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also local economies in rural
areas, rural developThe objectives of this paper are twofold. The first is to analyze the Italian RuThe process of reform of ral Development Programs in order to investigate how Italian regional author- ment policy aims at restorthe Common Agricultural ities have interpreted the potential role of the new RD programs and identified ing and enhancing the comPolicy (CAP), starting with the specific strategies to be pursued. The second objective is to evaluate the petitiveness of rural areas
the MacSharry reform in coherence between strategies and tools indicated in the different programs. For and hence contributes to
1992, has become increas- developing the analysis we will adopt the menu approach (Terluin and Vene- maintaining and creating
ingly important over the last ma, 2004). We will analyze three main steps which have to be taken in apply- employment in such areas,
ing this method: (1) identification of rural development priorities; (2) selection
few years. This process, due of rural development measures coherent with these rural development priori- taking into account the
to the market and pricing ties; and (3) allocation of financial means to these rural development meas- need to support the multipolicy, entails a shift from ures. Following this approach, 21 Italian Rural Development Programs will be functional role of agriculprice support to direct pay- compared.
ture, the protection both of
ments, whilst the structural
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natural and cultural herinto the so-called second
itage. The reform of the
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pillar of the CAP. Briefly,
Common
Agricultural Polithe second pillar, introduced Cet article a deux objectifs principaux. Tout d’abord, analyser les Program- cy in June 2003 and April
mes de Développement Rural mis sur pied en Italie afin de comprendre comwith Regulation (EC) No ment les autorités régionales italiennes ont interprété le rôle potentiel des 2004 introduces major
1257/99, consists in a pack- nouveaux programmes de développement rural et identifié les stratégies spé- changes likely to have a
age of measures for rural de- cifiques à poursuivre. Puis, évaluer la cohérence entre les stratégies et les ou- significant impact on the evelopment policy, which tils indiqués dans les différents programmes. Pour développer l’analyse, nous conomy across the whole
aims to facilitate the adapta- avons décidé d’adopter l’approche à la carte (Terluin et Venema, 2004). De rural territory of the Comtion of agriculture to new re- fait, nous allons analyser les trois différentes étapes à suivre dans l’applica- munity in terms of farm
tion de cette méthode: (1) identification des priorités du développement rural;
alities and further changes (2) sélection des mesures de développement rural qui sont cohérentes avec ces production patterns, land
in terms of market evolu- priorités de développement rural; et (3) allocation de moyens financiers pour management methods, emtion, market policy and trade la mise en œuvre des mesures de développement rural. En suivant cette ap- ployment and better social
rules, consumer demand and proche, 21 Programmes de Développement Rural mis sur pied en Italie seront and economic conditions in
preferences, and Communi- comparés.
the various rural areas. Acty enlargement. Whereas all Mots clés: Plan de Développement Rural, programme d’évaluation, régions cordingly, rural developthese changes affect not on- italiennes.
ment policy has been furly agricultural markets but
ther reformed to accompany and complement the
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1 A Convergence objective covers the Member States and regions whose demany important changes for the implementation, programvelopment is lagging behind. Their per capita gross domestic product (GDP)
ming, financial management and control framework of rural
is less than 75 % of the Community average. The phasing-out regions are
development programs.
those suffering from the statistical effect linked to the reduction in the
Community average following the EU enlargement. Hence, they benefit
Thus, rural development policy has gained importance over
from substantial transitional aid in order to complete their convergence
time
especially for convergence regions1 with a high percentprocess. A Regional competitiveness and employment objective is to cover
age
of
rural areas and a major development gap. We aim to emthe area of the Community outside the Convergence objective. The regions
eligible are those coming under Objective 1 in the 2000 to 2006 programphasize the different nature of the agricultural development
ming period, which no longer satisfy the regional eligibility criteria of the
models with respect to rural development models. As it has
Convergence objective and which therefore benefit from transitional aid, as
been recently argued (Marenco, 2007; European Commission,
well as all other regions of the Community.

