Definizione stile: eaae - heading1:
Rientro: Sinistro: 0,6 cm, SpazioPrima:

12 pt, Dopo: 6 pt, Interlinea singola,
@ Nessun elenco puntato o numerato

AITEAA

ASSOCIAZIONE ITALIANA DI
ECONOMIA AGRARIA E APPLICATA

One policy, many policies: the spatial allocationfdirst and second
pillar CAP Expenditure

Camaioni B2, Esposti R?, Pagliacci F*, Sotte F.
! Universita Politecnica delle Marche, Dept. of Eomics and Social Sciences, Ancona, ltaly

2 The National Institute of Agricultural EconomidBlEA), Rome, Italy

f.pagliacci@univpm.it

Paper prepared for presentation at tHABEAA Conference
“Feeding the Planet and Greening Agriculture: Glrajes and opportunities for the bio-economy”

25-27 June, 2014
Alghero, Italy

Summary

The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is the mogpamiant EU Policy in terms of total expenditure vdeheless, its
impact on EU-27 regions is rather uneven: actuafigme regions have historically received a largepmort than
others. Territorial imbalanceshowever—justepresentonly part of the story. The CAP comprises a wide ranfye o
agricultural and rural measures, from agriculturaharket interventions to agro-environmental paymend rural
development measures. Due to their underlying obfs; expenditures from different CAP Pillars akocated
according to different territorial patterns at lockevel. In thise paper, CAP real expenditures for years 2007-20EL a
analysed at EU 27 NUTS 3 IeveI by conS|der|ng ladmere |nten5|ty per hectare of utlllsed agrlcuﬂharea (UAA)

o y VA of

Seven@AP expend|ture
tvpolomes (Dlrect Pavments Market Intervent|ondmmes and RDPs Axes i.e., AXIS 1, Axis 2 and B)u The|r

A*es—(l—e—A*rs—l—A*ts—Z—and—A*ts%)—WherFamgymespatlal aIIocatlon ghllghts ef—smgte—GAP—e*pendﬂure

typologies:different territorial pattern i
lyangduggests the eX|stence of weII deﬂned
spatlal clusters They seem to be determlned bnahﬁ'e of CAP |tself Indeed despite being alsiid) policy;CAP
P sp@ specific territorial alloca ion the heterageous nature of its
measures and thelr spatlal aIIocatlon makes the @Adémblnatlon of several territorial policies. .
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One policy, many policies: the spatial allocationfdirst and second
pillar CAP Expenditure

Camaioni Beatric& Esposti Roberth Pagliacci FrancesépSotte Francb

! Universita Politecnica delle Marche, Dept. of Eoaics and Social Sciences, Ancona, Italy
2 The National Institute of Agricultural EconomidBlEA), Rome, Italy

INTRODUCTION

The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) still represethe most important EU Policy in terms of both
total expenditure and share within the EU budgegtceits origin (1962) the CAP has Iargely supedrt
agrlcultural sector and farmers incomdss: ‘

measures)Over time, tiis supporteSAR-has undergone major changes and reforms, so mdw (nirlglnal
market support measures have been gradually tramséob into direct income support measures.
Furthermoere—CAP-territorial-allocationMore impartly, another major characteristic of the CAP supfm

thatit is not_and has never beenomogeneous throughout the Bpace In particular, some regions have
historically received a greater support than offidrareas (Shucksmitt al, 2005; Copus, 2010; Crescenzi
et al, 2011; Camaionét al, 2013). This is due to several causes. Firstlyssicountry differences play an
important role: EU Member States still receive etiéintiated amounts of CAP support. Then, at a lower
territorial level, the spatial allocation of CAPpenditures also depends on specific features, asdither
the presence of given agricultural activities @& general degree of rurality. Previous studies laraady
pointed out existing links between CAP expenditanel rural features dhe local level (Camaionét al,
2013).

Nevertheless, thesaricultural and rurafeatures just represent part of the story. Actyale CAP
currently includes a wide range of measures, from agricultunarket interventions torural—and
environmental measures. Since Agenda 2000, thepfitar of the CAP has been mainly aimed at suppor
agricultural activities and farmers’ income, whitee second pillar hakeen identified as the—referred to
Rural Development Policy (RDP). Due to their ungieg objectives,the expenditure from the two
different CAP pillardsareexpected to be allocated accordingisy-different spatial patternstloca-evel
Actually, a single EU policy (i.e., the CAP) shotild more properly considered as a set of diffepetities,

each of them havmq its own terrltorlal pecullzmtl ﬂﬂ—p&rﬂeuﬂr'—when—dﬁen&an@mg—smgle—nﬁrMU

y dlsentangllng CAP measures and policies, in rotde
analyze-shed-light-ether spatial and territorial allocatiofo pursue this objective the—efthese-different

“ ”

policies—InpartictlarCAP real expenditures are analysed at NUTS 3 Jewe| the lowest territorial scale
admitted by the available policy data—Althougle-tx-antespatial-allocation-of such—a—poliey-is—usually
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According to this general framewotke, first part of the paper is aimed at describingdfstribution
of Pillar One and Two funds throughout the EU-2@cep This analysis is performed aisthighlye-mest
disaggregatedeasibleterritorial level (1288 NUTS 3 regiorere—understugdyfor years 2007 to 201(he
last year with available policy data at this levél take regional size-Bue-te-regioh&terogeneitpver the

throughoutthdEU-27 space into accoun€AP expenditure is expressed in intensity ter@BR expenditure
per ha. of utilised agricultural area; per annuatkwunit employed in agriculture; per thousand Euod
agricultural Gross Value Added), take regional comparisons feasibleget-comparakie By jointly

considering the -stial allocation ofbeth-agricultural and rural measuresis—jeinthmeasured.—fHur
groups of regiongan be-areeventually identified(section 3) i) top beneficiariesthose NUTS 3 regions

where both pillars’ support intensity is above Hig¢-27 average; iiunder supported regionshoseNUTS 3
regions where both pillars’ support intensity isolmethe respective EU-27 average; &gricultural-oriented
regions those NUTS 3 regions where first pillar's suppmtensity is above the EU-27 average, while
second pillar's support intensity is below; iiral-oriented regionsthose NUTS 3 regions where first
pillar's support intensity is below the EU-27 aggawhile second pillar's support intensity is abov

