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Foreword

With gains in agricultural productivity leading to a dramatic reduction in farm employment, rural regions across the OECD now depend on a wide range of economic engines for growth. Increasing globalisation, improved communications and reduced transportation costs are additional drivers of economic change in rural areas. Traditional policies to subsidise farming have not been able to harness the potential of these economic engines. In 2006 the OECD published a thematic report The New Rural Paradigm: Policies and Governance, which seeks to explain the shift in RDPs to account for these important economic changes and the new approach to governance that these policy approaches require.

Policies to develop rural places are beginning to take into account the diversity of economic engines as well as the diversity of rural region types. In general, rural regions face problems of decline from out-migration, ageing, a lower skill base and lower average labour productivity that reduce the critical mass needed for effective public services, infrastructure and business development, thereby creating a vicious circle. However, there are many other rural regions that have seized opportunities and built on their existing assets, such as location, natural and cultural amenities, and social capital. The success of such dynamic rural regions is evident in regional statistics.

Promoting rural development poses numerous policies and governance challenges because it requires co-ordination across sectors, across levels of government, and between public and private actors. OECD countries have therefore been undergoing a paradigm shift in their approaches to accommodate such important challenges. The most defining characteristics of this shift are a focus on places rather than sectors and an emphasis on investments rather than subsidies.

The multi-disciplinary nature of rural development has contributed to the lack of comprehensive analytic frameworks to analyse and evaluate multi-sectoral, place-based approaches. The OECD will continue to work with other stakeholders worldwide to fill this knowledge gap. The OECD’s work on rural development through the Group of the Council on Rural Development, created in 1990, was intensified with the creation in 1999 of the Territorial Development Policy Committee (TDPC) and its Working Party on Territorial Policy in Rural Areas. These bodies provide governments with a forum for discussing regional and rural development. In early 2006, under TDPC’s guidance the Directorate of Public Governance and Territorial Development (GOV) launched a series of national rural policy reviews, such as this one, to deepen international knowledge in this field.




Acknowledgements

This review was elaborated by the Directorate of Public Governance and Territorial Development (GOV) of the OECD. The Secretariat would like to thank the government of Italy, and in particular Giuseppe Blasi, General Director (Ministry of Agriculture of Italy), Giampiero Marchesi, Chief of the Public Investment Evaluation Unit (UVAL, Ministry of Economic Development of Italy) and Paola De Cesare, General Director (Ministry of Economic Development). Peer reviewers in this process were Theo Augustin, Ministry of Food and Agriculture (BMVEL, Germany), and Graham Russell, Director, Commission for Rural Communities (UK).

The Review was co-ordinated by Raffaele Trapasso (administrator) and Betty-Ann Bryce (consultant) of the OECD Secretariat under the supervision of Nicola Crosta (Head, Rural Development Programme, Regional Competitiveness and Governance Division). The final report was drafted by Raffaele Trapasso and Betty-Ann Bryce. Specific data and graphs were provided by José Antonio Ardavin and Enrique Garcilazo of the OECD Secretariat. External contributors were Janet Dwyer (University of Gloucestershire, United Kingdom), Maria Fonte (University of Naples “Federico II”, Italy), Rafael Boix Domènech, (Autonomous University of Barcelona, Spain) and Gérard Viatte (Former Director for Food, Agriculture and Fisheries of the OECD, international consultant). Sophia Katsira prepared the review for publication.

Special thanks go to Franco Mantino (INEA), Sabrina Lucatelli (UVAL), Paola Lionetti (Ministry of Agriculture of Italy), Laura Viganò (INEA), Simona De Luca (UVAL), and Martina Bolli (INEA) for their methodological contribution and for drafting the background report. Many thanks to Alessandro Monteleone (INEA), Milena Verrascina (INEA), Paolo Ammassari (Ministry of Agriculture of Italy), Margherita Federico (ISMEA), Vincenzo Carè (INEA), Marco Spampinato (UVAL), Elena Angela Peta (UVAL), and Elisabetta Savarese (ISMEA), for drafting the background report and organising the activities; specific data and graphs were provided by Stefano Tomassini (INEA). External contributors were Adriano Rasi Caldogno and Pietro Cecchinato (Veneto Region), Andrea Povellato (INEA, Veneto), Luca Cesaro (INEA, Friuli-Venezia Giulia), Enrico Cocchi and Teresa Schipani (Emilia-Romagna Region), Salvatore Orlando and Mario Toteda (Calabria Region), Giuseppe Gaudio (INEA, Calabria), Tatiana Castellotti (INEA, Calabria). We would also like to thank the Ministries of Health, Infrastructures, Environment, Instruction, University and Research for their help in collecting data.




