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ARTICLE INFO

1. Introduction ducers oposed as a reason for limited success of current
2000; Burton, 2004). Farmers are also subject to a

Agri-environment-climate schemes (AES) form the most important ion process over which they have little say and which they of-
policy instrument for conservation of biodiversity in the European
Union, including Finland (European Environment Agency, 2004). The
AES budgets regularly equal or exceed the amount of money spent on
wildlife and nature conservation efforts through other routes (Batary e

al., 2015). Despite this large expenditure, farmland biodiversity contj

n and Hart, 2001; Helenius and Seppénen, 2004; Birge and
on, 2014). Thus, AES needs to become more supportive of farmers
threatening by reducing bureaucracy and increasing the advi-
ry nature of the system. Steps that need to be taken to improve AES
iciency include becoming more results-oriented, improving targeting
d tailoring of measures, articulating objectives more clearly, and cre-
ating clearer indicators for measuring success (European Network for
Rural Development and the European Commission, 2010; European
Court of Auditors, 2011). Efficient AES policy will require both effec-
tive AES and sufficient budget to carry them out. On environmental ef-
ficiency, a recent external fitness check of the EU's Common Agricul-
tural Policy found negative relation between the effectiveness of the
different CAP instruments and their budget (Pe'er et al., 2017).

tent to reverse the larger-scale impacts of other CAP instruments (
et al., 2017). Other shortcomings of the current system range fro
sufficiently clear policy aims and associated problems with
to lack of flexibility of implementation under varied site ¢

European Court of Auditors, 2011; Poldkova et al., 201

The current system is based on prescribed actions
and is heavily top down. Farmers are mainly obliga
tions, sometimes according to specific dates, for p

management actions may not favour, or even (imal man- The results-based approach refers to payment schemes that reward
agement for meeting conservation targets onfa i farmers or land managers for environmental results achieved rather
power managers to address issues or conditio than actions undertaken and was recommended by the European Court
ment (Pullin and Knight, 2003). Additigfall of Auditors (2011 pp. 49) as a potential way forward to overcome ob-
proach is criticized as lacking cultural s ilitys it has failed to in- stacles of the existing actions-based approach. The approach is mainly
stil long-term attitudinal change amongst farmers (Burton and oriented toward maintaining existing high nature value habitats rather
Paragahawewa, 2011) and is claime isinceiitivise’ farmers by in- creating new ones (Uthes and Matzdorf, 2013). The results-based ap-
troducing a highly regulatory env at discourages innovative proach can be considered a type of payment for ecosystem services
and site-specific approaches and farmer behaviour more where biodiversity and other environmental outcomes become farm
to monetary stimuli than apprecia Its of their work (Hodge, products that a landowner can choose to produce in addition to agri-
2001; Kaljonen, 2006, 2008; ikk, 2007; Burton et al., cultural goods and services (Gerowitt et al., 2003; Klimek et al., 2008;
2008; Keenleyside et al., 2011). Cu resistance to agricultural mea- Russi et al., 2016). The results-based approach explicitly rewards land
sures that are perceived entities of farmers as food pro- managers for achieving biodiversity results by the management regime

best suited to the site and, through this, aims to make farmers active
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and purposeful participants in management for nature values. Results-
based approaches have been piloted or are already used in some Euro-
pean countries with positive result (comprehensive list in Allen et al.,
2014, updated in Herzon et al., 2018; see also Matzdorf and Lorenz,
2010). Most result-based schemes are so-called ‘hybrid’ schemes that
reward land managers for results but also place some requirements or
restrictions on the land management (Herzon et al., 2018).

The body of literature on the sociological aspects of results-based
approach is still relatively small, with little empirical research to date
on actual ecological or social outcomes (Burton and Schwarz, 2013;
Fleury et al., 2015; Russi et al., 2016). A key theme of the sociological
inquiry has been the approaches' potential for ‘cultural sustainability’
by achieving permanent change in farmers' thinking and actions to-
wards biodiversity and management for nature values (Burton and
Schwarz, 2013; Fleury et al., 2015; Magda et al., 2015). Another major
theme of the literature is farmers internalising the idea of ‘biodiversity
production’ as an environmental good they can be paid to produce
(Klimek et al., 2008; Matzdorf et al., 2008; Matzdorf and Lorenz,
2010). France's flowering meadows competition (Fleury et al., 2015;
Magda, 2015) and Germany's MEKA grasslands project (Russi et al.,
2016) are two of the most studied results-based schemes, and both
have found that participating farmers desire social recognition and ap-
preciation for their environmental achievements. Such social research
into results-based approaches further elucidates the premise, stated for
example by de Snoo et al. (2013), of farmland nature conservation as a
social challenge requiring the active support of the farming commu-
nity.