After this exploratory analysis, therth section—second-paof the paper focuses dhe spatial
allocation of specific CAP measuresmeasutretn—_particular, overall CAP expendituréshave—been
disentangled in the following five typologiesPillar-One-has-been-disentangled-iDicect Payments and
Market Measure- ihterventions (Pillar One) Pillar—Two—{i-e—Rural-Development—Policy)—has—hee

disentangled-among-majorax@sis 1, Axis 2 and Axis 3neasures (Pillar TwoAccording to thisimple
taxonomy, the paper describes the geographicalligon of each CAP expenditure typologyledatevel

throughoutNUTS 3 level acrofise EU-27. According tthe observed result§.e., least and most supported

regions) the CAP shows polymorphic features, due to the@fdifferent measures @emprisesincludesAs
a consequence, from a single policy, many spatiaityeted policies seetm emerging

t

and—mest—s&pperted—mgmns—thme@heu{—me—l%@tnon 5 concludes tf@p_i’-we{-k by suggestlng some
policy implications of thempirical evidenceanalysis-as-well

PoLicy DATA: A GENERAL DESCRIPTION

Formattato: eaae - heading2,
SpazioDopo: 0 pt

21.1.1. The Common Agricultural Policy: Agricultural, Rural and Environmental Measures

The main purpose of the present is to provide exMideabout spatial allocation of CAP expenditures,
focusing on a disaggregated territorial level (NU3JSand covering the whole set of EU-27 MembereStat
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(Croatia is not considered here). The CAP curresthyprises a wide set of measures, ranging from
agricultural to measures to and environmental ones.

i -In 1999, Agenda 2000 reformed both
the CAP and reglonal policies. In establishing Wrimanmal framework, it defined two “Pillars” dhe
CAP. Then following reforms (in particular Council Regulatidl290/2005)created-definedwo distinct
funds for financingeach-ef-themthese two pillarfhe European Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAQH) a
the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Developi@&?AFRD) replaced the former European Agricultural
Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF). EAGF, namedy Rirst Pillar, finances-_fundsboth direct
payments to farmers amdarketmeasuresr interventions-torespend-to-market-disturbarfeas, private or
public storage, export refunds). EAFRD, namely $ieeond Pillar, is aimed at financing rural develepm
programmes within single EU Member States.

For the 2007-2013 programming period, overall CApprapriation for commitmentslightly
exceededis-egual #008,867million €.

Despitethe latest reforrs, Pillar One still represents more than 75% outhig overall 2007-2013
budgetSARfunds|t mainly compriseswo types of-agriedlturgbolicies:

« Direct Payments (D$p support farmers’ and land managers’ incoroesditional on the-in—+eturn—for
themrespecif ing-agro-environmental standards amdkeeping the land in good condition. Supporésy
decoupled from production, thits distortiorary s-iamarketeffects are expected to be very limitedprices are
mostly avoided

¢ Marketlintervention (MIl) measureae still-have-been-introducedmnintained for a number of product
s+tThey respond to specific markainditions and consists in a set of pretty conesli measures ranging

from disturbances-by-adepting-intervention-buyipgiivate storage aido and.export refundstherefore,
under certain conditions, suppobeneficiaries are, in fact—is—also—addressedtramlers andfood

industriesprocessors

Both DR and MI measures are directly managed by the EU iesion N:—revertheless, either
regional or national paying agencies are in chafgpayments to direct beneficiariedthereas-BPsDP
currentlyaccount for a large share of the supmpented-currently-giveto agricultureagriculture through
the First Pillar as—market policies have steadily decreased over tiatgy due to-thanks—tmarket
liberalizationimplied -demanded-for_lyhinternationabgreementseenstraintidenkeet al, 2010).

According to CAP evolution over time, Rural Devalmmt Policy has been designed to complement
CAP Pillar One. CAP Second Pillar includes addi&iomeasures, aimed at serving broader environmental
and rural development objectives. In particularaiins at supporting EU rural regions. In fact, ttetiji
represent a vital part of the EU and they havdyldieen facing new opportunities and challengespite
some economic and social weaknesses and otheoti@rimbalances. Indeed, ongoing transformatiohs
developed EU economies have largely affected Eldl mreasand the integration with the urban spaceas
well (Mantino, 2005; OECD, 2006; Copasal, 2008; Eurostat, 2010; Esposti, 2011; Settal, 2012).
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In 2007-2013 programming period, Regulation 1698&@2@rovidels a menu of 44 measures from
which either Member States #reirregions may choose, when designapgeific theirRural Development
Plans. Programmes are based on common strategic olgacti?2007-2013 RDPis—focusesd on three
“thematic axes”: i) Axis 1 aims at improving thengpetitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sgdt)
Axis 2 improves the environment and the countrysiile Axis 3 promotes quality of life in rural aas,
encouraging diversification of the rural economy.fourth axis Leader initiativé has been addedoo.
Following a bottom-up approach;-dtal action groups define their own strategy. —underlocal

development programmgdsased on the three axes of the RBiBstly-following-a-bettom-up-appreach

In order to provide a balanced approach to RDP, Man$tates and Regions are requested to spread
EAFRD financial resources among each thematic &késertheless, allocation is not even. In 2007-2013
programming period, about 33% of EAFRD financiadaerces was committed to Axis 1, about 46% of
resources to Axis 2, while just 13% out of totalFHRD resources to Axis 3. Copus (2010) already aealy
the allocation ofRDP expenditureacross-en-betisectoral and territorial measurasd found-aecross—EU
Member-Statesactually, thilte former interventionwas found-to-berather dominantin factNevertheless
the allocation among thematic axes is even moisbalanced wheerensidering comparing the-singht)-

27 Member Stage differences are due to both allocation choice$ @istinction between convergence and
non-convergence regions. Both elements may dedfidgtathe financial leverage that is generated by
national and private co-financing (Camaioni and&@a010).

