB — ARD,
2009; GFI, 2009; Saunders and Reeve, 2010), rdseant initiatives are mainly: (i) intended
for analyzing or describing governance modes rather thassessingthem (or developing
effective and easy instruments for this purpos@)rdferred topolicy formulationrather than
project implementatign(iii) designed for applications atational/regionalrather thanlocal
level in both spatial and institutional scales) (nainly focused owutcomes-orientefl.e. what
decisions are taken) rather thamocess-orientedi.e. how decisions are made) assessment tools;
and (v) used only iDeveloping Countriesin particular, a well-consolidated framework of
indicators for easily, comprehensively and systé@ally measuring innovative governance at
local level does not exist in Europe yet, eventtiérapts have recently been launched at global
or regional scales by the World Bank, the Worlddrese Institute and others.

Despite standardized evaluation systems for asgpsaral development policies and
programs have been implemented in European MenthgrsSsince 2000-2006, the adoption of
innovative governance approaches more and mordresqthat new challenging issues (i.e.
transparency, participation, equity and severakmthare taken into consideration. Our key-
questions are therefore: (i) how can the qualitinabvative modes of governance be measured
and evaluated (considering both policy formulatéord project implementation phases)?; (ii)
does the current EC evaluation system for ruraicpehaking (with special attention to the
Local Action Groups — LAGs selection procedures laochl Development Programs — LDPs in
the LEADER approach) already consider (at to whactent) issues like transparency and
accountability?. To answer these questions would tefind possible gaps and adaptations,
thus contributing to improve the overall governaatthe rural development sector.

The paper has two main objectives. First of allfftmbasis of a meta-analysis of existing
initiatives and extensive literature review, it airat presenting and discussing a preliminary
framework (set of key-dimensions and key-indicgtéos assessing relevant dimensions of the
new governance modes. Secondly, on the basis afhparative analysis between the proposed
assessment framework and the questionnaire cwyrestd by the EC for monitoring and
evaluating the rural development policies and LEAD&pproach, the paper aims at identifying
potential gaps (i.e. key-dimensions and indicatdngh are not taken into consideration in the
current EC evaluation process). The comparisoraiged out by referring to case-studies in
three Italian regions (Veneto, Umbria and Sardinia)

We made five basic assumptions: (i) there is a gmm@nsensus around common key-
words to describe good governance (at least inemesiemocracies); (i) an assessment, as
systematic and objective as possible, of an goingompleted policy, program or project,
included its conception, formulation, implementatand results (i.e. an evaluation) (EC, 2004),
also in the field of rural development policieshqaovide credible and useful information for
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decision-supporting and governance improving widspect to the growing demand for
accountability and participation expressed by theopean society; (iii) to assess a ‘good’
policy formulation process since the first phasésdecision-making is instrumental to an
effective/successful later phase of policy impletagan (project execution), thus reducing
risks of policy failures; (iv) in order to succed$f deal with the modern world, the traditional
government structures described by means of ‘oldments of good govern (efficiency,
effectiveness) should be integrated with the intisgegovernance process, which are described
by ‘new’ dimensions (participation, transparendg);e(v) the LEADER program and the Rural
Development Program are the most advanced examipleBuropean policy-making of
networked, multi-level and participatory modes o¥grnance.

After a general theoretical background, the curie@tselection process of LAGs and
evaluation of LDPs are reported. Methods are thescribed. A simplified framework for
assessing the new modes of governance is thempeds&esults and observations from case-
studies analysis are finally reported before fowmiclusions and recommendations.

2. GOOD GOVERNANCE: BASIC CONCEPTS, CURRENT ASSESSMENT INITIATIVESAND
APPLICATIONSIN EUROPEAN RURAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES

Despite thequasi inflationaryuse (Watson, 2005 — quoted in Wesselink and Paavola
2008) of the term in several different fields (fiol, economics, social sciences, environmental
sciences, etc), the concept of governance remaimsigaous, multifaceted, with various
interpretations and perceptions (Rhodes, 1996.09e2902). Neither common definition nor
common theoretical framework seem to have emergedeyen if some attempts have been
made to identify core elements of governance thearieast in social sciences. For example, in
her detailed study, Anne Mette Kjaer (2004) suggtstefer to governance athé setting of
rules, the application of rules, and the enforcemehrules: by adopting an institutional
analysis approach, governance includes decentralizgrivatization, and all the formal and
informal modes of interactions and power relatidoetween institutions and other actors
(horizontal interplay), as well as between différlavels of the same administration (vertical
interplay), and their respective roles in delivgreffective and accountable collective choices.

The most common meaning, also throughout the Earoperal policy and economy, is
referred to the capacity of Public Administratianléad and manage networks by involving all
actors of civil society in decision-making proces@eC, 2001), thus improving communication
and interactions and diminishing distinctions betwerivate and public spheres (Lanzalaco and
Lizzi, 2009). The hierarchical nature of policy nrak changes (Buttoudt al, 2004):
relationships among stakeholders are redesigneduthdrity redistributed.

2.1. Thetraditional government mechanism and the new modes of governance

In a traditional ‘old’ governance model (PetersP@0decision-making processes were
typically top-down, one decision point-based, witbll-defined and delimited tasks and clearly
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dominated by PAs (namely states or governmentsgri@iand Peters, 2000; Pilzl and
Rametsteiner, 2002), which able to exert contr@raheir society and economy in a goal-
oriented way. On the contrary, in the ‘new’ goverta forms (Peters, 2000), the approach is
consensus-oriented, multi-decision levels-baseth ehinamic interactivity among a plurality of
actors, including civil-society actors such as @tév partners or environmental organized
interests (NGOSs), inter-sectoral links and lessingef tasks (Kjeer, 2004; Di lacovo and
Scarpellini, 2006; Wesselink and Paavola, 2008}his latter case, the decisional process can
be dominated/driven by business interests or N&aslfore, 2002) or be instead quite equally
balanced (Di lacovo and Scarpellini, 2006). Diffaraames for these new forms of governance
are mentioned in literature: private governanceagf@l 1998; Cashore, 2002), multi-level
governance (Marks, 1993 quoted by Lazalaco and,.2809; Wesselink and Paavola, 2008),
heterarchic governance (Jessop, 1998; Pulzl andeR&riner, 2002; Kjeer, 2004), democratic
governance (Kjeer, 2004), networked governance &hoethd Schout, 2006), meta-governance
(Jessop, 2002), participatory governance (Shar2@f6; Fristch and Newig, 2009; Secco et al.,
2011). A continuum between traditional governmemtictures and mechanisms and such
innovative governance processes has been des¢tiberhlaco and Lizzi, 2009).