1. Introduction
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2003; OECD, 1999), the two development patterns are widely
different given the specific sectoral approach of the former and
the territorial approach of the latter. Both development patterns
imply complex strategies that involve coordination and complementarities among European Funds. To this end, the Regulation EC No. 1698/2005 establishes that the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) shall complement national, regional and local actions and that the assistance
of the EAFRD shall be consistent with the objectives of economic and social cohesion policy. This means coordination
with the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the
European Social Fund (ESF), the Cohesion Fund (CF), the
Community support instrument for fisheries, and the interventions of the European Investment Bank (EIB), and of other
Community financial instruments. To be sure, complete analysis of agricultural-rural development policies should take into
account this coordination but in this article we only focus on the
Regional Rural Development Plans (RRDPs), i.e. on that part
of agricultural-rural development policies financed by EAFRD.
In light of the above, in this article we try to explore the 21
RRDPs of Italian regions in order to identify their strategy
models and evaluate how such strategies are coherent with
their needs. To achieve this objective, we make use of a theoretical framework according to which different kinds of agricultural-rural development models are possible for the different types of regions. We identify four agricultural-rural development models: competitiveness, environment services, farm
activity diversification, and rural models. For each of these
models we may find a correspondence with a mix of second
pillar measures (Reg. EC No. 1698/2005). The total number of
measures foreseen under Reg. EC No. 1698/2005 represents
the whole menu from which regions may select those which
best suit their needs. Obviously, each region should pursue one
or another model or a mixed one according to its socio-economic and territorial characteristics. To verify this hypothesis,
we use three analytical steps:
1. Principal component analysis and cluster analysis on socio-economic and territorial variables of the 21 Italian regions
to identify different regional types beyond the fundamental difference between convergence and competitive regions.
2. Analysis of the RRDPs through the menu approach (Terluin and Venema, 2004) to identify the strategy pursued by different regions.
3. Evaluation of the coherence between the strategy chosen
by the region and their specific needs.
The article is structured as follows. Section 2 is dedicated to
the theoretical background; Section 3 describes the methodological framework. Section 4 presents the results and is followed by some concluding remarks in Section 5.

pean agricultural and rural model and the policies to enhance it
have been stimulated by the immense changes in the European
Union. On the one hand, a number of «internal» factors could
be recognized as the engine of this «adaptation process» such
as the structural changes of the European economy (from an
industrial-based to a service-based model), the increasing relevance of environmental issues (both at local and at global level), new relationships between health and nutrition, new lifestyles and models of food consumption, renewed attention
through food safety concerns, the preference of European citizens to enhance their quality of life, and an increasing demand
for rurality. On the other hand, the external political pressure
deriving from international agreements of the EU within the
WTO and the liberalization process of the global markets have
necessitated a change in the political support given to agriculture and rural development strategies.
As a consequence, the «new» European agricultural and rural model has progressively been based on two main concepts
which could be summarized by the terms «multifunctionality»
and «differentiation/diversification». They entail a more complex model of development based on the increasing centrality
of rural areas which may be seen as a set of environmental, natural, cultural, historical and economic resources which have to
be enhanced in the development process.
On the basis of such dynamics, the rural development strategies of the European Union have been reformed in conceptual
and political terms. Starting from the Cork Conference statements (European Commission, 1996), the objectives and priorities of rural development have been based on integrated and
sustainable development in which the role of agriculture and
the food sector are linked to the process of enhancing social, economic and environmental resources at the local level. Thus,
the European agricultural and rural model and the related rural
development strategies have gained the capacity to meet both
the «internal» and the «external» needs of the European society, on the one hand, and the constraints of the Common Agricultural Policy, on the other hand.
The EU Rural Development Policy is currently based on
Council Regulation (EC) No. 1698/2005. This regulation provides a more strategic approach to rural development for the
period 2007-2013. Its general aim is to ensure the sustainable
development of rural areas focusing on a limited number of objectives relating to agricultural and forestry competitiveness,
land management and environment, quality of life and diversification of economic activities, taking into account the diversity of situations, ranging from remote rural areas suffering from
depopulation and decline to peri-urban rural areas under increasing pressure from urban centres.
The new rural development regulation puts in place a significantly simpler and more strategic approach (i.e. objective
rather than measure-led) to rural development through the definition of three core objectives and the reorganisation of subobjectives and measure objectives. The main changes are the
following ones:
(1) Simplification of policy implementation by introducing a
single funding system (according to the principle: one fund,