It has to be noticed th#tte CAP also represents, in terms of expenditure amouatythin EU-pursues
environmentapolicyebjectives—as—wellActually, within thecurrent CAP desigr-EU-pelitical-frameweork,
several-mestenvironmental objectivegustify the adopted measures but thase pursued through not
specifically-designedinterventions andfunds. For instancethrough cross-compliance (that penalises
farmers who infringe EU law on environmental, pobind animal health, animal welfare or land
management);-BPsDdte expected to improve tipeovision-de ofenvironmental public goods, by fostering
more sustainable farming systems. Among environahecwnditions to be followed, the EC strongly
recommends: i) prevention of soil erosion; ii) maining of soil organic matter and soil structuiié;
avoiding the deterioration of habltats |v) prohagtand managlng WateAbeve-memgneeLemmenmemal

Iargely supports enV|ronmentab|ect|ves but this is done through more tarqetmﬁxsuresta#get&aswvell
Axis 2, in particular-is actaalhraimed at improving environmental objectives andefiresents almost 50%
of overall committed expenditures from RDP.

. . . <«— — — 7| Formattato: Rientro: Sinistro: 1,27
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According to the above-mentioned political framekydhis section provides further information about
the adopted data sources. Actually, EU policies datailahility is rather poor, at least at local level

% Rural Development Palicy is implemented by spqu‘logrammes at either national or regional leuellike Pillar One, Pillar _ _ - ‘[Formattato: Tipo di carattere: 9 pt ]

implementation as well. Expenditures are not dyemvanaged by the EU Commission: they are generadlyaged at national level,
while just Spain, Germany and Italy opted for regioimplementation. Other exceptions are represieye Belgium (2 RRsDP
Flanders and Wallonia); Finland (2D0RsDP Mainland and Region of Aland); France (®RsDP. Exagone, Corse, Guadeloupe,
Guyane, Martinique, Réunion); Portugal (B/sDP Mainland, Azores, Madeira); The UK (4BRsDP. England, Wales, Scotland
and Northem Ireland).

‘[ Formattato: Tipo di carattere: 9 pt ]

and nature conservatlon prolects through grandscafi for proposal) and the Eco Innovation and @etitiveness and Innovation
Framework Programme (CIP-EIP).
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(Shucksmithet al, 2005) aFer-instancesno information on CARealexpenditureex-anteallocation is

providedbelowthe national level -is-previdedby DG Agriculture. Converselyjust-data-referring-either to
the-ex-anteallocation-of funds-or-to-thereconstruction-eéReconstructions akeal expenditurdased-on

soeme-sample-observations—{e.g—FADN-dara) available at regional levblt they are mostly based on

some sample observations (e.qg., FADN data) (Esp@667)_ Nonetheless, -d-&a onthe real ex-post

from European Commission (DG Agriculture). Accoglito the main aims of the work, CAP actual
expenditures from two different funds (EAGF and BAF have been taken into accouand the final
dataset gathers EU-27 payments from years 20001tb. 2

Expenditure data are analysed at MidTS 3 levelbecause itllows for a detailed representation of the
allocation of expenditure: actually, NUTS 2 levehi too wide scale to be representative, wheredsvgoat

an even smaller scale (e.g., local administrativie level) is unfeasibleriventhe-current-data—avatability
throughoutthe EUINn fact, eexpenditure data refer to single paymesdsived by beneficiaries throughout
the EU-27, on the basis of the declaration of matigor regional) paying agencies. Therefore, § wginute
territorial level could be feasible, in principle. practice, in order to keep their anonymity, data provided
only at level 3 of NUTSNomenclature of territorial units for statistic® Thus, 1288 NUTS 3 regions are
under study here

This eNeverthelessxpenditure aggregation at NUTS 3 legsill poses some critical issuas-well
NUTS 2003 classification was in force in years 2692007; then, in 2008, NUTS 2006 classificaticasw
adopted. Fhus,S-eme expenditure from years 2007 and 20@8wvever, stil-als@oncernsreferred-tthe
previous programming period and in particular bNthTS classification®eeurred-tohas to be-hesedin
orderto univocally identify the beneficiary-same-NUTSrggionin any given-s-even-in-the-saipear. A
major issue to be solved thus deal with univodalcations of payments. In some cases NUTS codgslysim
changed when shifting from NUTS 2003 to NUTS 20@&sification, thus not really affecting the allooa
of expenditures. Nevertheless, other changes affeterritorial divisions as well: some NUTS 3 regio
terminated, being split into two or more new NUT&gions; some other NUTS 3 regions were merged; in
other cases, boundary shifts occurred. In thesescd®AP expenditures that had been spatially ifiedti
according to NUTS 2003 classification had to bdloeated according to the new NUTS 2006 layer. In
particular, when either splits or boundary shiftcwored, the following methodology has been adaopted
expenditures of previous NUTS 3 regions were ajigreet! according to the share of total surface efriw
NUTS 3 regions. This methodology follows thea- assumptiothat expenditure allocation within each
NUTS 3 region is spatially homogeneous.

included into Eurostat dataset is_still providedading to that classification.
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Nevertheless;in order to properly assess the spatial allocatfddAP expenditures, weighted values
expressing CAP expenditure intensitysha be-ve-beenonsidered. Support intensity can be expressed by
means of different dimensions. As the policy underdy here mostly deals with agricultural issues,
following dimensions have been selected: agricaltarea, agricultural labour force, gross valueeaidlom
agricultural activitie§ More in detail, the following expenditure inteliessy—indiceswere taken as basic
units for the analysis:

. Expendlture per hectare of utilised agnculturataa(€/UAA)—UAA—refeps—te—a#eas—d+Feeﬂy—used—for

. Expendlture per annual work unit employed in agmn'e (€/AWU)» ene—annual—weﬂeum{—ee#espends

« Expenditure per thousand Euros of agricultural gradue added (€/.000:8)the-gross-value-added-from

Main statistical source for these variableFasm Structure Survefrom Eurostat. This is a periodical
survey (2000, 2003, 2005 and 2007) that reports datUAA and AWU employed in agriculture, at NUTS
3 level. When available, latest figures are comsideData on agricultural GVA (expressed in thodsan
Euros) come from Eurostat National and RegionalnBatic Accountsgueto_take —the-eurrent-ecenomic
efisisheavily-affectinghe economic cyclénto accountthe 2007-2010 yearlgverage Agricultural GVA

value-foryears2007-to-2019hereconsideregherd™.