Table of Contents




Title Page

ORGANISATION FOR ECONOMIC CO-OPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT

Copyright Page

Foreword

Acknowledgements


List of Tables

Table of Figures

List of Acronyms

Assessment and Recommendations

Chapter 1 - Profile of Rural Italy

ANNEX 1.A1 - Methodology for the Decomposition of GDP Growth

ANNEX 1.A2 - Methodology of Identifying and Mapping Industrial Districts in Italy

ANNEX 1.A3 - A Classification of Rural Italy Based on Regional Accessibility/Remoteness

Chapter 2 - Policy Assessment

ANNEX 2.A1 - Devolution of Power in Italy

ANNEX 2.A2 - Structural Funds in the South of Italy

Chapter 3 - Policy Recommendations

ANNEX 3.A1 - Rural Policy Framework in Finland

Bibliography

Évaluation et recommandations

Sintesi del Rapporto OCSE sulla Politica Rurale dell’Italia








List of Tables


Table 1.1
 Table 1.2
 Table 1.A2.1
 Table 1.A2.2
 Table 2.1
 Table 2.2
 Table 2.3
 Table 2.4
 Table 2.5
 Table 2.6
 Table 2.7
 Table 2.8
 Table 2.9
 Table 2.10
 Table 2.11
 Table 2.12
 Table 2.13
 Table 2.A1.1
 Table 2.A2.1
 Table 3.1
 Table 3.2
 Table 3.3





Table of Figures


Figure 1.1
 Figure 1.2
 Figure 1.3
 Figure 1.4
 Figure 1.5
 Figure 1.6
 Figure 1.7
 Figure 1.8
 Figure 1.9
 Figure 1.10
 Figure 1.11
 Figure 1.12
 Figure 1.13
 Figure 1.14
 Figure 1.15
 Figure 1.16
 Figure 1.17
 Figure 1.18
 Figure 1.19
 Figure 1.20
 Figure 1.21
 Figure 1.22
 Figure 1.23
 Figure 1.24
 Figure 1.25
 Figure 1.26
 Figure 1.27
 Figure 1.28
 Figure 1.29
 Figure 1.30
 Figure 1.A2.1
 Figure 1.A2.2
 Figure 1.A2.3
 Figure 2.1
 Figure 2.2
 Figure 2.3
 Figure 2.4
 Figure 2.5
 Figure 2.6
 Figure 2.7
 Figure 2.8
 Figure 2.9
 Figure 2.10
 Figure 3.1
 Figure 3.2
 Figure 3.3
 Figure 3.A1.1





List of Acronyms





	AGEA
	Co-ordinating body responsible to implement the CAP reform in Italy


	AGREA
	Emilia-Romagna Regional Paying Agency for Agriculture


	AVEPA
	Veneto Regional Paying Agency


	CAP
	Common Agricultural Policy


	CSF
	Community Support Framework


	EAFRD
	European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development


	EAGGF
	European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund


	EPO
	European Patent Office


	ERDF
	European Regional Development Fund


	ESF
	European Social Fund


	FIP
	Filière Integrated Project


	GDP
	Gross National Product


	IPRA
	Integrated Plans for Rural Areas


	IRR
	Intermediate Rural Regions


	ITPs
	Integrated Territorial Programmes


	LAGs
	Local Action Groups


	LLM
	Local labour market


	LLMA
	Local labour market area


	LPA
	Local Development Plans


	MIPAAF
	Ministry of Agricultural, Food and Forestry Policies


	MoA
	Ministry of Agriculture


	MoE
	Ministry of Economy


	NSP
	National Strategy Plan


	NSRP
	National Strategic Framework


	PCIP
	Product Chain Integrated Plans


	PIA
	Patti Territorial


	PRIP
	Provincial Rural Integrated Programme


	PUD
	Programming Unitary Document


	RAIP
	Rural Areas Integrated Projects


	RD
	Rural Development


	RDP
	Rural Development Policy


	ROP
	Regional Operational Programme


	RR DP
	Rural Regions with Comprehensive Development Problems


	RR SIA
	Rural Regions with Specialised and Intense Agriculture


	SME
	Small and Medium Enterprises


	TDP
	Thematic Development Plans


	TFP
	Total Factor Productivity


	UUA
	Utilised Agricultural Area






Assessment and Recommendations

NOTE

Please note that this publication contains an Italian and French version of the Assessment and Recommendations of the review at the end of the book.