2.2. Current initiatives for assessing the quality of governance

So far, as mentioned, initiatives, research andiesuhave been concentrated mainly on
analyzing and describinggovernance modes with output-orieritexhd/or outcomes-oriented
approaches (i.ewhat decisions are taken and which are their effeatpeance). On the
contrary, the attention has seldom been focusaapproaches and instruments ésisessinghe
quality of governance in terms of the whole polingking process (i.dwow decisions are taken
and implemented). Some initiatives have been ptsttito one or few key characteristics of
‘new’ governance (mainly participation). The maibjextive of GoverNétfor example, a
project funded by the 2000-2006 EC Interreg Prognaas to develop models and procedures
for decision-making process based on participaémgroaches to be used in rural areas of the
European Union. Another project carried out in Bngopean context, GoverNatoncentrates
mainly on participatory processes as means to imgpemvironmental multi-level governance
within Europe. When the initiatives are designed fimore comprehensively assessing the
quality of governance and its performances by me&rsets of indicators, they are mainly for
applications in relation to economic developmentl aomparative politics analysis (ODI,
2007). This is the case for the World Bank InstittitWorldwide Governance Indicators (WGI),

1 Acceptance (legitimacy) of one governance modeead of another one can be input-oriented (esedan how the decision-making process is orgardnedmplemented)
or output-oriented (e.g. based on effective peréoroe) (Scharpf, 2000 — quoted in Cashore, 2008khd first case legitimacy derives from democraegythe second from
efficiency (Kjeer, 2004).

2 The project, titled ‘Governance models for susthle integrated rural development and multifumetloagriculture; networking and dissemination oe web’, involved
public administrations and research centres iy (iatluded INEA and the LEAF Department of the Ubnsity of Padua), Greece, Slovenia and MoldovauREp .

3 GoverNat (‘Multi-level Governance of Natural Reszes: Tools and Processes for Biodiversity andew@bvernance in Europe’) was a Marie Curie Re$ed@raining
Network project included in the 6th FP of the E€aded by the Centre for Environmental ResearchZ W@ partner institutes throughout Europe and rsd\adfiliated praxis

partners have taken part into the project.
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the UN University’'s World Governance Assessment @Y@dex, the OECD’s Metagora
project and many others. Two very interesting eXampcome also from forestry: the
Governance of Forests Initiative (GFBnd the Forest Governance Diagnostics Tool by the
Agriculture and Rural Development Department (ARDj the World Bank (Seccet al.,
2010). All these international initiatives focus Developing Countries contexts and apply to
national/regional levels (i.e. they are intended dssessing governance in a country/region).
Other ongoing initiatives are oriented at develggimdicators of good governance with respect
to special global environmental or social conceliks, climate change, illegal logging, human
rights or corruption, or single economic sector @D, 2008; Saunders and Reeve, 2010).

2.3. The good governance and the European rural policies

Finding a prevalent definition of ‘good governancemains a crucial issue. By looking
through current initiatives and global debate, saoenmon wordscan be acknowledged:
effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, transpareacgpuntability, legitimacy, law enforcement,
stability, participation, empowerment, coordinati@ocial justice, equity, sustainability (EC,
2001; Dowdle, 2006; Hemmati, 2002; ODI, 2007; Kaafmet al, 2009; GFI, 2009; WB —
ARD, 2009). The World Bank, for example, is refegito six dimensions of good governance
(Voice and Accountability, Political Stability aricick of Violence, Government Effectiveness,
Regulatory Quality, Rule of Law, e Control of Cgstion) (Kaufmann et al., 2009). The OECD
considers the level of corruption, the legislatiemforcement and the entrepreneurial
environment as key-aspects for guaranteeing thd goonomic governance of a country.

In Europe, five principles have been identified fgood governance (EC, 2001):
openness, participation, responsibility, effecte®smand coherence. They have been introduced
in various European measures, both in laws (Direc2001/42/EC on Strategic Environmental
Assessment; Directive 2003/4/EC on Public Accesg&nwironmental Information; Directive
2003/35/EC providing for public participation inagving up of certain environmental plans and
programs) and programs (e.g. VI Environment Acfsngram, LIFE, Nature 2000). Amongst
the various programs where the new modes of paatiory, multi-level, flexible and networked
governance have already been implemented, the LEAREBd the Rural Development
Programs are considered the most advanced onesZZza, 2006; Gaudio and Zumpano,
2006; Annunzi, 2006; Franceschetti, 2009). Sinae lleginning, the Local Action Groups
(LAGs) had to be accountable both to their pubtiggie partners and local population
(Annunzi, 2006); also, they had to create netwankd development strategies on the basis of

4 The initiative is based on the collaborationAzzin the World Resources Institute and two Brazilieganizations, Imazon and the Instituto Centr&/ida (ICV). More than

50 experts, mainly from international research eenand NGOs, have participated to the developofethe first draft of ‘The Governance of ForestoTki’ (GFI, 2009).

5 The initiative is carried out by the Agricultuaed Rural Development Department (ARD) of the Wdd&hk. Apart the World Bank team, approximatelye3erts have
reviewed or commented on the main report so failable, titled ‘Roots of Good Forest Outcomes: Anadytical Framework for Governance Reforms’ (WB R, 2009).

6 Participation and accountability are amongstrtiost relevant basic concepts of the new forms eegwnce, but dilemmas (e.g. democracy/accourttabii efficiency)

(Jessop, 1998; Kjeer, 2004) and open criticisms @atheureal capacity of participatory approacheguarantee good collective decisions (Cooke and &gtR001; Shannon,
2006; Fristch and Newig, 2009) and the risks ofegoance failures (Jessop, 1998 and 2002) are clahéa
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collaboration, co-partnerships and stakeholdersutation. In a sense, the basic principles of
the new governance for LAGs are functional at regrthe LEADER goals (Annunzi, 2006).