Some furthecaveatsabout data useldave to be pointed ocuts-well Availability of NUTS 3 data on
agriculture across EuropermtherpoeorincompletéShucksmitret al, 2005), so missing valuésrgelyaffect
Farm Structure Survegata on hectares of UAA and AWU employed in adnize. Among others, they
mostly affected NUTS 3 observatiotisroughout_particularly inGermany, the UK and Austria. Firstly,
missing valuegor years 2007-201Bave been replaced by adopting 2005, 2003 and @8G0respectively,
when available (e.g., for NUTS 3 regions in Sp#ady, Austria).This solution does net-Same-methedelogy
cannot-beapplied to mostGermanNUTS 3 regionsthreugheut-GermanyEfollowing Shucksmithet al.
(2005), missing values in thosegions_casebave been replaced by considering data availablegher
territorial level. In particular, the method chosfen apportionment of higher-level (NUTS 1 or NUBS [
level) UAA and AWU dataen-hectares—of UAA-and-AWAD NUTS 3 leveliwas mainly based on the //,[ Formattato: Tipo di carattere: Times
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agriculture. The methodology relies on the asswnptiat farming activities in relation to UAA andi\AJ
do not vary significantly within eadBeuntry-erhigheNUTS level2 regiengShucksmittet al, 200552

A final Furtherremarls_concerns how very high—deal-with-the-wayABPCexpenditure intengitsyare
treatedis—ecomputed When expressingexpenditure intensity- iby means of specific agriculture-related
variables “artificially” _high values may be observed in a few cHsés order to get rid of suchistortive

distortionary caseeffest regions fulfilling at least one the followingiteria have been excluded from the
analysis:

« UAA (utilised agricultural area¥ 1000 ha.;
« Agricultural AWU (annual work unitsy 10;
« Gross value added from agricultyd 00,000.00 €.

According to these criteria, 30 regions have hidentifiedexcluded. F:hey mostly are capital cities
(e.g., Bruxelles, Copenhagen, Paris, Dublin, Rigadon) and other city regions, mainly locatedha UK.
These exclusions do not really affect the overathdetActualhy—tThe number of total observations under
investigationbecomesis1258 but -andexcluded regions account for a negligible shareowverall CAP
expenditure —aAlthough representing—aceceunting—@.33% out-of the total number of EU-27 NUTS 3
regions, they account for less than 0.4 of total CAP expenditure.

AN EXPLORATORY ANALYSIS OF THE SPATIAL ALLOCATION OF EU FUNDS

According to the major characteristics of CARth-EAGF-and-EAFRBerritorial imbalances in both
EAGF and EAFRD expenditures allocation are expedtedccur, due to large socio-economic and
environmental differences throughout the EU, &t fiReferring tahe oursample of 1258 observatiofsee
seetion2-2) Table 1lreports some-shews-majdescriptive statistics for CAP expenditure intengit terms
of land, labour and agricultural GVA, respectiveljean and standard deviation, as well as quarfiitea
the cumulative distribution function, are shown. @verage, overall 2007-2011 CAP support giegle
NUTS 3 region was about 1,800 € per hectare of Ua#d47,600 € per AWU employed in agriculture

Mereover-CAP-suppertameountedt@00€ per thousand Euros of agricultural G¥heach-region

According to the quartile distributions provided time lower part of Table ITable 2 reportghe
cumulative shares dbtalraw CAP expendituréay e
expenditure—accounteidr eachspeecificrangequartilef the dlstrlbutloni{iable—z) The lower quartile in
terms of CAP expenditure intensiggnerallyaccounts for less thalir2@ of total raw expenditure. When
considering the CAP expenditure intensity per thodsEuros of agrlcultural GVA such a share is just
12.7%. Converseljpoth-the5' A
thatistargerthan-expested—Aectuallye 3° guartllerange is the Iargest Oraes it accourﬂ}mg—by—i%selffor
more than 40% of total CAP expenditure, while thper quartile account for about 25-35% of total CAP
possible explanation of these results maydamd-inthe fact thatheseregions shwingaringthe highest

A-comp ed wall: anresan he-—athod ol

AWU; one region misses the value for the agricalt@VA. Due to their very urban features, it seqmmsible to consider them
having no agricultural activities at all (i.e., UAMAWU and agricultural GVA equal to zero).

3 They refer to urban areas whose values for UAA,LAd agricultural GVA are quite small. Neverthe|ebe same regions may _ ‘[Formattato Tipo di carattere: 9 pt
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expenditure intensity are generally smal{fand mostly more urbanthan other NUTS 3 regions, thus
accounting for a lower share on overall raw expemeli

Picture emerging from these statistics, howeveveats just part of the story about the uneven
distribution of the CAP expenditure. What is mameeresting is the spatial quartile distributionsoas the
EU-27 as mapped in the Annex. Remarkable heterdtyeared specific territorial patterns emerge. Fjrsit
has to be noticed that the overall picture sigaifity changes with three indicators. This issue leen
already pointed out in previous studies (see fstaince, Camaiorgt al, 2013). When considering intensity
of total CAP expenditure per UAA, regions in East&U Member States mostly belong to the lower
quartile of the distribution (low expenditure ing#y). Conversely, urban regions and other NUT8@ans
in the Netherlands and Belgium show highest CAReegjiure values throughout the EU. Figures aboeit th
allocation of CAP expenditure in terms of agrictdiuAWU follow a fairly similar territorial patterrregions
in Northern and Western Member States tend to daoge CAP expenditure intensity. On the contrary,
when focusing on CAP support per thousand Euramdtultural GVA, results are pretty different. \Ahi
previous indices suggested the existence of a niaetern-Western divide in the allocation of oVeC#AP
expenditure, such a divide definitely vanishes ediog to this indicator.