Uptake of new ideas is needed if practices are to change on a long-
term basis. The slower pace of change on the farms and in farmer
thinking compared to changes in policy is cited as a hindrance to up-
take of new environmental practices and AES measures (Burton an
Paragahawewa, 2011; de Snoo et al., 2013; Huttunen and Pelton

norm can have negative impacts on, for example, how far
viewed by their peers (Burton et al., 2008; Burton and Para,
2011; Sutherland and Burton, 2011). Because the resu

than actions only, clear communication of the manages

as payments preconditions and understanding and a
objectives by the payment recipients is necessary (Hérzen gf’al.

Though the results-based approach motivate

as collective learning process, see Magd
farmers without experience of the res
where it has yet to be introduced. C
Assessing cultural accept-
rceptions land managers
trialling (Herzon et al.,

results-based payment on
isting scheme call ature management grassland (NMG), which is a
popular measure wi eshold for participation. The main con-
cepts we use in evaluating cultural acceptability are ‘good farming’,
cultural scripts (especially as relates to good farming and tidy farms),
and the visibility of nature to farmers. The specific questions we ad-
dress are i) how the ‘managing for nature values’ approach fits with
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ize ecological results, for which they would be rewarded, and iii)
whether the results-based approach enhances or dilutes the current
‘good farmer’ ideal held by the farmers.

The paper is presented as follows: Firstly, we present the theoretical
concepts used and context. Secondly, we deseribe,the nature manage-
ment grassland scheme in Finland and h ypothetical scheme
ed in the research.
n in light of the
a brief summary re-

tive of cultural sustainability, as
to development of the results-b,

of farming are cultural scripts and farmers’
hat constitutes good farming or being a good farmer

Vanclaysnd Enticott, 2011). Both the cultural scripts concept and
iof of notions of good farming suit the view of farming and
ature conservation as social processes interacting across the three con-
Cultural scripts and views of good farming influence the behav-
iour offfarmers (Vanclay and Enticott, 2011; Burton, 2012), which is
hy they should be taken into account in policy. A third construct, vis-
lity of nature to farmers, is not an established social concept of itself
t may be found in cultural scripts and views of good farming. By vis-
ibility of nature to farmers, we refer to how and what farmers recog-
nize as nature on their farms and farm environs. We propose it as a
tool here because cultural acceptability and sustainability of the re-
sults-based approach is dependent in part on a capacity for seeing and
appreciating benefit to nature (Bergeé et al., 2008).

Silvasti's (2003 a & b) cultural scripts approach incorporates the
cultural, ideological and social factors at the society level with the ex-
periences and beliefs at the personal level to identify scripts that have a
strong normative character (Vanclay et al., 2007). Silvasti's use of
script theory draws on Simon and Gagnon (1984) to describe scripts as
‘mental maps’ representing sets of rules, values, behavioural patterns,
and expectations determined by society or a particular subculture
(Vanclay and Enticott, 2011). Silvasti originally applied the method to
understanding farming as a way of life in Finland. Silvasti (2003a,
2003b) and Vanclay et al. (2007) conclude that Finnish farmers carry
many peasant farming scripts, such as continuity of the family farm,
the gender script, the script of hard work, and the script of farming as a
tended garden. Vanclay et al. (2007) assert that continuity — handing
the farm on to the next generation — is the dominant script that affects
all other scripts. Silvasti (2003b) found that Finnish farmers simultane-
ously see themselves as, and derive identity from, being producers and
lands stewards while downplaying the environmental costs of their
agriculture. With the overlap of scripts in Australia and Finland and
similar concepts found in other literature, Vanclay et al. (2007) suggest
that many of the scripts identified by Silvasti are probably universal to
industrialized nations. Importantly for policy implementation, Silvasti
(2003a, 2003b) found that attempts to override the values and prac-
tices represented by the cultural scripts tend to fail (Vanclay and
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‘Good farmer’ or ‘good farming’ is used in different ways in the lit-
erature to gain an actor perspective for understanding construction of
farmer identity, views and motivations for behaviour. It has been
widely used in understanding farmers' development to more environ-
mentally sustainable agricultural practices (Silvasti, 2003b; Burton et
al., 2008; Huttunen and Peltonen, 2016). Good farming ideals shift as a
result of changing policy, economic, societal, and family contexts and
values (Sutherland and Darnhofer, 2012; Huttunen and Peltonen,
2016). Vanclay and others suggest ‘good farm management’ is the sec-
ond dominant script and, as with the cultural script of continuity, in-
forms all other cultural scripts (Vanclay et al., 2007). In this view, the
script of good farm management underpins the very subculture of
farming life and is imbued with meaning about norms, appropriate so-
cial behaviour, values, and even the preferences for dress, music and
politics (Vanclay et al., 2007).

