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WP5 – Ex-ante analysis of novel contracts

• T5.1: Preferences for new result-based and practice-based 
schemes and other contract characteristics

• T5.2: Viability of collaborative approaches

• T5.3: Model consumer preferences and perceptions of ‘label-
based’ approaches to stimulate the provision of ecosystem services 
within the value chain 

• T5.4: Evaluation of the capacity of experimental economics 
methods to improve the development of agri-environmental 
schemes 
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T5.1: Preferences for new result-based and practice-
based schemes and other contract characteristics 

• Month: 4-42
• Lead: UW 
• Partners involved: UW, SLU, ZALF, UW 
• Close links to other WPs: WP2, WP3, WP4 
• Methods: Stated preference methods, Discrete Choice Experiments 

• M5.1.1: The final version of the survey instrument ready (month 18) 
• M5.1.2: Modelling results on farmers’ preferences for results-based payments 

schemes ready, to be used as input for WP3 (month 30)
• D5.1: Scientific paper (submitted) on farmers’ preferences for results-based 

payments schemes (month 42) 
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T5.1: Preferences for new result-based and practice-
based schemes and other contract characteristics 

• Farmers’ preferences for various design features of new schemes

• Discrete choice experiments (DCE) in Germany, Poland, and Netherlands 

• Focus on, for example:
• result vs. activity-based measures

• farmers’ interactions with the environment and social groups (e.g., collaborative approaches)

• the importance of information and knowledge

• risk reducing mechanisms

• flexibility

• other

• The design of the DCEs informed by the most up-to-date empirical studies in the field, as 
well as new ideas and developments including the ones discovered through the 
‘institutional design laboratories’ (WP3, WP4) 

• Administer the same survey to other stakeholders

• Identify and analyze the sources of observed heterogeneity, with respect to socio-
demographic and farm characteristics
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DCE on AES – literature review
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• 140 choice experiments on farmers, foresters, fishermen

• 80 on farmers’ preferences for agri-environmental measures (WTA)



Compensation (WTA payment)
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• Standard: €/ha/year

• Framing: payment/compensation/subsidy

• Alternatives: 

• redemption of fees, bills, tax benefits, market value/price premium

• weekly payments (developing countries)

• one-time payments

• cost ceiling for compensation

• floor price on products

• full coverage of investment costs



Restrictions
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• Description of agricultural measure

• Framing: 

• restriction

• obligation

• min. requirements (result-based)

• investments

• Labelled choices / multiple practices



Lenght of contract and termination
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• Length – minimum number of years

• Termination – option to withdraw land (part/all) without penalty

• Extreme: permanent contract



Benefits
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• Private:

• change in yields

• market prices

• soil quality and productivity

• costs (limited inputs, such as pesticides)

• Public:

• education and health

• changes in agri-biodiversity, water availability, landscape features



Share of land
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• Standard: minimum % share of eligible land

• Alternatives: 

• configuration

• rotation of land

• freedom to decide which land to enroll
• New approach: discrete-continuous



Reward scheme
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• Besides standard cash payment:

• loans

• additional collective payments

• inputs in kind/subsidies for inputs

• compensation for 
construction/investments

• guaranteed purchase of crops

• one-off payment at the beginning of the 
contract

• redemption of costs and fees

• personal payment vs. communal fund

• ideal insurance contract

• certification/eco-labelling



Monitoring
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• Standard: % of farms monitored for contract compliance

• Outdated – remote observation and sensing technology

• Alternatives: self/external, various monitoring agencies, regular/irregular 



Workload
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• Number of labor days needed to implement the contract

• administrative burden

• no child labor



Technical and administrative support
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• Training (capacity building)

• Practical assistance with projecting and 
design

• Collaboration forum

• Tools and qualified labour force provision 
(ex. veterinary care to animals)



Collective approaches
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• Neighbors’ behavior

• Allocation of support to farmers and options 
to redistribute it

• Collective bonus

• Agglomeration bonus

• Threshold of participation

• Survival rates



Costs and risks
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• Certification

• Inputs

• Initial investment

• Production risks



Program administrating/funding institution
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• Local administrating/governing agency (NGOs, government, farming network)

• Source of funding (industry, pubilc-govermental, NGOs)

• Initiator of the contract (landowner, agricultural organization, environmental 
organization, conservation trust)



Goal of the programme
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• By public good being provided

• Compensation for losses vs. maintainance



Public access
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Type of agreement
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• No contract required

• Conservation Covenant

• Conservation management

• Sell: market value



Summary
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• Over 80 studies looking at various issues around farmers’ 
preferences for agri-environmental contracts
• The number is growing fast

• Variety of approaches and issues studied



Research gaps
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• Empirical:

• Preferences for environmental contributions (intrinsic motives)

• Effects of conditionality of direct payments

• ‘Pushing out’ vs. ‘foot in the door’ effect for voluntary schemes?

• Results-based schemes (outcomes, risk, monitoring)

• Collective approaches (on-farm continuity, agglomeration, thresholds)

• Funding and monitoring authority effects

• Locally-tailored vs. generic schemes

• Many other

• Methodological

• Consequentiality and incentive compatibility

• Discrete-continuous decisions



Next steps
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• Review paper on available evidence
• Similar paper recently published on experimental approaches

• Inputs from the Labs
• What attributes are spontaneously mentioned as the most relevant, 

research-worthy

• How are all out attributes perceived / ranked in terms of importance

• How are the proposed attributes / treatments perceived

• Qualitative pretesting of the survey instrument

• Administering the survey to various stake-holders



Thank you!

Contact info:

Mikołaj Czajkowski
czaj.org

www. project-contracts20.eu
contact@project-contracts20.eu
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