Nevertheless, analysing spatial divide only focgsim the overall CAP expenditure may be partially
misleading. Different measures within the CAP axpeeted to be affected by very different territbria
patterns. Differences between EAGF (Pillar One) BA#RD (Pillar Two) expenditures clearly emerge. On
average, in years 2007 to 2011, NUTS 3 regionswedebout 163 million Euros as Pillar One expeairdit
and just 30.5 million Euros as Rural Developmentd@@xpenditure. Average support per hectare oAUA
was thus equal to 1,541€ and 304€ respectivelyl€Tab Standard deviation is very large in bothesas
even after having removed regions with “extremd3aur features. Actually, some regions received Hyrea
reduced support, while other regions were highppsuted (e.g., more than 1,000€ per hectare of UAA)

Table 1.CAP expenditure intensity descriptive statistid¥)2-2011 Fetathnumber of observations: 1258).

Expenditure per UAA Expenditure per AWU Expenditure per GVA

(E/UAA) (€/ AWU) (€/.0009)
Mear 1,844.1: 47,582.5¢ 1,800.2!
Standard Deviation 2,140.31 62,315.10 2,303.33
Minimum 128.09 546.28 28.77
1st Quartile 1,092.3: 15,266.2i 902.35
Median 1,598.41 36,075.91 1,453.07
3rd Quartile 2,135.53 61,463.14 2,079.99
Maximumr 47,215.5! 950,650.3 36,024.2.

Source: own elaboration

Table 2. Cumulative share$%) of CAP expenditures (2007-2011) by quartiles ofesxiture intensity
(Fetatnumber of observations: 1258)

re * ‘[Tabella formattata
CAP Expenditure per UAA CAP Expenditure per AWU CAP Expenditure per GVA
(E/UAA) (€ / AWU) (€/.0004)

1st Quartile 16.76 16.06 12.72
Median 27.60 20.97 24.41
3rd Quartile 73.73 67.16 64.88
4th

QuartileMaximum 100.00 100.00 100.00

Source: own elaboration




39 AIEAA Conference — Feeding the Planet and GreeAipculture Alghero, 25-27 June 2014

Table 3.Pillar One and Two expenditure intensity (€ / UAd@scriptive statistics, 2007-20 otatnumber

of observationg: 1268) __— { commento [U1]: secondo me &
Pillar One expenditure (€ / UAA) Pillar Two expétude (€ / UAA) :E::::::lz;2’:::{0':;?;;'ﬂ:3;‘:&52;]0
Mear 1,540.41 303.6¢

e non medie annuali. O sbaglio?

Standard Deviation 1,967.47 460.08~ _

Minimum 33.99 4.78 ‘[Tabella formattata ]
1st Quartili 799.6¢ 122.6¢

Median 1,305.97 207.96

3rd Quartil¢ 1,872.2° 355.3¢

Ath Quartile (maximumyMaxirrsm 45:472.59 8,905.23 _ _ Tormattam: Tipo di carattere: Times }
Source: own elaboration New Roman, 9 pt

Focusing onthe-spatial allocationof funds, Pillar One expenditureas obvious, follows—largely
follows-the general allocation characterising overall CAfpeaditure_Considering:this—is—due—to—its
overwhelmingrelevance-out-of total CARP-—Foceusingegpenditure per hectare of UAA and per agricultural
AWU, intensity of Pillar One expenditure largelyllfavs the spatial allocation of major agricultural
activities throughout the EU-27. Nevertheless, sorteresting findings can be pointed out. Very leailues
generally affect all Eastern EU Member States megiavith a few exceptions. Conversely, many regions
belonging to Northern France, Belgium, the Nethrettaand Germany (as well as most regions in Narther
Italy) belong to the @ range of the dlstrlbutlon they are actually cbtaarased by the hlghest Pillar One
expenditure intensity throughout the :
Expenditure intensity is above the median value alssome Spanish a d Greek regmbese—regmns
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PHJ&FQHE—SH—BBGFHS—SHFBHSPHQJ—y—h@ﬁIgure 1)

Figure 1. Spatial quartile distribution for Pillar One exp@nre intensity per hectare of UAA (€/UAA) (left)

and per agricultural AWU (€/AWU) (right) at NUTSI@vel (2007-2011 values) _ - | Commento [U2]: Nella legenda di
questa figura, come nella prossima e in

quelle in appendice, credo sia preferibile

sostituire "range" con "quartile".

O 1strange B 4thrange
B 2nd range O Excluded regions

= 3rd range

Source: own elaboration

Conversely, Thespatial allocation of Pillar Two expenditures éolls rather different territorial
patterns. RDP expenditure intensity per hectardMA is low in flatlands throughout Northern Franaed
Spain. Regions in Scotland, Spain and Northerndéréxelong to the*irange-of-thedistributionquartjléoo.

On the other extreme of the distribution, many &@sEU Member States are highly supported (ranking
either 3" or 4" range of the distribution) and also many mountaigions throughout the Alps and the
Pyrenees belong to the upper quartiles (FigureW#)en considering RDP expenditure per agricultural
AWU, however,Jowest values are observed in most Eastern Cosrgig., Romania and Bulgariag well
as—as-wel-as-in isome Italian and French reglons Conversely, expmdntensny is high in most regions
throughout Scandinavian Countri&s

Figure 2. Spatial quartile distribution foRural-BevelopmentPolicyPillar Twe—intensigxpenditure
intensity per hectare of UAA (€/UAA) (left) and per agricutdh AWU (€/AWU) (right) at NUTS 3 level

(2007-2011 values)
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O 1strange m 4dthrange
B 2nd range B Excluded regions
= 3rd range

Source: own elaboration

According to these findings, @merges a sort of compensatory effect or subdiititfabetween the
two pillars of the CAP—seems-thagions that are little supported in terms of Pilme expenditure are
highly supported in terms of Rural Development exjieire and viceversa. Indeed, when jointly analysing
the territorial distribution and spatial allocatiofboth Pillars othe CAP, eppesite more complepatterns
are observed throughout the EBbeve-mentioredT-drritorial imbalances can be bettsemmarised
highlightedby identifying NUTS 3 regions véte both-es®illar One and Pillar Two support per hectare of
UAA is eitherabove (er-below) the EU-27 valuE. Taking the EU-27 value as the benchmark:- The

Follewing-this-frameworkeach region can be positioned on a Cartesian plaeee thex-axis refers
to Pillar One support intensity and thexis to Pillar Two support intensity. The origiftbe plane (0,0) is
positioned in the respective EU-27 values. Thigasgntation thus splits EU-27 NUTS regions intor fou
groups:

« High-High casegNUTS 3 remons where both pillars’ support |niems above the EU-27 averagédp

beneficiariegN age)

New Roman, 9 pt

!