Burton's extensive development of ‘good farmer’ is rooted in
Bourdieu's (1986) framework of different types of capital, specifically
social and cultural capital (Burton and Paragahawewa, 2011). In this
view, social relationships, dispositions, knowledge, skills and posses-
sion of cultural significant objects are considered types of non-eco-
nomic but significant capital alongside economic capital. Central to this
conceptualisation is the idea of trade-offs and transferability between
the different types of capital via symbolic capital of prestige, status and
reputation. Good reputation of a farm or farmer can aid in securing co-
operation of other farmers, and farmers who deviate from accepted
norms are likely to develop bad reputations (Burton, 2012).

The cultural script of continuity is evident in the concepts of habitus
and in ‘living one's field’. Habitus, the habits, skills and dispositions
formed by our life experiences, is described by Bourdieu (1984) as cre-
ated by ‘an interplay’ of freewill and structures over time. It is often
used in association with good farming research (e.g. Burton, 2008
2012; Sutherland and Darnhofer, 2012; Riley, 2016; Saunders, 2016)
describe how the social-cultural and structural context of farmin
ates identity and a sense of place that forms a body (habitus) in
the farmer operates. Similarly, Kaljonen (2006) described ivi
field’, where farmers' knowledge is rooted in the history of
and has developed in a particular place as they practice

family farm.

Both as a cultural script and as an understa:
across forms of capital, ‘good farmer’ is usef
farmer worldviews. Burton (2004) found that f;

to notions of good farming.

In the Bourdieusian view, ecological
the farming culture and of farmer,
Paragahawewa, 2011) that conve
status to peers. Traditionally, suc
duction goals and in having a yi
a ‘good farming’ ideal (Silvasti,
2016). ‘Tidy landscape’ has stron
communities (Burton, 2
and cultural scripts,
(Silvasti, 2003; Burton 20
de Krom, 2017). ordere

pital is embodied in pro-
rm — known attributes of
n, 2004, 2012; Riley, 2014,
ctivist meaning in the farming

chneider et al., 2010; Riley, 2014;
ndscape also represents the farmer's
ability to control na , 2002; Vanclay et al., 2007; Silvasti,
2003b). In Silvasti's research, Finnish farmers emphasised how the
farm looks when asked to describe a good farmer (Vanclay et al.,
2007). Research into aesthetic preference for landscapes shows that
farmers rate industrial agricultural landscapes — the least preferred by
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ferred by all other groups — lowest (Burton, 2012). Further, farmers
and conservationists have been previously shown to hold different
views of good nature management (Burgess et al., 2000): farmers also
included such activities as trimming ditches ang verges, weed control,
and other elements of the ‘tidy farm’ narrative as, non-production na-
ture activities, although many of these ac
versity conservation.

