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The Common Agricultural Policy:
the currentevaluationtoolbox
andnewevaluatiomeeds



Policy evaluation cycle

New policy

: Mid -term EX post Ex ante
Exante evaluation evaluation evaluation

Evaluation and monitoring

ACompare different policy designs framework

. Manticipate reactions to policy - Aveasure results and impacts of policy

. Aanticipate costs and benefits © AUnderstand outcomes and draw conclusions
. MEvaluate feasibility - ACommunicate on policy

. /Explain and convince . MPrepare next policy cycle
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The current evaluation toolbox

Mostly based on:

U observational data (FADN, FSS, Eurostat, market
data)

U Surveys and case studies

Impactassessment Monitoring andevaluation
(ex-ante) (ex-post)

AStakehol der s 6c o AsStafistigatandy n
A Simulation models econometric analysis

(CAPRI, IEM 7 CAP) A Case studies



EU and CAP reform context

A CAP under more scrutiny - Tough negotiations on CAP budget and CAP mesures
U Need to demonstrate impact and to measure efficiency: accountability of
public money

A Acceleration of CAP reforms
U Less time to evaluate and learn from previous assessments

A More innovation in CAP measures, more heterogeneity in implementation
U Test new policy design before implementation for different contexts/ location

A Change in evaluation focus: farm-level, compliance, enrolment in voluntary
measures
GUnder st and farmerso behaviour al dr i



Measuring  the net impact of
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Outcome(i.E.conservation practice)
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Policy Evaluation
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Challenges for an enriched
evaluation  toolbox

A Ability to demonstrate the causal impact of the policy by identifying the
proper counterfactual and overcome the selection bias

A Elicitfarmers6 pr e f e r anderseasd theinreactions to policy in
the presence of behavioural factors (risk and loss aversion, social
norms, intrinsic motivations, time inconsistencies € )

A Make use of the complementarities with other evaluation techniges

A Communicate convincingly on evaluation results with policy-makers



Bringingexperimentabpproaches
Into the evaluatiorntoolbox



Experimental approaches

Data generation controlled by the experimenter (instead of
observational data)

In a controlled setting: comparison of a treated group with a control group

Ensuring replicability and representativity: randomization procedure for
subject selection and treatment assignment _?1{———-—:-7
A i |

—~wi |
Often rely on revealed preference methods ™ R N
(behaviour is usually incentivized) o

E«ill P




Type of

experiments

Discrete Choice
Expenments (DCE)

i Laboratory
7 | expenments
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TYPBEOF Participants Context/task Incentivemechanism
EXPERIMENTS

Laboratory

Field

Discretechoice
experiments

Randomized
ControlledTrial

Students

Participantsdrawnfrom the population Fromdecontextualizedartefzctual

of interest

Participantdrawnfrom the population
of interest

Participantdrawnfrom the population
of interest

Artificial - decontextualized

field Ex) tocontextualizedframed
field ex)

Respondentpresentedwith
different choicecardsreflecting
contextualizecdalternativesc They
have to selectheir preferred
option amongalternatives

Participantsandomlyassignedo
controlandtreatmentgroup. The
environmentis the one inwhich
participants arenaturally
undertakingthe task

Paymentsaccordingo
choicesor
performance

Paymentsaccordingo
choicesor
performance

Noincentive
mechanisnin
hypotheticalDCE

Participantgyetthe
benefit of treatment.
Usuallyunawareof
the experiment



New designs for agri -environmental measures
The contribution of experimental approaches

1. Evaluate an agri-environmental scheme in which enrolled farmers
are paid only if a collective threshold of participation is attained

LeCoént Pregetand Thoyer (2014)hypayfor nothing? Anexperimenton aconditionalsubsidy
scheman athresholdpublic goodyame Economic8ulletin, 34(3)

Motivations: avoid wasting subsidies when no delivery of environmental benefit due to insufficient
participation

Question: would such a rule discourage participation in the scheme?



Need to compare two incentive mechanisms:
A Contracts with individual payments proportional to individual environmental efforts

A Contracts with same payment rules but conditional on the attainment of a collective threshold of
environmental efforts

Laboratory experiment conducted with students in a context-free setting

Results: the conditional payment does not deter contribution to the public good.
Therefore scheme efficiency is improved.

Analysis of individual choices to understand the role of expectations and risk
attitudes

First results encouraging and can help make a move towards evaluation in the field




2. Evaluate the efficiency of a conditional individual bonus to increase
participation in agri-environmental schemes

KuhfussPréget Thoyer and Hanley, 2018udgingfarmersto enollandinto agri-environmentakschemes
the role of a collective bonus, ERAE, 43(4),-686

Motivations : What design of contract could increase the take -uprate of a
herbicide reduction  agri -environmental measure open to vine -growers in the
South of France

Question :would the introduction of a collective incentive in the AEM have a
positive effect on farmersoé participation?




Discrete choice experiment conducted with 317 winegrowers

Different attributes characterizing the herbicide reduction contract

One attribute is the conditional bonus paid to each enrolled farmer per

hectare enrolled, at the end of the 5-year contract if 50% of the area of the

local vineyard is enrolled in the AES

Results stated choicesshowthat winegrowers
value the inclusion of the collective bonus option
omny 02 ™ ohgndtsasthalfindribls
magnitude).Theyalsoincreasetheir vineyardarea
undercontract

Interpretation: Consistenivith the hypothesishat
farmersare morewilling to provideenvironmental
efforts whentheir neighboursalsodo so: signal of a
socialnorm?