{ Formattato: Tipo di carattere: Times
[ Formattato: Interlinea singola

¢ Low-Low cases(NUTS 3 regions where both Dlllars support miems below the respective EU-27
average) under supported region& i ¢

Formattato: Tipo di carattere: Times
New Roman

respective EU-27 average)

Formattato: Tipo di carattere: Times

New Roman

r
/
/
1
i /

¢ High-Low casegNUTS 3 regions where Pillar One’s support intgnisi above the EU-27 average, wh|le,

New Roman

!

Plllar Two's support |nten5|tv is below |t}19r|culture orlented benef|C|ar|e@.IUI|'-S—3—Feg+ons—where /’,
A /, Formattato: Tipo di carattere: Times
New Roman

1
!

!

/

/

sl i
/
1
:/’/ , | Formattato: Tipo di carattere: Times
/

s

[Formattato Tipo di carattere: Times
{ New Roman

!

I !
! // /| Formattato: Tipo di carattere: Times
New Roman, 9 pt

{Formattato eaae - paragraph

{ Formattato: Tipo di carattere: 9 pt

********** - ‘[Formattato: Tipo di carattere: 9 pt

furthermore it currently represents the majoreciin to funds redlstrlbutlon according to 201£LQ@AP reforms. ~ 7 Formattato: Tipo di carattere: 9 pt

o 0 o e o A A

11



39 AIEAA Conference — Feeding the Planet and GreeAipculture Alghero, 25-27 June 2014

¢ Low-High casegNUTS 3 regions where Pillar One’s support intgnisi below the EU-27 average, while
P||Iar Two's suDDort |nten5|tv is above:itural- orlented beneﬁmane&NUJ’S%—mgmns—whe#e—PﬂJar

Following this rough classification, Flgure 3 mabe four groups of reglonsvhen supporintensny
is expressed per hectare of UAA
valuesThere are{High-High-case)d88 High-High regions, mostly located in Eastern Germany, Sonther
Italy, Greece and IrelanéNevertheless,M-any Western EU regiorshew-Pillar-One’s-support-abeve-the
EU-27-value—whilstPillar—TFwo's—suppoert—is—belowmet EU-27—value-_(ardHigh-Low_cases while-).
Coonversely, NUTS 3 regions in Eastern Member Stadesell-as-acressand 8tandinavia generally fall in

the Low-High case. Lastly, 282 regions &ss-suppertedreferring-to-both-CAPPillarsw-Low)_cases
areas of Scotland and Wales, thigle-majority of Spain, Romania and Bulgaga-well-asan@ther some

Italian regions fall in thigroupetassAs shown in Table 4pp-beneficiaries-jusHigh-High casesepresent
13:24%eutof the total EU-27 UAA. On the oppositegndersupportedLow-Lowegions represent 382%

out-of total UAA. Nevertheless, it isonfirmed that-easy-te—netice—thatforore than a half of EU-27
NUTS3NUTS 3 regions we observe a sort of substltutabnlty—shews—a—mI%Fess—eempensauon
amengbetween thiawvo Pillar:
wppe;t—eppesﬁ&pe@ensdehmghem—the EU

Though just providing a rough picture about EU edkion of CAP expenditures, as it focuses on
overall expenditure intensity from Pillar One anitlaP Two, Figure 3 still highlights the clear East-
Western divide: most of EU Western regions shoergdr Pillar One’s support, while RDP support igéat
in Eastern ones. Furthermore, some Country spegéiterns emerge as well. To better investigate thi
allocation patterns, however, a further decompmsitif the CAP is needed.

Table 4.Classes of joint support per UAA: number of NUT®&@ions and share on total EU-27 UAA
No. of regions Share (%) out of total UAA

- ‘[Tabella formattata

Top beneficiaries 288 13.24

Agriculture-oriented beneficiaries 402 31.81

Rural-oriented beneficiaries 286 24.91

Under supported regions 282 30.02

Excluded regions 30 0.03

Total 1288 100.00

Source: own elaboration “ Sl ‘[Formattato: Rientro: Prima riga: 2 cm}

Figure 3.Pillar One and Pillar Two support per hectare ofAJfoint analysis
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Pillar One - Pillar Two (€/UAA)

Excluded Regions (30)
High-High (288)

Low-Low (282)
High-Low (402)
Low-High (286)

OOmemEO

Source: own elaboration
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ONE POLICY , MANY POLICIES : DISENTANGLING CAP EXPENDITURES

In order to stress the complex nature of CAP, tlewing CAP expenditures typologiesn-beare
hereidentified-tn—-particular,Pillar One expendituresave-beenardisentangled spliinto Direct Payment
(DP) and Market Intervention (MIl) measures. Belie—interventionsare directly aimed at supporting
agricultural activities throughout EuropEurthermere—ekpenditures from Rural Development Policy
(Pillar Two) are-have-been split into-disentangimabng-itsmain 2007-201&es: Axis 1 (improving the
competitiveness of the agricultural and forestrgt@g, Axis 2 (improving the quality of the envinment
and the countryside) and Axis 3 (promoting quatifylife in rural areas)While Axis 1 still prevalently
concerns the farming activityand-Axis-3-mestly-raferural-measuresvhereasexpenditures from Axis 2
are mostly aimed atprotecting andoromoting environmentgbelicies—threugheut-Eurepepublic goods and

-Axis 3 more generally concerns rural activitied aommunities.

ide-in-depth nak/emn AP avnandi a_cnati o) ion-throughout

the-EU-27.-the following sections will focus othe spatial allocation throughout the EU-27 of ¢hes

14
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dlsentangled expendltur:ems—desenbed—abevéior the sake of S|mpI|C|tv—Seet|en—4—1—mH—f-eem1