3. Case study and methodological

3.1. Hypothetical scheme for nature

ature management grassland
2017) NMG is one of several AES
able fields in Finland. Other options tar-
n meadow field, landscape field, game
anes, geese and swans (the latter type
Other arable areas relevant for biodiversity are
buffer zones, catch™€tops and green manure field. We chose the NMG
scheme as a testing ground because of participant heterogeneity and
potential fe proved management actions to positively impact biodi-
versity ically, NMG is a popular scheme in Finland with
innish farms (Natural Resources Institute Finland

(NMG) as an example
options for non-com
geting biodiversity in

is restricted regi

ording to Toivonen et al. (2013) varies from as few as
species on the sampled NMG parcels.
15, the year interviews were conducted for this study, the
| payment rate for NMG was 100€/ha or 120€/ha in target areas.
The bined maximum area allowed for fallow and NMG is 25% of
able area, and permanent grassland is excluded as ineligible for these
asures (MAVI, 2018). The management requirements for NMG in-
de keeping the vegetated cover for at least two years, biennial mow-
ing and proscribed agri-chemical use after establishment. Actual man-
agement ranges from occasional mowing and leaving the cut material
on site to mowing for fodder or grazing the sites (Toivonen et al.,
2015). NMG includes both short-term (e.g. two years) fallows, usually
as a part of crop rotations, and long-term fallows on fields that farmers
find difficult to take into cultivation for various reasons. The scheme
does not differentiate between short-term sown and long-term (semi-
natural) fallow.

In our hypothetical results-based scheme, farmers would receive a
basic rate for establishing the NMG, as is currently the case, but would
also be free to choose management practices so that the field might be
eligible for a bonus payment based on the biodiversity value of the
vegetation. The owner would be able to determine the present biodi-
versity value by identifying indicator plant species observed in a stan-
dard procedure (self-monitoring). In our hypothetical results-based
scheme, the biodiversity value is based on a list of 27 species that can
be regarded as indicators for the type of field in question (from data of
Toivonen et al.,, 2015). Of these, any combination of seven species
would be the minimum to qualify for the bonus payment. To partici-
pate in the results-based portion of the scheme, a farmer would have to
be able to identify species (or have someone else do this task) and fol-
low a procedure for recording their presence. Thus, a risk-averse
farmer can decide to apply for a bonus payment only if seven or more
species occur. Farmers interested in enrolling fields that are below the
indicator species threshold can learn about management through advi-
sory materials, experimenting with practices to try to increase the num-
ber of species, and sowing the species. The bonus element would be
subject to normal AES spot inspections (Birge et al., 2017) based on the
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mote the indicator species but did not achieve the anticipated results,
only the bonus payment would be withheld.

3.2. Farmer interviews

We conducted 20 semi-structured interviews with farmers with
NMG contracts. We conducted the interviews in 2015 in Uusimaa
Province. Uusimaa is an important agricultural region of more than
3000 farms, the majority of which specialise in cereal production
(1804 cereal farms, Natural Resources Institute Finland, 2016). We se-
lected farmers from a sampling frame of 92 Uusimaa farms with NMG
provided by the Information Centre of the Ministry of Agriculture and
Forestry. We sent invitations describing the research to 47 farmers
from the sample with multiple NMG sites. Eight farmers contacted us
and we included them in the study. We then telephoned a selection of
farmers from the list to request their participation. We aimed for vari-
ety among the participants and actively sought to include women, or-
ganic farms and farms with livestock in our sample. Our telephone
calls resulted in another 12 interviews, while 12 farmers either de-
clined outright mainly due to time constraints or were unable to com-
mit to an interview until after the growing season. Six farmers did not
answer the telephone calls or call back. This selection process resulted
in a total of 20 farmer interviews. All but one of the interviews took
place on the farms in person by the authors.

The interviewees were on average 45-50 years old, and all but two
had cereals as primary production type (Table 1). All farmers own at
least a portion of the arable land they farm, and most also have rented
fields. All but one (Farmer 8 — retired) are primary decision makers of
the farms. The farms included present a range of farming contexts in
Uusimaa, including full and part-time farmers, farms of different sizes,
organic and conventional production and both highly simplified an
more complex farming systems.

4
16 755+
In most cases, both authors were present at the interviews fWe
structured the interviews around, firstly, discussion at the farmh@use 7 55+
table about the hypothetical scheme and, secondly, walks in the fi

suggested by the farmers as potentially suitable sites for
scheme. This structure allowed us to ensure that the appr

their reactions to the presence or absence of biodive
form of the indicator species. We conducted interyi
on average, 1 h, excluding field visits. Other f:
ticipated and provided input for at least part
cases.