Veillez noter que cette publication contient une version française de l’évaluation et des recommandations de la revue à la fin du livre.

Una versione italiana del sommario esecutivo si trova alla fine di questa pubblicazione.





Rural Italy produces a higher GDP per capita than the average OECD rural region, because of its proximity to urban areas…


On average, Italy’s predominantly rural regions (PRs) have some of the highest GDP per capita among the OECD rural regions. For instance, Aosta and Belluno, the richest PRs in Italy, rank respectively third and seventh within the OECD PRs in terms of GDP per capita. Rural Italy’s good performance could be linked to the country’s dense population and the fact that many rural regions are well connected to urban poles and networks of small and medium-sized cities. Italy is, in fact, one of the least rural countries in the OECD. Based on the data, there is a positive and robust correlation between the number of workers in manufacturing and tertiary activities, used as a proxy of economic diversification, and the level of GDP per capita in 2003. Economic diversification multiplies employment opportunities in rural regions. PRs have, on average, low unemployment rates, in some cases lower than urban areas. Belluno and Aosta are both below 5%, while in Siena the unemployment rate is below 3%.

… and a diversified economic base


PRs and intermediate rural regions (IRs) include some areas where development has strong links with local culture, traditions and natural assets. Agriculture continues to provide a number of services, in the field of environment (land management, biodiversity, etc.) and amenities (landscape, countryside for leisure, etc.), even though the volume of commodity output has been in decline since 1990 along with the surface of land used by primary activities. Agriculture also provides inputs that support a number of successful economic activities, such as the food industry. Traditional foods in Italy encompass more than 170 products (Ministry of Agriculture of Italy, 2008) listed in the two EU categories, or regimes, Protected Geographical Indication (PGI), and Denomination of Protected Origin (DPO). Firms involved in the production of PGI and DPO foods were more than 80 000 in 2007, 20% more than in 2006 when their export was worth EUR 3.5 billion (ISMEA, 2006). Another flourishing industry based on local assets is tourism. The rich endowment of coast, plain and mountains provides rural regions with numerous tourism opportunities. In fact, rural Italy was home to some 17 000 farm guesthouses in 2006, 9.3% more than in 2005. Finally, manufacturing represents an important part of the rural economy in Italy. In 2003, 12% of Italian manufacturing firms (541 000) were in PRs. In cases where the rural region was connected to a dense network of small and medium sized cities, the concentration of firms took the form of Marshallian Industrial Districts; a diffused small-scale industrialisation with a productive framework strongly interlinked with the local community and an intense division of labour among firms.

Despite the good overall average performance, reality is complicated by a spatial divide


Across Italy, performance in rural regions varies. Those regions located in the mountainous areas, and in some southern areas, have consistent development problems. This report utilises the OECD classification of rural regions and one from the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) of Italy. Although the MoA’s definition could be technically improved (e.g. it does not consider regional accessibility/ remoteness), it has two positive aspects. First, it was derived based on consensus, between the central government and all the regions. Second, it provides a territorial foundation for policy making. The report also considers the distinction between northern “competitive” regions and the southern “convergence” regions, which encompass five administrative regions: Campania, Puglia, Calabria, Sicily, and Basilicata (with the latter being phased out). In general (with some exceptions), the north of Italy out performs the south in key socioeconomic indicators. To illustrate, the average GDP per capita in the southern regions was USD (in PPP) 17 436 in 2005, i.e. 61.7% of the value of the centre-north (USD PPP 28 246). In 2001, the average unemployment rate in southern RR DP (Rural Regions with Comprehensive Development Problems) was 21.7%, 13% more than in northern RR DP. The north-south divide appears to be a structural phenomenon. This divide could be worsened by the current credit crisis whose effects on small firms located in southern rural areas could be severe due to their dependence on bank credit and low credit rating.