3. THELEADER APPROACH IN RURAL DEVELOPMENT, SELECTION OF THE LAG AND
EVALUATION OF THE LDP

The standardization of the approach to the evalnaif rural development policies is an
attempt that the European Commission (EC) hasdiresmde in the 2000-2006 programme in
both rural development planning and in the LEADERraach. In rural development planning
the evaluations structure (ex ante, intermediatk @n post) had to be adapted to a detailed
evaluation questionnaire (technical document 1ZDD46f the EC Directorate-General
Agriculture) that has involved not few problems time phase of data gathering and their
interpretation. Unfortunately, the understandaldechfor standardization of the evaluations of
the European NSP has not produced the expecteldsrabe evaluation documents (in all the
evaluation phases) have been very heterogeneoudiffitailt to compare; a synthesis at
European level is not yet available.

As regards the LEADER, the 2000-2006 programme \&asis known, implemented
separately from rural development planning. In ttase the evaluation, in all three phases (ex
ante, intermediate and ex post), was implementethéyMember States and by the Regions
(when Managing Authorities) on the basis of a skiled and less-binding set of guidelines
than those of the rural development policies. Cgusetly the marked diversity of the
evaluation reports has, also in this case, impdtedorganization of comparative tables at
national/European level. A third very important edpregards the level of detail of the
evaluation of the LEADER: normally the evaluati@ports regard the regional or provincial
LEADER Programme as a whole. Evaluation reportiravely been produced that regard the
individual Local Development Programmes (LDP) proehliand implemented by the LAG. In
addition, the self-evaluation process of the LAGiiak is not obligatory, has only been
implemented in a few cases.

With the new programme (2007-2013) the LEADER applois included in rural
development planning. If on the one hand this tWeaREADER from its consideration as an
‘experimental’ planning tool, on the other it poseilitional problems in the evaluation phase.

As shown in the recent report of the National Ruxetwork (RRN, 2010a), the
regulatory framework, both for the definition oktimeasures that can be implemented with the
LEADER approach, and for their evaluation, is qu#neralized, and the LEADER approach
has been implemented by the Managing Authoritielsaily in a rather heterogeneous manner.
This means that, for example, that the set of nreadior implementing the LEADER approach
differs from Region to Region. Moreover, the admiirdtive procedures, level of delegation to
the LAG and selection mechanisms of the benefesamay also widely differ between the
Regions.

The recent RRN report points out that, in the difin phase of the LEADER approach,
the Regions and Autonomous Provinces can adopt (@t adopted) very different
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approaches, passing from a situation defined ‘leddght’, where the decisional and

programming autonomy of the LAG is very limitedtammediate situations (‘implementing

agencies’ and ‘centres of strategic competence'Ytousituations of greater autonomy, defined
‘leader LEADER’. A standardized evaluation of thEADER approach will therefore be very

difficult to implement as the evaluation processstrinevitably take into account the various
regulatory and programming situations in whichlti&s is to be found, and adapt to them.

In the following pages attention will be paid tootmain aspects: i) the selection process
of the LAG, implemented in the initial planning [@gea and ii) the Common Evaluation
Questionnaire. The part relating to the evaluaithalicators proposed at NSP level or LDP level
will instead only be briefly mentioned.

The selection process of the LAG is the administegbrocedure set up by the Managing
Authorities (Regions and Autonomous Provinces) Whion the basis of the planning
documents presented by the LAG, assign (or do sgigja, depending on the result) the funding
to the LAG. The selection procedures have beenemehted in a different way by each
Region: in some cases it is competitive, evaluatiarameters have been included and a score
has been attributed for each characteristic of. e and proposing LAG. As shown in Table 1,
the situation of the selection process differs: greliminary examination still has to be
concluded in the Abruzzo, Marche, Molise and Sidfggions. All the other Regions have
already finished the selection procedure, eveniifi wome delay with respect to the initial
timetables, and assigned the funds.

Table 1: Selection of the LAG and LDP: situatioriatJuly 2010

N. of LAGS Pre-selection of LAGs i Selection of LAGs
() [ pusblcaton | Deacina | Soncusior 1osuts  Jouspication | Deadine | Conclisor] resils

Abruzzo 6 10/02/10 23/04/10 0
Basilicata g 16/10/08 30/06/09 | 13/07/10 8
P.A. Bolzano 4 22/11/07 [ 07/01/08 [ 17/03/08 [ 4 23/03/08 23/06/08 | 13/10/08 4
Calabria 14 01/09/08 30/01/09 | 18/01/10 16
Campania (*) 14 05/08/09 | 18/09/09 | 05/12/09 | 13 25/01/10 09/03/10 | 01/04/10 13
Emilia Romagna 5 30/05/08 08/08/08 | 18/12/08 5
Friuli 5 28/05/08 01/09/08 | 10/07/09 5
Lazio g 21/05/09 15/12/09 | 24/06/10 8
Liguria 9 23/05/07 18/06/07 | 17/07/08 E] 17/07/08 15/09/08 | 20/03/09 9
Lombardia 10 20/02/07 01/04/07 | 11/05/07 19 13/06/08 13/07/08 | 14/07/09 16
Marche 5 20/12/07 09/01/08 | 10/03/08 8 05/06/08 30/08/08 3
Molise 3 16/01/09 14/02/09_| 27/03/09 3 31/10/09 15/01/10_| [ 0
Piemonte (*) 12 24/08/08 16/11/08 | 04/03/09 13
Puglia 25 23/10/08 23/12/08 | 29/01/10 25 15/10/09 29/01/10 | 27/05/10 25
Sardegna 15 30/04/08 30/07/08 | 31/03/09 13 23/12/08 31/03/09 | 25/02/10 13
Sicilia 15 29/05/09 22/07/09 | 15/12/09 17 04/09/09 15/12/09_| | 0
Toscana (*) 7 21/01/08 21/02/08 | 13/07/08 7 14/05/08 13/07/08 | 03/08/09 7
P.A. Trento 1 11/04/08 02/03/09 | 18/08/09 1
Umbria 5 11/06/08 25/08/08 | 14/06/09 5
Valle d'Aosta 4 07/11/08 19/05/09 | 19/03/10 3
Veneto 14 12/02/08 12/05/08 | 10/03/09 14

Italia 189 16/11/08 12/03/09 | 10/11/09 168

Source: National Rural Network, 2010.