At the farmhouse table, interviews fo
cussion of the approach and practicali
scheme, exploration of the intersection o
ements with uptake of the bonus sc

results-based scheme to
t and that there would be
ing) but that agri-chemical
introduced the indicator species
e list includes such beneficial species
agronomically problematic species
rmers in whether they would be in-
er they have the capacity to carry out
the self-monitoring co nd knowledge of best practices for pro-
ducing the target biodiversity result (see interview guide in Birge et al.,
2017 Appendix C). Discussions continued in the field in 10 cases,
where we walked together with the farmers and searched for the indi-
cator plant species, using an example of extension materials
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Table 1
The farmers’ profiles, production and information of nature management grassland

schemes on their holdings (the area is based on official figures from 2014).

Farming status and NMG in h Total arable
Age primary production number land (owned &
ID group type in(Q rented)
1 35+ Full-time, cereals, 3.97 (7) 60
conventional
2 50+ Part-time, cereals, 35.5
conventional
3 35+ Full-time, cereals, 183
conventional
4 45+ Full-time, cerea 1 135
conventional
5 65+ Full-time, cere 7) 115
conventional®
6 60+ 3.92 (8) 25
7 60+ 12.38 (6) 53
8 60+ 4.35(9) 212.5
9 60+ 8.99 (4) 20.5
(father
35+
(son)
10 35+ Full-time, cereals, 11.18 (9) 353
onventional
11 11-time, cereals, 18.83 (20) 250
nventional
12 35+ ull-time, cereals, 51.10 (20) 259
conventional
+ Full-time, cereals, 37.41 (18) 150
conventional
14 + Full-time, cereals, 8.14 (3) 108
organic
5+ Full-time, cereals, 11.28 (6) 86
conventional
Full-time, dairy, 3.38 (6) 150
organic
Full-time, cereals, 2.77 (5) 85
conventional
18 35+ Full-time, cereals, 18.61 (7) 260
conventional
19 45+ Full-time, cereals, 64.52 (7) 150
conventional
20 35+ Part-time, cereals, 56.89 (9) 100

conventional

@ Retired from non-farming career, landowner and decision-maker, but daily
operations managed by a farm manager.

b Officially retired, still farming because wife is not yet entitled to pension.

¢ Retired, still active on the farm.

ent management options for propagation of target species and for con-
trolling species viewed by the farmers as problematic, such as thistle
(Cirsium spp.). Further, we discussed implementation and verification
options, for which some farmers offered their own solutions. In some
cases and at the farmers’ request, we visited multiple NMGs, as well as
a few buffer zones, suggested by the farmers as likely places to find the
indicator species. Birge et al. (2017) shows that, in the majority of
cases, farmers identified at least one NMG site on their farm that would
meet the bonus criteria already by having at least > 7 indicator
species. In seven cases, we visited NMG suggested by farmers without
them being present. Immediately after the interviews and field visits,
the two interviewers conducted a reflection session on the visit, which
we also recorded.

3.3. Analysis

The data we use for this paper are: 1) transcriptions of the farmer
interviews; 2) recordings of our initial impressions of the interviews
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ence and key findings immediately post-interview. We used software
ATLAS.ti (Atlas.ti software 1999) to facilitate the analysis.

We used a thematic qualitative approach to analysis, where we al-
lowed the iterative process to open the data and guide development of
the codes and themes used (Gibson and Brown, 2009; Ryan and
Bernard, 2003). Themes and sub-themes developed from an overlap-
ping data collection and analysis process. Leaning on the discourse
analysis observation by Paulus and Lester (2016) that ‘language is al-
ways doing something’ and following Ryan and Bernard's (2003) guid-
ance for thematic analysis, we probed the data for repetitions, indige-
nous typologies, transitions, similarities and differences, linguistic con-
nectors, missing data and theory-related material.

Initial categorisation of the data began during the course of the in-
terviews, as we recorded notes about each interview immediately post-
interview and wrote summaries of each interview. Recorded notes cap-
tured the researchers’ initial impressions and discussion on emergent
themes. Summaries described the farm/farmer, interview context, and
main message. This aided in recalling specifics of the interview scenar-
ios and developing an overall picture of the data during collection
stages.