Many rural regions are experiencing structural challenges, particularly ageing and depopulation which could undermine the provision of key public services


The concentration of inhabitants aged over 65 years is very high in rural regions, and increasing over time. Population ageing is a national trend. In 2006, the ratio between population over 65 and under 15 was 141/100, the third highest in the OECD after Japan and Germany. The percentage of retired people increased from 15.5% in 1992 to about 20% in 2006. Concentration of senior citizens goes hand in hand with poverty. According to ISTAT, in 2001, 45% of families living below the poverty line had a member aged over 65. Population ageing is even more intense in RR DPs, where people aged more than 65 years made up 22% of the population in 2006, and this concentration has increased by 21% since 1992. In “convergence” RR DPs, ageing has gone hand in hand with depopulation. In this part of the country, RR DPs lost 6% of their population between 1992 and 2006.

i) the decreasing number of young people in rural regions challenges the sustainability of education services


Ageing and depopulation also challenge the sustainability of the current education system. In RR DPs, despite a stable number of schools, the number of students enrolled in primary and secondary schools decreased by 1.7% and 7.1% respectively, between 2003 and 2006. In particular, in the RR DPs in the “convergence” regions, the enrolled population of students in primary and secondary schools decreased by 3.7% and 10.4% respectively. If this trend continues, the likely result is increased school closures within the near future, challenging the sustainability of rural communities. Furthermore, especially for secondary schools, students have to commute a long distance. This may impact drop-out rates, which are particularly high in Italy.

ii) the concentration of elderly citizens puts pressure on public health care


Another service affected by demographic trends in rural regions is public health care. The concentration of the elderly has increased the demand for health care services. Yet, the bulk of hospitals and health care facilities are located in urban areas (57% of the total – more than 60% of hospital beds – using the definition of rural provided by the MoA). The introduction of health districts to rationalise the supply of health care, has not evolved homogenously across the country. In some regions, health facilities are not organised according to a “territorial” logic and in many southern regions there is a high density of hospitals that are not equipped to provide high-quality assistance. As a result, the elderly tend to migrate to urban poles to access good quality health services.

Depopulation and ageing are partially offset by the arrival of foreign workers, but their integration poses challenges


While immigration is generally considered an urban phenomenon, over the last decade, the share of foreign workers residing in rural regions has been increasing. On average, there were 23.5 immigrants per 1 000 inhabitants in predominantly rural regions in 2003 (when the national average was 34.4). The highest concentrations, ranging from 55 to 50, were registered in the provinces of Perugia, Arezzo, and Siena. Over the same period, the average concentration of immigrants in intermediate rural regions was 30 per 1 000 inhabitants, and some regions such as Mantua, Macerata, and Piacenza were above or close to 60. Foreign workers concentrate in rural regions for different reasons. First, immigrants working in urban poles may decide to live in intermediate rural regions because they cannot afford to live in the city. Second, foreign workers are absorbed by labour-intensive activities in the primary and secondary sectors, within rural regions. Last, due to ageing and depopulation, rural areas attract immigrant care-workers (badanti in Italian) who supply personal services to senior citizens. Immigrants represent an opportunity to repopulate rural regions and to enrich them with different cultures. However, a concentration of non-native population, if not well managed, could also create tensions within traditional and usually very homogenous rural communities. Cases of this “integration challenge” are already visible in some intermediate regions across the country.

In adjacent rural regions, urban sprawl and lack of public transit facilities generate congestion and pollution


Intense urban sprawl is giving rise to negative externalities in parts of the rural milieu. Italy’s metropolitan regions have been expanding with limited control over the last thirty years. In particular, housing development and location of new entrepreneurial areas exceeded the pace of transport infrastructure. In this context, traffic congestion, pollution, cost of living, and social problems related to a concentration of foreign workers (for instance, some “enclaves” of immigrants are located outside the urban poles to which foreign workers supply labour) have been increasing. These developments also increase problems related to waste management. Increased commuting is also one of the factors contributing to green house gas (GHG) emissions, which are on a steady trend upwards in Italy. Commuting in private cars generates around 20% of overall GHG emissions. Because of urban sprawl and a lack of public transport (used by 16% of population) in rural regions, the country is overly dependent upon road transport. In 2005 Italy was home to some 35 million cars. There are 60 cars for every 100 inhabitants, a proportion that makes Italy the European country with the highest concentration of private cars.