Reduction of

herbicides usein
proportion of present

Supplementary
localized use of

herbicides (max 10%
of the committed area)

Final bonus

Current

Collective and final situation
bonus foreac hfarmer v
committed if 50% of ) h
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Administrative and
technical @
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Payment per yearand
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Choose your preferred D D D
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3. Testing a social comparison nudge on winegrowers with a
randomized controlled trial

ChabeFerret, Le&Coént Préget Subervie, Thoyer, 2018, Gardgesinducechanges ifarmer

agricultural practices? Evidenfrem a RCTWith Frenchwinegrowers submittedX I r¢jéeted

(becauseof null resultg and noexplanationfor the underlyingcausesxplainingthe absence of
impact)

Motivations: Findnon monetaryincentivesto acceleratehe take-up of
new farmingpractices byarmers?

Question Canwe measurethe net impact of a soci@omparisomudge
onfarmer) LJ NI A OA LI G A 2Y A ¢nvifopfrie@aNgy G A 2y
friendlytechniques



Implementation of a RCT T randomized stratified field experiment

A 260 winegrowers in the control group: received an invitation letter for an
Information meeting on bio-control against the grapevine moth

A 272 winegrowers in the treated group received the same message with
additional information on the take-up rate of this bio-control technique in the
next door cooperative and at regional level

Results at usual levels of
confidence,we cannotdetect
an effect of the nudge We

'é'i‘?n@ La lutte contre les vers de grappe
par confusion sexuelle, ca marche! .=

’» — y = e “
Dé&ja 5500 ha proteges dans FHérau... | =

‘ €n 2017 ce sera I'ensemble des vignes de Puicheric

cannot reject the hypothesis
of small effects not
detectable with our sample
size

LES VIGNERONS
DU PAYS D'ENSERUNE

Contact : Caroline Lefebvre au 06 86 41 52 45



Complementarities between experimental approaches
Proceed Dby incremental steps

1. From lab to field:

Internal validity/ replicabilit

L0y L] X X X X X XXX XXX XXX XXX X XA K O

ExternalValidit

U From Awind tunnel o testing to test flig
U Contextualizing the protocol
U Recruiting participants



From decontextualized to contextualized
experiments

Contextfree
Abstract Evocative Roleplaying
Neutral
Increasing
level of
J V2 J J context
Putsthe
Replicability SilEhesys Makesthe social participant in a

Internal validity understandingof
Gold standard experimentaltasks

Avoidsconfusion

component of the realisticsetting in
gamemore salient relation with his
day-to-daylife

AlekseeyCharnesaind GneezyJEBO, 2017



From students to farmers

A Difficulty to reach farmers :
i Cooperationwith publicinstitutions and professional corporations
i Usethe local press/ eventsfsurveys
i Need for individual socteconomic data; impossible to merge database
or to link statistical data base (ag census) to individual farmers

A Someissues may potentially be morpronounced
More heterogeneity

Selfselection(voluntary participation to incentivized experiments)

Scrutinyg warm glow

i
i
i Anonymity(between experimenter and subjects, among participants)
i
i More expensive (higher stakes needed)




2. Organizing RCT in the CAP context?

i Non discrimination for Efarmers

i Samplingandneedof adequatedata forstratification

u Contamination spillovers

u Collectinghe outcome

» (Dufloet al., 2007 Shadislet al., 2002Morawetz 2018)

A Pilot projet, phasein: randomlyoffering farmersto participatein a pilotstudybeforethe measures
Implementedat full scale/ randomizethe order of phasein

A Oversubscription if applicants> budgetc selectapplicantsoy lottery
A Encouragement desigmpromote programamongrandomlyselectedfarms

A « Freelunchrandomization»: freelunchfarmsbenefitfrom the programpaymentswithout havingto
comply



PRESENTING ECONOMIC EXPERIMENTS TO
RESEARCH FUNDERS AND POLICY - MAKERS?

From a round tablehaired by M. Lefebvre with AhomagINRA SAE2
France)F.Dessar{JRCEU Policy LabY.PleesECDGAgr), V.Forget
(Ministry of agriculture, CEP, France).&ankosKOECD Trade and
Agriculture Directorate)

A Eagetlto improvethe «evidencebased» policymakingprocess
A Increasinghawareof the experimentalapproachesn policyex-ante and expostevaluation
A Interestedin crosscountryexperimentstestingthe relevance of CAP at a laigmale

A Interestedalsoin understandingoetter how behaviouralfactorscanexplainthe succes®r failure
of policymeasure

A Wouldlike to seemore inputs ofexperimentalstudiesin policysimulationmodelsand tosee
experimentalprotocolsimprovedby model simulatiomesults

A Contextualizedesultsare important forpolicyymakers

23



The REECAP Network REE $ CAP

u Website Research network on Economic Experiments
https://sites.google.com/view/reecap/about for the Common Agricultural Policy
Contactinfo@reecap.org

Our mission To bring together researchers, experts
and policy makers interested in the use of
economic experimental approaches to evaluate and
Improve the Common Agricultural Policy

U 6-7 Juin 201n Angerslstworkshopon
methodologicakhallenges

U 2d workshop in Vienna 287 September2018

U European Review of Agricultural Economics special

Issue to be published in 2019:AEnri ching the CAP
evaluation toolbox with experimental approacheso
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