Agam—ln this #euemhg-analyse& the xgendlturentensny S expresseqber hectare of UAAs-taken-into

account’
: : <«- — — 7| Formattato: Rientro: Sinistro: 1,27
4-2:1.3. Direct Payments and Market | ntervention-Measures cm, Sporgente 2 cm, Tabulazioni: 1,27
cm, Tabulazione elenco

In_the following figures, -tfie spatial allocation oéxpenditure—disentangled-CAP—expenditise
|IIustratedeensmIeFed-heFé1y ghllghtstpesmg mestextremereglonalebsewedalues%—papueular—m—the
pdet and 10th

decﬂes;ang.f each distribution ana appedthus—eens&de#ed—h’ére

Figure 4represerthow g .
DP expenditure intensity per hectare of UAA. Lemnported regions mostly fall in Eastern Countteeg.,

Romania, Bulgaria and the Baltic Countries). Nehwaldss, some Scottish regions and some Alpine NRITS
regions aralsoincluded in thiddecileelass;taeOn the oppositsidedecile we findGreek NUTS 3 regions
as—well-andssome regions in Northern ltaly, in the Netherlarmisl in Germamare—among—the—most

tapbnsl-n the case ofterms-dfll measuresthe

extreme cases are—e*penehtute—mtensny—per—heetaw\A—rs—muehmore geographically scattered (Figure
5). This is due to the specific nature of this tggy of agricultural support. In particular, somiarkish and
Baltic NUTS 3 regions fall among the least supmbrdaes(first decile);:the sames-truefor some French,
British and Irish regions. Conversely, many Med#@eaean regions are included in the 18d#tilerarge of
the distribution(=i.e.,-this-is-also-the-casesime Spanish and Italian regions af€Cyprug. la-particular,
it can be noticed that some EU Countrigeesent both—eemprise—beth—mest—suppeorted—and- least
supportedextremeegions.lt is also worth noticing that—Furthermost, EU level,not only extreme cases of
DP expenditure arefound-to-bemore spatially concentrated than Bhpendituremeasuresndeedregions
belonglng to thelast decﬂe—]:@th—tangef the DP expendlture intensityistribution—(-e—those—regions

SH¥ AAare also smallerj(st represent
54.98% eut—of total UAA) than those in the last dec#e—whe#eas—wheméenag—the—m{ehsmpf Mi
expenditure intensity-measures,-the-highest degililesents-8-41(84 outof total UAA).

Table 5. Pillar One expenditure intensity: share of leagipsuted (1st decile) and most supported (10th
decile) regionsutont total UAA

Share (%) out of total UA
DP MI measures
1stdecilerange Least suported region 14.02 11.1¢ <« gl ‘[Formattato: Allineato a sinistra ]
10thdecilerange: Most supported regior 4.9¢€ 8.41 - - ‘[Formattato: Allineato a sinistra ]

Source: own elaboration

Figure 4. Direct Payment expenditure intensity: least sumub(fistdecileranggand most supported (10th {Formattato: Interlinea singola ]
/
rangdecile) regions per hectare of UAA / /| Formattato: Tipo di carattere: Times
, New Roman, 9 pt
/ / . T . T
16 Results for the other two exoendlture |ntens|dmators (on AWU and agricultural GVA) are avaikabipon request. «// - ’{ ;‘;\;’m}:)t:;tnmgn)’? di carattere: Times }
|nc|ude 126 observatlons (| e, NUTS 3 reglons) ‘[Formattato: Tipo di carattere: 9 pt ]
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O |eastsupported regions ® Most supported regions

Source: own elaboration

Figure 5. Market Intervention expenditure intensity: leaspported (1stangedecile and most supported
(10thrangedecilpregions per hectare of UAA

O |eastsupported regions ® Most supported regions

Source: own elaboration
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cm, Sporgente 2 cm, Tabulazioni: 1,27
cm, Tabulazione elenco

421 /. Birectpaymentsand-market-itervention-measaresRDP axes

. - - W Formattato: Rientro: Sinistro: 1,27

When—fecusingWith—enPillar Two expenditurg results show rather different patterns
factAetuaHy expendlture mtensny per smgle Axﬂ—%es&—tmpﬁewrg—me—eempet&weness—ei—the

Quah%y—e#h:e—m—m;al—a#eas—and—dwepsmeanM—the—nﬁal—eeenemy) distributes across the—eaﬁeEU
NUTS 3 regions ilifferentiated-eppesite/ays.

Europe NUTS 3 regions (Poland, Slovakia, Hungany@;nprus). Other reglonm;g—rankmg—abeve—the
9th-deciles of the distribution are@egiensfrom Portugal and North Western Spain. Conversalyst of the
UK as well as some urban regions in Germany shiaeeldwest expenditure intensity valuedien

consideringAxis(1 decile}d (Figure6).

Expenditureintensity from Second Pillar's-s—frem-Rural-Devyileent Policy'sAxis 2 areaimed-at
prometing-rural-environment-thus-they-aherently targeted to high nature-quality regiassvell as less

urbanised areas. Actually, many Scandinavian NUT&dons, Irish regions and Alpine regions (e.g.
regions from Austria and Slovenia) desmprised-m the 10th range of the distribution, thselsowing the
highest-being-the-meostupportintensity across—ed-regions—throughtlie EU-27. Conversely, flatlands
across Northern France as well as many NUTS 3 megdioBulgaria, Romania and Scotland flew inthe
1st decile of the distribution (Figure Binally

eExpenditura targeted to the improvement of quality of liferimal areas (Axis 3) shqwnce agaipa
sharp North Eastern — South Western divide. Altthoggographically scattered, magtNUTS 3 regions
rankingin the 10thdecile-rang®f the distributiorsf-the-expenditure-intensity-per-hectare-of Ubdlong to
Eastern Countries. Some exceptions are represbptBidrthern Sweden and some regions in Germany and
Austria. On the opposite side, Ireland, Portugal &outhern Spain share the lowest values of Axis 3
expendituréntensityper hectare of UAA (Figure 8).