Without entering into the merits of the implemeiwtatof rural development policies, it is
worth mentioning the long delay in the start-uptioé LEADER approach in many Italian

Page 7 of 18



Ancona - 122 EAAE Seminar
"Evidence-Based Agricultural and Rural Policy Makin

Regions. If on the one hand this will undoubtediyse difficulty for the LAG in implementing
the rural development measures, on the other,régady has serious effects in terms of
expenditure efficiency, contributing to the risk génerating situations that involve automatic
withdrawal of the EU funding.

4, METHODS: THE EVALUATION METHODOLOGY OF THE QUALITY OF GOVERNANCE

The development and test application of an evalnatethodology to assess the quality
of governance have been carried out in two phdsesed on qualitative research methods
(Silverman, 2008) and case studies analysis (YaQ92

First of all, the conceptual framework of key-dim@ms and sub-dimensions of good
governance has been developed on the basis of tansese literature search and a meta-
analysis of selected initiatives for assessing ggmdernance (see for details Seat@l. 2010).
Frequent key-concepts have been identified anéatelll into seven broad common governance
‘key-dimensions’. For each key-dimension (e.g. Bparency), efforts have been made in
identifying few core sub-dimensions (e.g. Documgaotea Information flows and Feedback, in
the case of Transparency) which are highly sigaifico the core dimension and likely to be
assessed by means of indicators as clear and @@®gect as possible.

In the second phase, the set of principles andatolis was compared with the evaluation
procedures of the LEADER approach within the ambitsural development planning. In
particular, the coherence was analyzed of the fsgtimciples and indicators with the selection
procedures of the LDP. The analysis was conduatetparing the proposed evaluation system
with the calls for bids by the Regions. In thisastdyit should be mentioned that the selection
procedure of the LAG/LDP is not a true evaluationgess (RRN, 2009), as it is limited to
verifying the quality of the planning documents ¢ab Development Programmes — LDP) and
their coherence with the planning tools at the hexel (NSP, National Strategic Plan for Rural
Development). In reality, however, the selectiontleé LDP/LAG has in many cases also
considered evaluation criteria connected with tppreach adopted by the members of the
Local Action Groups in the creation of the parthgrsin the involvement of the stakeholders
and local population. The method adopted for tHec§ien may therefore be considered as a
proxy for the ex ante evaluation process of thallptanning.

For the evaluation of the coherence between thpogsed evaluation system and the
evaluation and selection procedures of the LDP/L&tee Regions were chosen from those
that have completed the selection process of th@:[Meneto, Umbria and Sardinia. The choice
of the case studies was made taking the follownbg &ccount:

» - considering the Regions that have completedelexzson process of the LDP/LAG,

e - guaranteeing coverage of the national territonrth, centre, south/islands),

« - opting for Regions that have set up a detailéecien process and attributed scores to
the characteristics of the LDP/LAG.
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Lastly, an attempt was made to compare the propesaidation framework with the EC
guidelines for the monitoring and evaluation ofafutevelopment policies 2007-2013 (EU-DG
Agriculture and Rural Development, 2006), with parfar reference to the LEADER approach
(axis 4).

5. RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

The proposed conceptual framework for the evalnatb the quality of participatory
governance (i.e. the set of key-dimensions or ¢plas’, and sub-dimensions, or ‘criteria’), is
represented in Figure 1. To the two traditionalefigions of the evaluation of the actions of the
institutions responsible for process (Efficiencyl d&fficacy), five ‘new’ dimensions have been
added: Sustainable glocal development, Participatibransparency, Responsibility and
Capacity. The first one presents the greatestgragdwve and practical difficulties in proper
indicators formulation, but in an attempt to inautthe relevant aspects of governance in terms
of long-term impacts on the environment, societgd anonomy, at global and local level (i.e.
‘glocal’), it appears extremely appropriate. Thetpie is completed by the identification of
three guiding ideas of good governance, i.e. susdity, consensus and legitimacy.

Figure 1: A preliminary conceptual framework f@asassing good governance

Guiding ideas i GVC key-dimensions | GVC sub key-dimensions - Indicators
E Sustainable : » Environmental Impacts :
E (“glocal’) H « Social Impacts .
Sustainability ’—v—v - + Economic Impacts !
' i ) development « Institutional Changes !
o * Equity in cost and benefit distnbution T

Resources Allocation: budget, personnel. etc

Cests vs. Cutputs v
Respect of Deadlines i

v Efficiency

II:_

Management of Risk: adaptation/flexibility to changes
Cuality of Monitoring

Ohbjectives vs. Outputs

Inter-organizational, Inter-sectoral, Multi-level Cocrdination I
Changes in Institutional Amangements and Actions E—
Available Financial Resources (for participation. transparency, etc) |

4

Consensus

y

H
E Under
[

Pepresentativeness i
T — : T development
W Participation Stakeholders Inclusion: “vote and voice™, regularity. commitment i
Empowerment (1

Equity: participation of all actors, women. minorities i
Information Exchange Flows
Networks Creation

Conflicts ManagementFesolution

Legitimacy

« Documentation: accessibility. updating. understandability, etc
« Information flows to external stakeholders
+ Feedback: quantity. quality. procedures. contents

™ Transpatency

& Clanity of roles: whe s held accountable?
—| « Division of rezponsibility: balance. co-responsibility
« Momtoring and reporting

i\ 4 Accountability

Competences
Professionalism
Collaborative Learmung
Transfer of knowledge

Capacity

o

Source: our elaboration (Secco et al., 20i0)
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It can be seen that the framework contains the daerarchical structure of the sets of
principles, criteria and indicators traditionallgad in some application sectors (e.g. for the
examining of good forestry management; see LamnvartsBueren and Blom, 1997). Within
this perspective, the key dimensions could be dansd ‘principles’ and the sub-dimensions
‘criteria’. However, this is not standard termingjyo on the contrary, the various initiatives of
evaluation of governance analyzed use ‘componew®igments of quality’, ‘critical aspects’,
etc. There is an obvious need to harmonize thestéas well as the contents). With respect to
other sets of indicators (for example those of @Hd), the one proposed is certainly a very
simplified framework, but some degree of simplifioa is necessary to render the evaluation
practicable and reasonable; otherwise, there iskeof constructing decision-support tools that
will not be utilized (especially at local levelyngply because they are too complex and costly.