2. The European agricultural model and rural
development strategies: the theoretical
background

In the last two decades, the development of rural areas has
increasingly been the focus of scientific and political debate all
over Europe. The need for continuous adaptation of the Euro-
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such as tourism, educational services, in-farm food processing,
typical and local production, short chain development, organic
products, etc.) to increase and broaden income sources and offfarm activities, as part of the progressive «regrounding» of the
farmer and his/her family activities through other economic
sectors (Van der Ploeg et al., 2002).
Rural development strategies have to enhance this model,
seeking to optimise the capacity of farms to «create value» in
the rural context by using local resources. Three main strategies to enhance this process are more evident: the first considers strategy in the dynamic of «value creation», the process of
«deepening» farm activities to cover food processing, high
quality and regional production, organic farming and short
supply chains. This strategy entails a reorganisation of production, innovation and conventional asset substitution inside the
farm (Van der Ploeg et al., 2002). The second strategy is based
on the concept of «broadening» which is the process of «enlargement» of farm activities related, on the one hand, to the
provision of public goods to society such as environmental
management, landscape protection, rural heritage preservation
and, on the other hand, to the production of marketable services such as tourism and recreational services (Van der Ploeg et
al., 2002). The last strategy is represented by the «regrounding» processes based on the increasing opportunity for a
farmer and his/her family to develop off-farm activities and differentiate the source of income (Van der Ploeg et al., 2002).
According to the structure of the rural development policies
presented in Council Regulation (EC) No. 1698/2005, we may
identify a connection between the selected priorities (axes) and
the type of agricultural and rural model to be supported and
promoted for the near future: if the competitiveness measures
(axis 1) seem to be more related to the «deepening» strategies,
«improving the environment and the countryside by supporting land management» priority (axis 2) appears able to enhance «broadening» farm strategies (green services), while
«improving the quality of life in rural areas and encouraging
diversification of economic activity» priority (axis 3) and
LEADER axis are much more related both to the «marketableside» of broadening strategies (agri-tourism, new on-farm activities, etc.) and «regrounding» strategies (off-farm activities).
More specifically, we can consider the importance attached to
some measures on the menu (i.e. the share of total budget and
the type of interventions supported) as the most significant
«proxy» to highlight regional rural development strategies:
measures 124 and 125 could be considered an indicator of a
«deepening-oriented» strategy, measures 214 and 215 as an indicator of «green service-oriented» strategy, measure 311 as an
indicator of «broadening-oriented» strategy while the other
measures on axis 3 and the LEADER axis as an indicator of
«local development-oriented» strategy.

one programme) for rural development and the change in the
programming, financial management and control framework
for rural development programmes;
(2) Definition of three core objectives for rural development
measures (Article 4):
Improving the competitiveness of agriculture and forestry by
support for restructuring, development and innovation;
Improving the environment and the countryside by supporting land management;
Improving the quality of life in rural areas and the diversification of economic activity;
A thematic axis corresponds to each core objective, around
which rural development programmes have to be built, whilst
a fourth horizontal and methodological axis is dedicated to the
mainstreaming of the LEADER approach.
(3) Agreement of Strategic Guidelines for Rural Development, which identify European Priorities for Rural Development in order to:
- contribute to a strong and dynamic European agro-food sector by focusing on the priorities of knowledge transfer, modernisation, innovation and quality in the food chain and priority sectors for investments in physical and human capital;
- contribute to the priority areas of biodiversity, and preservation and development of high nature value farming and
forestry systems and traditional agricultural landscapes, water
and climate change;
- contribute to the overarching priority of the creation of employment opportunities and conditions for growth;
contribute to the horizontal priority of improving governance
and mobilising the endogenous development potential of rural
areas.
Member States should develop their rural development strategies in the light of these objectives and European priorities
and, based on the analysis of their own situation, should choose
the most appropriate measures to implement each specific strategy. Rural Development Programmes (RDPs) then translate the strategy into action through the implementation of
these measures, which follow the four operational axes (Articles 20, 36, 52, and 63 of Reg. EC 1698/2005). Thus, each
Member State has prepared its rural development national strategy plan constituting the reference framework for the
preparation of rural development programmes.
It seems clear that the key part of this strategy is played by
the role of multifunctional and diversified agriculture as a promoter of local development processes. In this perspective, the
multifunctional diversified farm is not only the place where
material value is created but also the organisation which could
promote the immaterial welfare based on ecological equilibrium, environmental preservation, food quality and safety
(Henke, 2004). For these reasons, it is important to recognise
and distinguish the concept of multifunctionality (as the capacity to produce in conjunction with the primary activities a
set of secondary services which have the feature of externalities such as landscape, environmental management, etc.) in the
processes of diversification/differentiation (such as the capacity of farms to implement new activity other than agriculture