Water and soil pollution harms rural natural amenities


Natural amenities represent a key asset for local development but in many rural regions the environment is undervalued, misused, and under threat. After a long lasting increasing trend, irrigated areas for agriculture started decreasing in 2003, when Italy ranked 6th out of 30 OECD countries in terms of cubic metres of water used in primary activities (OECD, 2008). Farming also heavily pollutes surface water in Italy. Agriculture is the source of more than 60% of nitrates and more than 30% of phosphorous contained in surface water. Soil degradation is a major and widespread environmental problem, but there are no data to assess trends. About 70% of all land is subject to risk of accelerated soil erosion. The total forest area is steadily increasing, yet a large proportion of Italy’s mountain areas remain vulnerable to landslip. Italy had relatively few protected areas before 1970. Since then, the protected area has grown steadily and now covers nearly 10% of the territory. In spite of this expansion, many internationally important wetland areas are still threatened and compete with farming as well as urbanisation.

Organised crime impacts policy effectiveness, particularly, in the most insulated southern rural regions


Due to the presence of organised crime, some insulated rural regions in the south display crime rates that are comparable to that of urban nodes. In OECD countries, rural is typically considered much safer vis-à-vis urban thus; the high crime rates evidenced in some Italian rural regions represent an exception. Nonetheless, the situation in Italy is improving. Indeed, actions by the government (police and intelligence) along with the involvement of NGOs, religious institutions, and the private sector in the design and implementation of interventions to reduce or eradicate crime activities in rural regions have achieved important results. But, organised crime is still a focus for policy interventions and there is a need to enhance those local experiences that have successfully reduced crime. For example, there are some interventions that have converted assets formerly owned by criminals either to “collective goods” servicing the local community or in competitive businesses. These interventions have also provided young citizens with employment opportunities with a high symbolic value. Multiplying these experiences would both increase entrepreneurship at the local level and improve place and community attachment, which are significantly undermined by the presence of crime.

Italy’s rural development strategy is largely driven by the EU’s Regional and Agricultural policy…


In Italy, explicit policies to support rural development and sustainability depend on both EU Regional and Agricultural policies. This policy framework draws from three different conceptual components: 1) the EU-agricultural framework; 2) the EU-Structural Funds framework for regional and social development; and 3) the national framework, which complements the others and offers targeted support to lagging areas. This structure takes its focus from the current EU framework (2007-13) – i.e. the Rural Development Policy (RDP), part of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), supported by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD), and the Regional Policy supported by ERDF (European Regional Development Fund) and ESF (European Social Fund). Two documents (mandated by the new EU legislative frameworks) guide rural policy development, the National Strategy Plan (NSP), produced by the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA), which covers the operation of new RDPs under the second pillar of CAP, and the National Strategic Framework (NSF), produced by the Ministry of Economic Development (MoED), which governs the operational programmes of EU Structural Funds (ERDF and ESF) and Fund for Underutilised Areas (FAS) programmes throughout Italy. The NSP and the NSF are mutually informed (yet institutionally separate) and co-ordinate and guide the RDPs and the Regional Operational Programmes (ROPs), respectively. The NSP and the NSF represent a first attempt to achieve an integrated institutional dynamic with strong horizontal relationships at the central level, as evidenced by the co-ordinated planning and multi-stakeholder engagement processes undertaken to compile these two strategic documents.

The NSP constitutes the de facto rural policy document as it defines the national strategy for the agro-industrial sector and rural areas as a whole. It mirrors the three main targets of EU policy: i) to improve the competitiveness of the agriculture and forestry sector; ii) to valorise the environment and countryside through the management of the territory; and iii) to improve the quality of life in rural areas and the diversification of economic activities. The NSF, in turn, reflecting the EU regional policy, sets out two main objectives to be achieved through maximum co-ordination between regional policy and RDP: i) to improve context conditions to facilitate the development of agribusiness activities and other economic activities able to guarantee alternative incomes; and ii) to improve the attractiveness of rural areas through the diversification of the economy and improvement of quality of life.

… and it is mostly designed and implemented by regional governments


Italy has a decentralised institutional structure and the regional governments are in charge of designing and implementing the interventions in rural regions within the NSP and NSF frameworks. Regional governments gained legislative and administrative powers, particularly in the fields of agriculture, commerce, public health, tourism, and public works under a series of laws enacted in the mid-1990s and, above all, by the constitutional reform of 2001. Accompanying fiscal reforms also accorded the regions greater control over resources and a greater role in expenditure decisions. This translated into a progressive reduction of dependency on central public financing and more on finance corresponding to the fiscal capabilities of each region (Bank of Italy, 2006). Accordingly, each regional government designs its own interventions in rural areas through a RDP for the EAFRD, and two ROPs for the structural funds linked to regional development policy. The interaction between the 19 Regions and 2 autonomous provinces of Trento and Bolzano, and the MoA is so important that, as discussed above, even the current classification of Italy’s rural regions stems from a long process of co-ordination between the two tiers of government.