One of the main difficulties in making evaluatioos a local scale is usually that of
tracing already existing indicators or finding adate secondary sources of raw data. In effect
two sub-sets of indicators exist: those that asetdan the use of secondary sources and those
for which a direct survey of the stakeholders isessary. The latter include those aimed at
measuring the density of the networks and soci&brielations inspired by the rural
development programme or project, the degree oblwewnent of the actors, the flows of
exchange of information, reciprocity and trust, thpresentativeness of the stakeholders in the
decision-making processes, and many other impoasmcts of governance. In this regard, an
interesting applicative tool might be the SocialtWmk Analysis (SNA) (Wasserman and
Faust, 1994), already used in attempts at evaluatidhe amount of social capital in a given
territory (Cimiotti, 2006; Pagan, 2009). It is wortemembering that a crucial point in the
setting up of the methodology is the weighting agdregation of the indicators in one or more
composite indices, which allow a synthetic evahmatof the governance, an analysis of the
gaps, an inter-temporal comparison of the indietsting to the same line of intervention and,
with appropriate caution, a comparison and rankinipe various experiences.

In all three considered case studies the evaluatias done with an administrative
procedure that involved a public call for bids, theesentation of projects (LDP or draft
programmes) by the LAG, a preliminary examinatiow @&valuation of the projects and the
publication of a ranking. The evaluation methodsduare rather different. In particular, only
Sardinia among the studied Regions included awachanisms, allocating 30% of the budget
to distribution among the LAG based on their positin the ranking. For the other two Regions
the ranking determined exclusively eligibility thet funding. Also in the definition of the
minimum scores of eligibility the three Regionseatdifferently: Veneto and Umbria set a
minimum score of 60 points to gain access to fupdéiom the NSP, Sardinia had a much lower
limit, of 40 points, but then penalized the “workDP with a modulation of the funding.

With regard to the criteria adopted for the evatrabf the LDP, as it is not possible to
present a detailed description, it is worth meritignthe very high level of detail adopted
(perhaps too high) in the case of the Veneto Regimre succinct in the case of Umbria and
Sardinia.
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As shown in Table 3, the approach adopted by thgioRe in the selection of the
LAG/LDP differs greatly. Some of these differencaee due to the different ways of
implementation of the LEADER approach in the thRegions. The evaluation criterion that
refers to the characteristics of the territory,féwt, is not applied by Umbria and Sardinia
because the LEADER territories have already beentified and defined as such in the NSP.
The LDP therefore do not contain information, aealyy and diagnoses on the territories and
criterion 1 in Table 2 cannot be adopted as anuatiah tool of the LAG/LDP. As regards the
partnership characteristics the differences are leevant: the organization, nature, type and
size of the partnership are characteristics corsitlby all the Regions, while the experience of
the partners in local development policies is adergd only by Veneto and Umbria and the
representativeness of the partnership is not iecluds an evaluation criterion by Umbria
Region. The section relating to the evaluatiorheflbcal development strategy adopted is more
detailed and complex. In this regard it should bessed that only Umbria Region has
considered among the evaluated characteristicedpacity to generate positive impacts, the
quantifiability of the effects and the presencanfevaluation system. However, it must be said
that at such an early stage, the evaluation optissible impacts of local development planning
is inevitably rather risky.

Table 2: Indicators used by the Regions in thecsiele of the LAG/LDP

N. indicators
Criteria Sub-criteria VenetdUmbria Sardinia

1 Characteristicsof theterritory 0 0
1.1 Rurality - -
1.2 Homogeneity
1.3 Dimensions

OlRr PN D
'
'

[EnY

2 Characteristics of the partnership
2.1 number subjects
2.2 nature and type subjects 1
2.3 experience 3
2.4 Representativeness
2.5 effectiveness/organization

o0l v P P 0O

3 Characteristics of the strategy 8 1

3.0 coherence with RDP
3.1 quality analysis/diagnosis 1
3.2 strategy coherence with respect to a central topic 1
3.3 overall coherence 1
3.4 innovative approaches 1
3.5 complementarity with other policies 1
3.6 Cooperation 1 1
3.7 patrticipative approach 1
3.8 capacity to generate positive impacts
3.9 quantifiability effects/evaluation system

3.10 integration

3.11 equal opportunities 1

P RAPFPOI WFRL O

P RNR R
[E=Y

A

[ e

Source: our elaborations on regional LAG/LDP sébecprocedures

In the second part of the analysis the selectiatesy used by the three Regions was
compared with the evaluation system proposed mghper. A summary of the comparison is
reported in Table 3. It should be noted that ineord compare the two systems appropriate
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simplifications had to be adopted; very often thdigators used in the selection process are
formulated in a different way to the dimensions aob-dimensions we proposed. It may also
happen that a sub-dimension is represented by thareone indicator in the evaluation system
or, on the contrary, that more than one sub-dineensorresponds to a single indicator of the
evaluation process.