3. The methodological framework
3.1. Regional types and their socio-economic
characteristics

The first step of the adopted methodological framework was
to identify the different regional types. This was done using a
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set of socio-economic variables for the 21 Italian
Table 1 – Base variables used in the Principal Component and Cluster Analysis.
regions representing the main regional features
related to the economic and social dynamism and
competitiveness, the natural resource and the environmental endowment, the degree of development and the relevance of rural areas.
The different regions were identified and classified through an analytic technique already used
and tested to determine homogeneous area systems at a sub-national level. This technique implies the identification of a range of socio-economic and geographic features related to regional administrative units, which represent the base
variables. The database obtained in this way was
then used for a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) in order to get a synthesis of the information
detected at base level. This synthesis is represented by the Principal Components (the synthesis
variables). On the basis of this information, the
synthesis variables were used to make a Group
Analysis. It was thus possible to identify homogenous groups of regions in relation to the main differentiation factors identified in the PCA. These
homogeneous groups represent the different reThe fourth horizontal methodological axis, LEADER, is
gion typologies. The base variables used for the determination dedicated to mainstreaming the LEADER approach. The supof territorial differentiation factors referred to the Context and port granted under this axis is for:
Baseline indicators as presented and listed in the Handbook on
(a) implementing local development strategies to achieve the
Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework (European objectives of one or more of the three other axes;
Commission, 2006) and quantified by the Regional Adminis(b) implementing cooperation projects involving the objectrations. The total number of base variable used are 14 related tives selected under point (a);
to 5 different typologies: economic, demographic, social, agri(c) running the local action group, acquiring skills and anicultural and environmental features (see Table 1).
mating the territory (Article 59).
3.2. Menu approach
Finally, there is a last measure for technical assistance.
As reported in Table 2, the number of measures for each
The menu approach is an instrument to analyse the strategies
axis
widely varies. The number of possible measures is 41: 14
chosen from the regions and, at the same time, verify if the sfor
axis
1; 13 for axis 2; 8 for axis 3 and 5 for the LEADER
elected strategy are tailored to their specific needs and requireaxis.
Moreover,
there is an important innovation in the Reg.
ments. This part of the analysis, therefore, consists in identifying the chosen strategies whereas a strategy is defined through EC 1698/2005: the balance between objectives (Article 17)
the selected measures from the second pillar menu (Table 2). according to which the Community’s financial contribution
As explained above, we need to refer to the Regulation (EC) to each of the three objectives must cover, at least, 10 % of
No. 1698/2005, that is the actual reference framework for the the EAFRD total contribution to the programme for axes 1
second pillar of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). Ac- and 3, at least 25 % for axis 2 and at least 5 % shall be recording to this regulation, regions have chosen their strategy served for axis 4. Starting from such considerations, to idenfor rural development, which is the measures they think best tify the strategy implemented by a specific region or a homosuit their rural development needs. The Regulation EC No. geneous group of regions, we considered the following dif1698/2005 identifies three core objectives for rural develop- ferent indicators:
ment policy. Each of these may be pursued through a set of
1. First: the total number of chosen measures and, suborspecific measures although there are some measures that suit dinate to this, the axis with the largest number of measures.
more than one objective.
This gives a first indication about the selectivity of the ReThe measures are grouped into three operational axes, each gional Rural Development Programme (RRDP). As found
of which corresponds to one of the three objectives:
by some authors (Dwyer et al., 2002), a wide selection inI. axis 1. Improving the Competitiveness of the agricultural volves the risk of fragmenting the financial resources. In addition, while the wide menu of the second pillar enables poland forestry sector;
icymakers to make a wide selection, it is a suitable tool for
II. axis 2. Improving the environment and the countryside
III. axis 3.Quality of life in rural areas and the diversification policymakers to satisfy the demands of all kinds of interest
of the rural economy.
groups. This particularly holds where there is no will to
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3. Third: the share of the
FEARD budget assigned to
specific groups of measures.
As explained above, this
refers to those measures that,
for us, define a specific rural
development model of the region. Measures 121 plus 123
for the competitiveness agricultural development model;
measures 214 plus 215 for the
environmental agricultural
model; measure 311 for an agricultural development model based on the diversification
of the farm economic activities; the other measures of axis 3 plus the measures of the
LEADER axis for a rural development model. With respect to this third indicator we
will consider the fixed share
of the FEARD budget as indicative of one or another development model.
Clearly, all such indicators
are important to identify the
agricultural
development
model, i.e. the strategy chosen by the regions.