Figure 6. ARDP Axis 1 expenditure intensity: least supported (@streecile) and most supported (10th
decilerang®regions per hectare of UAA
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O | eastsupported regions ® Most supported regions

Source: own elaboration

Figure 7. RDP_AAxis 2 expenditure intensity: least supported ¢astgdecié) and most supported (10th
rangedecilpregions per hectare of UAA

O |eastsupported regions ® Most supported regions

Source: own elaboration

Figure 8. ARDP Axis 3 expenditure intensity: least supported estileranrgg and most supported (10th
drangecile) regions per hectare of UAA
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O | eastsupported regions ® Most supported regions

Source: own elaboration

iey’'sWith respecRDP’s-axes, Table 6 shows the shardefh
Ieastand mostsupported reglonand—mest—suppepted—enes—cmﬁ total EU- 27 UAA. Expenditures—from
; —IndeddlJTS 3 regions
in the hlghest decile of Axis 3 expenditure mtepsilstnbutlon}ust—represent 43% eutonf total UAA.
Conversely, regions in the highest decile of Axisxpenditure intensity distribution represerg@®o out of
total EU-27 UAA.

Table 6. Pillar Two expenditure intensity: share of leasparted (1st decile) and most supported (10th
decile) regiongutonf total UAA

Share{(%)-outof total UAA
Axis 1 Axis 2 Axis 3 *~~ {ravetia formattata
1stdecilerangeleast supported regions 6.31 13.24 12.39 <« gl ‘[Formattato: Allineato a sinistra
10thdecilerangeMost supported regions 9.30 7.05 4.13 - - {Formattato: Allineato a sinistra

L

Source: own elaboration

All these results confirthatthe uneven distribution of CAP expenditure intgngiroughout the EU-
27, when considering specific CAP_measures, beconsestaf multiform territorial policy—-this-isrue

order to stress tlsea#epemennenederntorlal patternsfor each NUTS 3 regions we can niae number of

expendlture typologies ranking imhich it ranks |n|0west and hlghesdiecnes -range per-each-NUTS 3
; idered as

man—e*pendﬁu%e—typelegeﬁgure 9 map$1ow many times each region faII ihe 1St decﬂe—number—of {Formattato: Apice

expenditure-typologiesranking-in-Lstrar(ge., lowest expenditure intensitigr the five CAP expenditure
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typologies Figure 10does the same for the-m
decilerangdi.e., highest expenditure intensity).

foratargenumberoef CACA expenditure typolages In particular, Scottish NUTS 3 regiossem-are

particularly under supportesbrmpared-to-the-EU-average-(Figure@nversely, when focusing on thg" - { Formattato: Apice

decilehighest-rangea different picture emerges. Agaisnme-mereperipheral regions are amortigose

the existence of a sort ofubstitutability -eross-compensatioamong CAP different measures.
NeverthelessHowever, only——justfew regions irsemeEastern countries rank in the highest decile of the
distribution for more than one CAP expenditure tgpy (Figure 10).

Source: own elaboration
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e*pen&%u%eﬂpe#e@es—mnkmgm—me—mghest—pange

Times

B OO
M = O
| I ]

Source: own elaboration

CONCLUSIONS

The analysis of the spatial allocation of CAP expieme has-shed-light-on-some-majorpatterns-across

the-EU-space—tnparticular—this—analysis-pesvidesd some insightful findinggnd, raisesing_important
policy implications with reference to the curreebdte about the redistributive effects of laf@sgd-3) CAP

reform(2014-2020) The intensity of CAP support (in particulagppertper unit of agricultural land) shows
major territorial imbalancethrougheut_acrosthe EU-27 space These imbalances mainly refer to both
urban-rural dichotomy and long-term cross-couniffetences Eastern Countries. Indeed, suppaensity
received by urban and central regions tends tddieehthan that received by more rural and periphames.
Moreover, CAP expenditures show large concentratiacross flatlands in North-Western EU.
| Conversely, Thouglsupport intensity is lower than the average intmegions of Eastern Europehere a
greater amount of Pillar Two expenditure (compaedVestern Countries regions) is generally observed
These findings have been stylized by identifyingT™BU3 regions whoskoth CAP First and Second Pillar
support per hectare of UAA is aboemd-below the EU-27 valuegtep—beneficiariesunder-supported
regions-agriculture-oriented-beneficiariesural-oriented-beneficiarids Under supported regioractually

represent about 30% of total UAhile top beneficiaries cover just 13% of total AAn fact, —butmore
than a half of NUTS 3 regions actually show a sdrsubstitutability-eress-compensatibetween Pillars’
expenditures. In general, Western EU regions shitiar ®Dne’s support abovand a-the-EJ-27-average,
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whilst Pillar Two’s supportis—below it—the EU-27 average{High-Lew—caselhe opposite occurs in
ConverselyNUTS 3 regions in Eastern Member States as wealtasss Scandinaviaesthyfal-in-the-Low-
High-case

Whenever-in—the—second—part—of-the—papunre disentangled CAP expenditures (i.e., DP, Ml
measures, RDP Axis 1, Axis 2 and AxisiShave-beeraken into account. Focusing-each-expenditdre
typolegy, the Ieastsu-ppe#ted—mgmnand the most supportetéglons—enes—have—been—ma-ppedfor each

expenditure tvpolo v

: in_a puzzling picture emerges: due to
dn‘ferent policy objectives, each CAP expendltwpoﬂogy shows rather different territorial patterf®r
instance, when considering DP support (EAGF), megifom Bulgaria and Romania as well as Baltic
Countries are found among the lowest supportedsar€anversely, when focusing on environmental
measures (i.e., expenditures from RDP Axis 2), 8icaavian and Alpine regions show the highest suppor
intensity throughout the EU-2¥ general terms,

After-havinrg-mappnged these results ahe EU scale,the impression is that the large territorial
imbalances of one major EU policy, the CAP is albjuthe consequence of the combination of a set of

ehir territorial allocation, as substitutes.
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Figure Al. Spatial quartile distribution for CAP expenditurgensity per hectare of UAA (€/UAA) at
NUTS 3 level (2007-2011 values)
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Figure A2. Spatial quartile distribution for CAP expenditurgensity per agricultural AWU (€/AWU) at
NUTS 3 level (2007-2011 values)
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Source: own elaboration

Figure A3. Spatial quartile distribution for CAP expenditirgensity per thousand Euros of agricultural
GVA(£/.000 €)
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Source: own elaboration
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