Table 3: Comparison between the proposed evaluagistem and the indicators used by
the Regions in the selection of the LAG/LDP

Key-dimensions of Key sub-dimensions LDP selection processes

governance Veneto Umbria Sardinia

1. Sustainable GlocalEnvironmental impacts no no no

Development Social impacts no no no
Economic impacts no no no
Institutional changes no no no
Equity in cost/benefit distribution no no no

2. Efficiency Allocation of resources No no Yes
Quantity/quality of results vs. costs No no no
Respect of deadlines Yes yes yes
Risk management No no no
Quality monitoring Yes yes yes

3. Efficacy Quantity/quality of results vs. objectives/aims No vyes no
Inter-organizational, inter-sectorial, multilevelardination Yes yes yes
Changes in institutional agreements No no no
Financial resources for participatory approaches esY yes yes

4. Participation Representativeness Yes yes yes
Involvement of interested parties Yes yes yes
Equality (male/female, minorities ...) Yes no yes
Assumption of responsibility Yes yes yes
Exchange of information Yes yes yes
Networkcreation/management Yes yes yes
Conflict management and resolution No no no

5. Transparency Documentation: accessibility, updating, comprehaifisi Yes yes no
Exchange of information with external actors Yes esy no
Feedbackquantity and quality, procedures, contents No no no

6. Responsibility Clarity of roles Yes yes no
Division of responsibilities No yes no
Monitoring Yes yes no
Dissemination of updateseporting) Yes yes no

7. Capacity Competences Yes yes no
Professionalism Yes yes no
Collaborative learning: processes, testimonies. Yes no no

Source: our elaborations on LAG/LDP selection pdoces
Legend: yes = dimension/sub-dimension present; diorension/sub-dimension absent

Overall, if the first key dimension (Sustainablegil development) is excluded, which
contains mainly sub-dimensions that represent ifgacts of the local development policies,
which can only be evaluated at an advanced statieeamplementation of the programmes, the
other dimensions are considered quite well in tivee systems of selection of the LDP/LAG
analyzed. On the other hand, the evaluation sygtmposed at EU level (Table 4), that is
usually called the “Common Evaluation QuestionfiaffU - DG Agriculture and Rural
Development, 2006), includes a considerable amoiimformation for the first key dimension,
gathered both in the specific questions and irsdution of questions of indirect evaluation. The
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only sub-dimension that does not appear to be dereil in the CEQ is the one relating to
distribution equity, in terms of both the costs &eaefits of the programme.

Table 4: Comparison between the proposed evaluafistem and the questions in the
Common Evaluation Questionnaire 2007/2013

Key-dimensions ofjovernance Key sub-dimensions
Common
Evaluation
Questionnaire
1. Sustainable Glocal Development Environmentglaots M+QT
Social impacts M+QT
Economic impacts M+QT
Institutional changes L+QT
Equity in cost/benefit distribution No
2. Efficiency Allocation of resources L+M
Quantity/quality of results vs. costs No
Respect of deadlines No
Risk management no
Quality monitoring L+M
3. Efficacy Quantity/quality of results vs. objeets/aims M
Inter-organizational, inter-sectorial, multilevel
coordination L
Changes in institutional agreements No
Financial resources for participatory approaches L
4. Participation Representativeness L
Involvement of interested parties L
Equality (male/female, minorities ...) QT
Assumption of responsibility No
Exchange of information No
Networkcreation/management L
Conflict management and resolution No
5. Transparency Documentation: accessibility, updat
comprehensibility No
Exchange of information with external actors No
Feedbackquantity and quality, procedures, contents No
6. Responsibility Clarity of roles No
Division of responsibilities No
Monitoring Yes
Dissemination of updateseporting) Yes
7. Capacity Competences Yes
Professionalism Yes
Collaborative learning: processes, testimonies. Yes
Legend:

yes = dimension/sub-dimension present
no = dimension/ sub-dimension absent
L = dimension/ sub-dimension present in the Leadatuation questionnaire
M = dimension/ sub-dimension present in the evanajuestionnaire of the single measures of RD
QT = dimension/ sub-dimension present in the qoestdf indirect evaluation

As regards the second dimension (Efficiency), iBisonly in part considered in the
selection processes of the LDP/LAG: the first subeahsion, relating to the allocation of
resources, is not generally included in the calidbids as it is an element that is determined and
set at the higher planning level (NSP); only in tdase of Sardinia does an award mechanism
exist for the best LDP. The ratio between resutid @osts is instead never considered in the

calls for bids. However, an estimate of the ressltdifficult at an initial stage of the planning.
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Indeed, a cost/benefit analysis was rarely impldegm the evaluation experiences of the NSP
2000-2006 (there are only some examples in theuatiah of forestry investments in the
Veneto Region, in particular for the building ofrést roads). Another sub-dimension that is
never considered is risk management.

The comparison with the CEQ (Table 5) shows a aingltuation. The cost/benefit ratio
is not considered among the questions in the quresire, the same goes for risk management.

Passing to the third dimension (Efficacy), the dirhension that is missing in both the
calls and in the CEQ is the one relating to thengkain institutional relations, which are
generally considered not modifiable elements bglloevelopment and rural policies. The sub-
dimensions relating to participation are insteadl-vepresented, especially in the selection
procedures of the LAG; the only sub-dimension absenall the studied Regions is the
management and resolving of conflicts.

The fifth dimension (Transparency) is considerethiaselection procedures of the LAG,
while it seems to be strangely absent from the CEQs is in some ways surprising and
unexpected in that the transparency of the decisiaking and planning processes, and
especially the feedback from the population invdhand from the stakeholders, has always
been an important element in LEADER planning aretently, also in rural development
planning. Many LAG, but also some Regions, havethim design phase of the Programmes
(NSP or PAL?), activated procedures of public ctiason, also via internet, which have
directly involved the local population and staketest with a collection of proposals, initiatives
and highly innovative ideas.

On the last two dimensions (Responsibility and Capaboth the calls and the CEQ
show evaluation criteria and evaluation questionshmin line with the key dimensions we
propose, the only element that appears lackingnénGEQ is the clarity of the roles and the
division of responsibilities, which is moreover, anr opinion, a dimension more pertinent to
the ex ante evaluation than to thetinere or ex postevaluation.

Moreover, it should be stressed at the end oflbihef review of the evaluation criteria
adopted in the planning, that the Common Evalua@aestionnaire refers to the whole of rural
development planning, not just to the LEADER applhodt follows that the detail that can be
given to the LEADER approach, which only plays anani part in rural development, is
inevitably limited. It will be interesting to evalte, as the planning proceeds, how the LAG
react to the processes of self-evaluation. But ¢his only be analyzed in the last part of the
planning of rural development.