Table 2 – Rural Development measures of the second pillar.

4. Analysis of the rural development measures selected from
the menu by different
regional types
4.1. The socio-economic analysis

Data analysis has been carried out through a factorial
analysis technique (Principal
Component Analysis) followed by a hierarchical cluster analysis. As first step, a set
of variables, selected on the base of the theoretical indications,
was used to identify and classify regional types. Starting from
14 variables, we extracted 5 principal components that explain
the 83% of the whole variance. In table 3 there is the factor
loading matrix, where correlation coefficient higher than 0.40
in absolute value were indicated. The matrix is the basis to interpret the meaning of each principal component representing
the main regional differentiation factors.
The first component explains 33% of the total variance and
allows distinguishing regions according to their different eco-

change with respect to the past, thus continuing to favour
those interest groups who benefited from past policies (Terluin and Venema, 2004).
2. Second: the share of the FEARD budget among the four
axes. The size of the budget indicates the relative importance
of the axis. This indicator suggests the agricultural-rural development model of the region. There is, for example, a marked
difference between development strategies with a large share
of the FEARD budget on axis 1 with respect to another that assigns much of it to axis 3 plus the LEADER axis.
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Table 3 – Factor loading matrix.

nomic welfare. As the first component increases, moving from
negative to positive values, socio-economic welfare change
from a condition of less development (low rate of GDP per
capita, relevance of a traditional sector such as agriculture,
etc.), to a situation where the whole socio-economic welfare is
considerable high. More information on the potential impact of
agriculture on soil management is synthesized in the second
component (19.9% of explained variance). This variable is also a proxy of the relevance of the «hilly» agriculture in the regional context, where the risk of erosion is higher and the agricultural processes could be considered less intensive.
The third component (12.5% of the total variance) is positively correlated with the intensity of agricultural practices and
the relevance of urbanised areas. It is clearly a proxy of how
intensive is the agriculture inside the region. The fourth and the
fifth factors show aspects referring to the type of rurality and
the presence of diversification dynamics. Negative values of the fourth
Table 4 – Cluster centres.
component (9.5% of the total variance) identify those regions where the
urban areas are more relevant; while,
if the component value is positive, region is mainly rural. The degree of diversification can be read on the fifth
component (8% of the total variance).
The factor scores, that is to say the
coordinates of the observations (the investigated regions) with respect to each
2

Mezzogiorno is the name of southern Italian
regions (Campania, Molise, Abruzzo, Apulia,
Basilicata, Calabria and Sicily).