Despite overarching challenges, Italy’s general approach to rural development in the case of the Ministry of Agriculture continues to be narrowly focused on primary production…


The Italian approach to rural development seems to overlook pressing social challenges in rural regions in favour of a narrow focus on agriculture. For example, the central RDP instrument, the NSP, identifies among its main priorities: promoting competitiveness in the agro industrial and forestry sector; and improving the professional quality and production of agriculture. The budgeting framework mirrors this position. In fact, of the EUR 8 292 billion in resources earmarked for rural development in Italy, less than 30% is dedicated to measures that target the broader rural economy and society beyond farming and forestry (Axis III and IV). All these programmes are obliged under the EAFRD framework to devote a minimum of 10% of allocated EU funds towards Axis III – to support the diversification of the rural economy and enhancement of quality of life in rural areas. Yet in practice there seems to be relatively little recognition of wider economic or social policies, nor very clear objectives for meeting social needs, in many of these programmes. There is a strong focus on using EAFRD Axis I and II to improve the competitiveness of agriculture and forestry, and to reduce their impact on the environment; even within the wealthiest regions of Italy where the agricultural sector already performs well. For instance, measured as the “intensity of spend” per capita employed in the primary sector, Emilia-Romagna (among the richest regions in Italy) will receive EUR 1 738 per year from the EU RDP budget, while Calabria (the poorest region of the country) will receive EUR 1 821 per year, over the period 2007-13. The range of spending intensity per capita in the primary sector is between EUR 1 800 to 3 900 per year for the southern regions of Italy and EUR 1 400 to 10 000 per year for northern and central regions. However, the RDPs are designed at the regional level so the strong agricultural slant and the financial balance seen in the national figures largely reflect the Regions’ choices.

By contrast, the LEADER initiative, which allows for a more holistic approach to rural development through local initiatives, such as the Local Action Groups (LAGs) and Integrated Territorial Projects, are generally weakly supported, even though they have the potential to promote development and diversification in rural communities. Despite evidence of success as a RDP tool, especially when the LAG’s territory is properly defined and represented by an integrated community, the financial allocations to LAG’s in rural areas continues to be low (ISFOL, 2005). The Integrated Territorial Projects (ITPs) which reinforce the importance of the integrated bottom-up approach by increasing public and private agreements and decreasing the role of central government also suffer from limited resources.

… while in the case of Regional Policy, the programmes impact on rural specific issues is constrained by a wider regional development mandate


Regional policy in Italy adopts a cohesion principle approach but the programmes impact on rural specific issues is constrained by the wider regional development portfolio that includes urban and cross cutting horizontal interventions. The main objective of Italian Regional Policy supported now by ERDF and ESF funding as well as by Italian national and regional funds, is to reduce existing disparities between the Regions and improve the country’s competitiveness and productivity. Thus, within the sphere of regional development policy, the rural component is highly varied, both between regions and also within them. The MoED made an analysis of the measures and resources within regional programmes for the period 2007-13, including the programmes co-funded by the European Regional Development Fund and European Social Fund, as well as inter-regional. The analysis found that overall, 6% of expenditure was explicitly targeted to rural interventions, while 51.6% was for non-place-based measures, 38.8% for interventions potentially located in either urban or rural areas and 3.7% for explicitly urban interventions.

The narrow rural policy focus seems to undermine sustainable rural development especially in lagging behind areas and fails to valorise rural regions’ competitive advantages…


Long range rural strategic planning should consider providing more support to those areas demonstrating the greatest need. Rather than following the EU “cohesion principle”, Italy’s RDP (managed by the MoA) is more focused upon areas and circumstances of greatest opportunity, particularly where agriculture is concerned. This could be the outcome of political and sectoral “pressure” on the allocation of RD resources. Whilst it might, at first sight, seem an attractive prospect for maintaining economic growth and the viability of rural areas, there is a risk that a strategy for rural development which is focused upon short-term economic competitiveness in only one sector could prove unsustainable, in the longer term. For example, targeting policy support towards achieving economies of scale, lower costs and more competitive pricing in the farm sector, to out-compete other parts of Europe or the world, could lead to a depletion of the rural workforce, a loss of rural environmental and cultural assets and traditions and thus an impoverishment of the basic resources for rural development, within the territory. Such trends would not constitute rural development, but could actually work against it.