6. CONCLUSIONS

The analysis has demonstrated that the system roéndiions and sub-dimensions
fundamental for the analysis of governance thatpvamose is on the whole in line with the
monitoring and evaluation systems proposed andemehted within the ambits of rural
development and, in particular, with the LEADER aggzh. The greatest differences regard the
dimension relating to the transparency of the daeimaking and programming processes and
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that of the evaluation of the cost/benefit ratibgshe policies implemented. On the first point
(Transparency) the LEADER is already a fully-depeld and effective system. Over time the
capacity of the local partnerships to deal with gopulation and with the stakeholders has
progressively increased. Nowadays also regionainitg adopts, in some territorial contexts,
participatory processes that just a few years agaldvseemed impossible to implement. More
problematic is the question of distribution equtyd the ratio between costs and benefits of the
policies of local/rural development. It is cleaattan evaluation approach that integrates the
comparison of costs and benefits and the evaluationhe distribution effects is highly
complex. Yet there is the impression that the dimactaken by the European Union in recent
years is that of evaluating the policies exclusivah the basis of their cost, without dwelling
too much on the (monetary) evaluation of the effelfton the one hand this makes sense, also
from the economic point of view, in that the aimtésavoid phenomena of surplus or over-
compensation (the lost income or higher costs @reficiaries that participate in the measure
must never be higher than the payment), on the didsed ignoring every attempt at monetary
evaluation of the benefits risks leading to distms$, by favouring, public expenditure being
equal, measures that are easier to implement @ndtanes of dubious benefit) over others that
are more complex (but perhaps of greater benefit).

Increasingly often the public decision-makers denmational, European, national and
local level have to deal with complex scenarios it a well-informed and demanding civil
society with regard to a transparent and partioiyadlecision-making processes. Understanding
if and how the current evaluation procedures ofyjpammes like those for rural development
are able to measure the quality of the governamgepnly in terms of public administration
expenditure, but also of participation or of enwmim@ental and social responsibility, may
contribute towards identifying any weak points a@onddevelop more efficacious models to
tackle the effects of the crisis. Neverthelessrethare still many aspects to investigate and
clarify to obtain a consolidated series of evaltatiriteria ofgovernance

Page 15 of 18



Ancona - 122 EAAE Seminar
"Evidence-Based Agricultural and Rural Policy Makin

REFERENCES

Annunazi, I., (2006). Assunzione di responsabilidiramiche di governance nelle aree LEADER. In: Caanag A.,
Gaudio, G., Sivini, S. (eds.Politiche, governance e innovazione per le areaaliurStudi & Ricerche INEA.
Edizioni Scientifiche Italiane, Napoli: 259-270.

Buttoud, G., Solberg, B., Tikkanen, I., Pajari, B.2Q The Evaluation of Forest Policies and ProgransmgFI
Proceedings No. 52, 2004. European Forest Instiloensuu — Finland.

Cashore, B., 2002 egitimacy and the privatization of environmentavgrnance: how Non-State Market-Driven
(NSDM) governance systems gain rule-making authd&bwernance 15 (4), 503-529.

Cashore, B. 2009a. Key Components of Good Forest Ganee in ASEAN Part I: Overarching Principles and
Criteria. Exlibris, no. 6, 1-8.

Cashore, B. 2009b. Key Components of Good Forest @Gamee in ASEAN Part II: Institutional Fit, Policy
Substance, Policy Instruments, and Evaluation bEslino. 6, 9-20

Cavazzani, A., (2006). Modelli teorici, Strategidifiche e Pratiche innovative di sviluppo rurale; Cavazzani A.,
Gaudio, G. e Sivini, S. (edslolitiche, Governance e Innovazioni per le Aree dRurStudi & Ricerche INEA,
Edizioni Scientifiche Italiane, 2006, Napoli, 15:41

Cimiotti, M., (2006). Il Gruppo di Azione Locale cenete relazionale. In: Cavazzani, A., Gaudio, @in§ S.
(eds.).Politiche, governance e innovazione per le arealiuStudi & Ricerche INEA. Edizioni Scientifiche lItalie,
Napoli: 271-298.

Cooke, B., Kothari, U., (2001Rarticipation. The new tyrannyZed Books. London, New York.

Di lacovo, F., Scarpellini, P. (2006). La governare le aree rurali: un’introduzione critica. In: @azani, A.,
Gaudio, G., Sivini, S. (edsPolitiche, governance e innovazione per le arealiuStudi & Ricerche INEA. Edizioni
Scientifiche Italiane, Napoli: 161-187.

EC (2001) European Governance, a white papEuropean Commission.

EC (2004) Project Cycle Management Guidelines. Aid Deliverytidds Volume 1. EuropeAid Cooperation Office,
Brussels.

EU- DG Agriculture and Rural Development, (2008ural Development 2007-2013 — Handbook on common
monitoring and evaluation framework. Guidance docon$eptember 2006 (AGRI-2006-63618)

Franceschetti, G. (2009apitale sociale e sviluppo ruralda potenzialita dell’approccio LEADER e la sua
trasferibilita. Cleup, Padova.

Fristch, O., Newig, J. (2009 Participatory governance and sustainability. &ngs of a meta-analysis of
stakeholder involvement in environmental decisi@king REFGOV Working Paper Series GPS-13, Centre for
Philosophy of Law, Université catholique de Louvéinal version submitted to MIT Press).

Gaudio, A., Zumpano, C. (2006). La programmaziorgoniata fra vincoli istituzionali e sviluppo parigativo. In:
Cavazzani, A., Gaudio, G., Sivini, S. (ed®jlitiche, governance e innovazione per le arealiuStudi & Ricerche
INEA. Edizioni Scientifiche Italiane, Napoli:

GFIl (2009). The Governance of Forests Toolkit (Versl): A draft framework of indicators for assessing
governance of the forest sector. September 2009 Gdvernance of Forests Initiativenazon/ICV/WRI. Available
on line at: http://www.wri.org/gfi. Accessed ony@010.