39

of the 5 principal component axes, were used to
group regions into clusters.
Based on agglomeration
schedule, 6 final groups
were considered. Table 4
reports cluster centres that
allow drawing the main
features of each cluster and
better understanding the relationship among the differentiation factors analysed in PCA.
The first group (FVG,
Liguria, Piedmont and
Valle d'Aosta regions) represents a regional model
where high socio-economic welfare is linked to a
high degree of urban population and a more specialised agricultural model.
The second group is the
model of «complex» region, where the presence of
relevant and sprawled urban centres is linked to intensive agriculture. Those are the regions of major urban/rural contrast. The
third group is the homogeneous regional cluster of Trentino Alto Adige with a very high indicator of socio-economic welfare.
Veneto and Emilia Romagna are the «rich rural and agricultural» model while Umbria and Marche (group 5) could be considered as the «hilly» model of agriculture with a high risk of
soil erosion and natural resource depletions. At the end, we
have the group of «Mezzogiorno2» regions (Campania excluded) where the less development conditions are prevalent (the
lowest indicator of socio-economic welfare). Even the cluster
analysis confirmed that the dichotomy less/more developed regions (convergence/competitiveness) seams to be the really key
dominant factor of clustering of the 21 Italian regions.
Using results of the clusters we have the opportunity to look
at the different regional strategies not only in terms of differ-

NEW MEDIT N. 4/2009

highest numbers (36 and 35 for the latter); Valle d’Aosta and
the autonomous province of Trento selected the lowest numbers (14 and 19 respectively).
Among the different axes, the measures of the first are more
selected whilst those of the second are less selected. About 67%
of the regions selected 11 or more measures belonging to the
competitiveness axis: Campania and Veneto selected the highest number (14); Valle d’Aosta and Trento the lowest numbers
(5-6). From the measures of the environmental axis, regions selected 8 measures on average: Lazio, Umbria, Campania and
Marche selected the highest numbers (10-11); Valle d’Aosta
and the provinces of Bolzano and Trento the lowest (3-4). On
average, convergence regions use a larger number of measures
for all the axes. We have already underlined the risk that the
menu consisting of numerous measures has for the fragmentation of resources. We now have some elements to be able to state that, in Italy, this risk is greater in the convergence regions.
Nevertheless, to make a more complete appraisal we must focus on the distribution of expenditure among the various axes
and various measures (Table 6). Then, if we consider the share
of resources among the axes and between convergence and
competitiveness regions, it emerges that no great differences
exist between the two groups. Indeed, almost the same share of
resources is allocated, on average, among the various axes:
37% to axis 1; 44% to axis 2; 9% to axis 3 and 8% to axis 4.
This means that, considering measures according to the core
objectives of European rural development policy, no specific
development patterns appear among regions, not even between

Table 5 – Number of measures selected from the second pillar menu
by the Italian regions.

entiation between «Convergence/Competitiveness» but also
between specific agricultural/rural regional types.
Table 6 – Distribution of FEARD budget shares among axes and measures in the 2003-13 RRDPs (%).

4.2 Results from the
menu approach analysis

In this section, we focus on
the selection of the measures
from the second pillar menu. In
Italy, 21 RRDPs were implemented, one for each of the 19
regions plus 2 RDPs for the autonomous provinces of Bolzano
and Trento3. As we can see in
Table 5, these RRDPs are characterized by a large number of
the measures. In all, 72% of
them are implemented with 28
or more measures4. Campania,
Lazio and Veneto selected the
3 Of the 19 regions, four (Calabria, Cam-