… also given the uncertainty of EU funding it is vulnerable to external shocks


The dependency of Italy’s national RDP frameworks (RD-agricultural, and regional) upon the wider EU frameworks and funding renders them vulnerable to external changes, such as the forthcoming EU budget review of 2009-10 and the CAP “health check”. There is no guarantee that beyond 2013, Italy will continue to receive a significant level of rural development support from the EU, particularly in the context of the pressing needs of the newest EU member states and further candidate countries. More importantly, the form of EU policy beyond 2013 remains uncertain, and will only be decided after the EU budget review is completed. At present, Italy’s regions have secured a similar level of RD funding from Europe for the 2007-13 period as they collectively received in 2000-06. Whilst this funding will increase in the period between 2009 and 2013 as a result of the “health check” proposals for the CAP, it is probable that the overall amount of CAP funding to EU15 countries will decline beyond 2013.

In the present rural governance framework, the role of the central government is unclear and there seems to be limited opportunities for “rural proofing” which impact evaluation


Although the new region-based model of governance has improved the average quality and accountability of local policies, it also seems to limit the ability of the central government to co-ordinate and facilitate the actions of regional governments on rural policy. The lack of linkages among the different national policies implemented at the regional level is but one example. The ability of the centre to “rural proof” is also lacking. In fact, the reform of the public health care system, based on the creation of health districts, is not integrated with other local policies, and has no particular focus on rural communities, where these have particular delivery problems. Furthermore, the different rural governance models at regional level represent an interesting innovation and a complexity for the evaluation of interventions in rural areas. The highly heterogeneous nature of sub-national governance in RD policy makes it very difficult to be sure whether the policies are delivering real impacts, and offering additionality.

Thus, in Italy, there is a need to develop a distinct, integrated RDP that is adapted to the national characteristics and needs


Italy would benefit from a more “comprehensive” (or “broad”) rural development strategy. The current rural policy approach is heavily focused around the EU frameworks of CAP rural development and Structural Fund/cohesion policies. A new framework could draw insights from the OECD New Rural Paradigm and from experience in other OECD member countries. EU policies and funding instruments should sit within this broader framework, but should not define the scope of rural policy thinking in Italy. In particular, when compared to the current situation, this broader framework should reflect changing demands upon rural resources. In particular, it should emphasise the great diversity of rural potential in Italy though a territorial and multi-sectoral perspective, which is applied in all Italy’s regions, and not only in the south. Conversely, adopting a holistic policy would create opportunities to rural-proof policies. Italy’s rural policy should involve a greater mix of rural actors from different economic, social and environmental sectors, and should be designed and delivered through stronger, active partnerships between all relevant sectoral Ministries. This is important at the national and also the regional levels of governance. The vision embodied in this policy should embrace both “additional” policy and the “ordinary” policies of public services, including health, education, welfare and environmental protection, because all of these have a critical influence upon rural economic and social development, and quality of life.

A new strategic framework for rural policy will need to be supported by appropriate policy institutions and governance. At the local (sub-regional) level, it will be important to ensure the presence and effective operation of “linking” bodies which can identify local needs and opportunities and draw upon a mix of EU, national and regional funds and programmes to help to address these, in an integrated way. Many such organisations already exist, but the importance of their role is not always recognised or supported in regional or national policy. At the regional and national levels, more broad-based capture and analysis of a range of rural social, economic and environmental data and indicators – representing a more explicit territorial analysis of rural Italy – could help to increase common understanding of contemporary rural challenges, trends and opportunities. Moreover, a broad approach would also simplify the current complex framework which defines rural interventions in Italy. The current mix of regional, rural-agricultural and targeted national development policies, each operating alongside a range of other “basic” policies affecting rural areas (healthcare, transport, energy, education, housing, communications), presents a very complex picture from which to attempt to analyse the needs and opportunities of Italy’s rural territory.

A rural strategy allows for targeted programming to improve regional “framework conditions” and enhance the diversification of regional economies


In Italy, rather than setting specific sectoral policies,...
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