Giupponi, C., Sgobbi, A. (2007). Models and decisapport systems for participatory decision makiniptegrated
water resource management. In: Koundouri, P. (€bping with water deficiency. From research to pofitgking
Springer: 165-186.

Jennings, R. (2000Participatory development as new paradigm: The tit@ors of development professionalism
Prepared for the Community Based Reintegration and BR#htion in Post- Conflict Settings Conference.
Washington, DC.

Jepson, P. (2005%0vernance and accountability of environmental NGBxsvironmental Science & Policy 8(5):
515-524

Page 16 of 18



Ancona - 122 EAAE Seminar
"Evidence-Based Agricultural and Rural Policy Makin

Jessop, B. (1998)The Rise of Governance and the Risk of Failure: Tase of Economic Development
International Social Science Journal 50(155): 29-46

Jessop. B. (2002)Governance and Metagovernance: On Reflexivity, RagquVariety, and Requisite Irony
published by the Department of Sociology, Lancakheiversity, Lancaster LAL1 4YN, UK. Available om#b at:
http://www.comp.lancs.ac.uk/sociology/papers/ [asee July 2010].

Jessop, B. (2006). Governance, Fallimenti della @mece e Meta-Governance, In: Cavazzani A., Gaudie G
Sivini S. (eds.).Politiche, Governance e Innovazioni per le Aree dlurStudi & Ricerche INEA, Edizioni
Scientifiche Italiane, 2006, Napoli: 189-210.

Jordan, A., Schout, A. (2006yhe Coordination of the European Union: Exploring t8apacities for Networked
GovernanceOxford University Press, Oxford.

Kajer, A.M. (2004) GovernancePolity Press, Cambridge.
Kaufman, D., Kraay, A. (2008%sovernance Indicators: Where Are We, Where ShowdB@/ Going? The World

Bank Research Observer, 23 (1): 1-30.

Kaufmann, D., Kraay, A., Mastruzzi, M. (20093overnance matters VIII: aggregate and individualvgrnance
indicators, 1996-2008 World Bank Policy Research Working Paper No. 4978vailable from:
http://ssrn.com/abstract=14245%ccessed: July 2009.

Lanzalaco, L. and Lizzi, R. (2008Fovernance e government come fattori strategici Ipepolitiche agricole e
rurali. Rivista di Economia Agraria, LXIII (3): 341-364.

Lemos, M.C., and Agrawal, A. (2006) Environmentalggmance Annual Reviews of Environment and Resources
31: 297-325.

ODI, (2007).Governance Assessment. Overview of governance ass#sBameworks and results from the 2006
World Governance AssessmeReport from ODI Learning Workshop, 15 February 200verseas Development
Institute, UK.http://www.odi.org.uk/work/projects/00-07-world-gemnance-assessment/findings.html

OECD (2008).Donor Approaches to Governance Assessments: A &mok DAC Network on Governance.
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Develapnfearis.

Pagan, M., (2009). Valutare il capitale socialel'agproccio LEADER: problematiche ed opportunita.: In
Franceschetti, G. (eds.LCapitale sociale e sviluppo rurale. La potenziali&ll'approccio LEADER e la sua
trasferibilita. Cleup, Padova. 41-56.

Peters, G.(2000). Governance and Comparative Politic Pierre, J. (ed.) 2000ebating Governance. Authority,
Steering, and Democrac@xford: Oxford University Press.

Pierre, J., Peters, G. (200@overnance, Politics and the Stalew York: St. Martins Press.

Pulzl, H., Rametsteiner, E. (2008rounding international modes of governance intoidtatl Forest Programs
Forest Policy and Economics 4: 249-268.

Rete Rurale Nazionale (200®)a selezione dei GAL e PSL italiani; procedureaasti avanzamento al 27 ottobre
2009 RRN, Roma.

Rete Rurale Nazionale (20)LQa valutazione dell'approccio LEADER nei prognairdi sviluppo rurale 2007-2013:
un contributo metodologicdRRN, Roma.

Robertson, R. (1995%localization: Time-space and Homogeneity- hetenegg SAGE, London: 25-44.

Rhodes, R.A.W. (1996Yhe New Governance: Governing without Governoiealitical Studies, XLIV: 652-667.
Saunders, J., Reeve, R., (201@pnitoring Governance for Implementation of REDDBhatham House, London,
UK. http://www.chathamhouse.org.uk/eedp

Secco, L., Pettenella, D. and Gatto, P. (20FDrestry governance and collective learning procassltaly:
Likelihood or utopiaZorest Policy and Economidstp://www.sciencedirect.com

Secco, L., Da Re, R,, Gatto, P. and Taku Tassa2D10).How to measure Governance in Forestry: Key dimensions
and indicators from emerging economic mechanigtnsceedings (PDF file in CD) of the InternatioGainference-
Forum on Emerging Economic Mechanisms: Implicatidos Forest-related policies and Sector Governance.
FAO/University of Tuscia (Italy), Rome, 6-8 Octol2810.

Shannon, M.A. (2006Rarticipation as social inquiry and social learnin§chweiz. Z. Forstwes. 157, 10: 430-437
Silverman, D. (2008)Qualitative Research. Theory, Method and Practi®econd Edition. SAGE publications.

Page 17 of 18



Ancona - 122 EAAE Seminar
"Evidence-Based Agricultural and Rural Policy Makin

Swiderska, K., Roe, D., Siegele, L. and Grieg-Gtisln, (2008). The governance of nature and the nature of
governance: policy that works for biodiversity anelihoods IIED, London.

UNDP, (2006).Governance Indicators, A User’'s Handbo&econd Edition. United Nations Development Progra
New York. online; www.undp.org/oslocentre

Yin, R.K., (2009).Case Study Research. Design and Methé&adsirth Edition. Applied Social Research Methods
Series, Vol. 5. SAGE Publications.

Wasserman, S. and Faust, K. (1998ncial Network Analysis, Methods and Applicationsu(®aral Analysis in the
Social SciencesfCambridge University Press, New York.

Page 18 of 18