pania, Apulia and Sicily) are part of the
convergence objective of the EU, one is
a phasing-out region (Basilicata), another is a phasing-in region (Sardinia),
while all the others are part of the competitiveness and employment objective.
4 On average 28 measures.
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convergence and competitive
Table 7 – Analysis of the Italian RDPs coherence.
regions. However, we can say
that Italian regions, on average,
allocate most of the EAFRD
budget to the competitiveness
axis and environmental axis together, over and above the minimum limits fixed with the principle of equilibrium. Therefore,
it seems there is a strong orientation towards a competitive-environmental services agricultural development model and a
week orientation towards farm
activity diversification and rural
development models.
The situation becomes clearer
if we look within the two groups
of regions, considering at the
same time single or specified
groups of measures: these define
specific development patterns. It
is far from easy to choose limits
of the budget share to define the
different kinds of models.
Taking into account, at the
same time, the financial equilibrium balance principle and the
distribution of resources among
the various axes it may be stated
that a region has chosen:
- strong orientation towards
the competitiveness agricultural
model if the share of the resources for axis 1 is equal to or more wards the environmental services agricultural model: Valle d’Athan 40% and the share for measures 121+123 is equal to or osta, Piedmont, Lombardy, Bolzano and Trento among competitiveness regions; Sicily among convergence regions. There
more than 20%;
- strong orientation towards the environmental services agri- are no regions strongly oriented towards the two other models.
cultural model if the share of the resources for axis 2 is equal to Nevertheless, there are regions that follow the mixed developor more than 43% and the share for measures 214+215 is equal ment model with a significant orientation towards rural develto or more than 24%;
opment. Campania, for example, has implemented an RDP
- a strong orientation towards the farm activity diversification which is markedly competitiveness-oriented but a certain imagricultural model if the share of the resources for measure 311 portance has also been attached to rural development. Of the reis equal to or more than 25%;
maining regions, Tuscany is significantly oriented towards a de- a strong orientation towards the rural development model if velopment model based both on environmental services and on
the share of the resources for axes 3+4 minus the share for farm activity diversification and on rural development measures.
measure 311 is equal to or more than 30%5.
Starting from these results, we used the socio-economic clasIn the other situations, the development model is a mixed one. sification to analyse the coherence of each regional RD strateFollowing these criteria, eight regions present a strong orien- gy. The judgement was based on the principle that the type of
tation towards the competitiveness model: Veneto, Friuli-Vene- regional model indicates the main problems/opportunities to be
zia-Giulia, Liguria, Emilia Romagna, Lazio and Molise among implemented. If the emerging strategy as a jointly result of the
competitiveness regions; Apulia and Calabria among conver- menu approach analysis met the regional model type and the sgence regions. Seven regions present a strong orientation to- tated priorities, then the coherence of the RDP was considered
high. On the other hand, we considered not completely coher5 These shares were chosen since the mean values of the distribution of the
ent or incoherent all the strategies not matching the regional
relative shares budget for axes 1 and 2 are over and above the limits fixed
context conditions and/or a substantial difference between eby the financial equilibrium balance principle. For us this denotes a strong
merging strategies and stated priorities. The obtained results are
orientation towards the corresponding objectives. We thus deemed that the
showed in Table 7.
same should hold for the other two models.
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European Commission, 2003. Conclusion of the second conference on rural development, «Planting seeds for rural futures» Rural policy perspectives for a wider Europe, Salzburg,
12-14 November 2003.

5. Concluding remarks

Rural development policy, second pillar of the CAP, has
become more and more important over the time. It is integral
part of the EU cohesion policy, particularly important for
those EU regions where rural areas and disadvantaged areas
suffering from development problems constitute a great share
of the territory. In these regions, more than in others, the
RDPs should been aimed to the development of the whole
territory and not of the specific sector, with the involvement
of actors that operate in the handcraft, commerce, tourism
and agricultural sectors and that should agree upon strategies
and share resources and costs to achieve common objectives
(Lanzalaco et al., 2008). Then, rural development policies in
this areas should have a strong territorial approach and, with
respect to the agricultural sector, should aim to the diversification of farm activities with a large attention towards the improvement of the quality of goods and services (Panico et al.,
2007). Agricultural development, alone, cannot solve the
problems of growth and competitiveness of this areas where
the scarcity of gainful productive activities generates depopulation whose consequences are hard for the same agricultural sector. Moreover, in these regions it does not seem that
there has been the hoped integration and coordination among
various EC funds for an integrated development of the rural
areas. Instead, in all RRDPs it is clearly specified the demarcation among interventions financed by different funds (Panico, 2008; Sotte et al., 2008). The analysis of the 21 Italian RRDPs highlighted that there are not regions with rural development patterns strongly based on those measures of the Reg.
EC 1698/2005 aimed to a local territorial development. Generally, there has been a tendency to implement RRDPs with a
great number of measures, then few selective, and with a high
budget shares dedicated to the measures of axis 1 and 2. If
this may be justified for the competitiveness regions where agricultural and rural development have already reached a
high level, it does not seem a good strategy for the convergence regions. In northern and central Italy, in order to improve specific aspects of agricultural development (food
quality, modernization of agricultural holdings, cooperation
for developing of new products etc.) it could be efficient to
focus on these measures.
Instead, improving rural development is a more difficult
task.
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