In exploring farmers' comprehension of the proposed results-based
scheme and the results-based approach as a concept we focused on
how the discussion developed (attitude, perceptions, language) as the
farmers, at the farmhouse table and in the field, considered this differ-
ent way of approaching an AES scheme. We used their questions and
comments to assess comprehension of the scheme's biodiversity aim. In
exploring the proposed results-based scheme's conformity to current
conceptions of good farming (and associated cultural scripts) and the
capacity of the farmers to operationalize ecological results within the
framework of the results-based approach, we examine three themes
that emerged from the coding process: farmers' ideals for and NMG"
relationship to good farming; the roles of peer or societal pressure ai
personal preference in managing for nature; and the visibility of ma-
ture, including in the NMGs, to the farmers. Following assertions|that
both practices (Huttunen and Peltomaa, 2016), as well as va
attitudes (Maybery et al., 2005) are important for understa
ers' participation in AES and in shaping good farming ide
sify the farmers according to the integration of nature values
thinking and practice on the farm.

4. Results

ntracts

4.1. Farmers’ reasons for entering nature managel n
in current and in hypothetical results-based sche

AES rules governing how much land ca
ent uses. Further, farmers pointed o

areas, influence decision-makin
tracts.
contract specifically were
idy format for specific parcels
, as secondary drivers, biodiversity or
ibed NMG mainly as a marginal farm

duction value isn't such that they can be
rmer 18). Agronomic reasons refers to
the short-term NMG frequently used in crop rotation: ‘We'll probably
change the location of the NMGs after this year, it depends on the percent-
ages, if we have too much we don't get the subsidy’ (Farmer 9).

For the hypothetical scheme, farmers were most attracted to being
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most concerned about the procedure for verification of result and
about fields spreading weeds or looking unkempt. The former is a prac-
tical issue, while the latter relates to farmers’ deeply held views on
how farms should look and what constitutes g farming.

4.2. Visibility of nature to farmers

rs fiom high levels of
o almost no mention
aid hunting occurs on
the two activities in

Visibility of nature varied among
observations and knowledge of differ
of nature. The majority of farmers i
their farms, and hunting and fi

during the work’ (Farmer 7)
g farmland birds during culti-
ly acceptable way of being in
and observing nature:
Rather, it's more game

ne stag or that sort of thing ... often we
ot the main thing’ (Farmer 8).

ing was challenging. I hadn't even noticed before that
ng nesting in our field, with four very tiny chicks. At

n those days when Pappa (grandfather) was still alive, the
was always marked.
ther: Now the curlews have come back again, in our field, too. One
was there. Hadn't nested, yet.

Son: And the starlings have returned.

Interviewer: Do you have cattle, animals?

Son: Well, we don't. But for some reason they've come back. But the
swallows have disappeared.

(Farmers 9, father and son)

The conversation here contains elements of Bourdieu's habitus con-
cept, and the visibility of nature through intergenerational connections
on the family farm also reflects Kaljonen's (2006), observation of ‘liv-
ing one's field’. These examples illustrate the role of nature observation
in sense of place.

We used farmers’ activities, expressed values, and thought
processes for taking nature into consideration in farm planning to clas-
sify respondents according to the integration of nature values or strate-
gies for managing the farm. We identified four classes, or levels, of in-
tegration of nature values or strategies in the farming (Table 2).

Farmers with nature values integrated into their farming had obser-
vations and activities unrelated to hunting and farming. However,
those with little nature values thinking in their farming also had sparse
nature observations, with one farmer relating only structural changes
on the farm: ‘Probably the landscape has also changed when the farms

Table 2
Classification of farmers according to the extent to which they take nature into considera
tion in their farm planning and activities.

Number of
Integration of nature values or strategies in farming farmers
Nature values highly central 3
Nature values well integrated, with clear multifunctional thinking, 11
strategies and knowledge
Positive toward nature values but little visible role outside of 4

fallows or game management
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have grown and field production has changed. Open ditches have been re-
placed by sub-surface drainage and so forth, but I don't see anything nega-
tive in that.” (Farmer 18)

In our study, farmers frequently required prompting to relate non-
production nature activities they engage in. Small or ‘regular’ manage-
ment for nature (e.g putting up bird nesting boxes or managing a cor-
ner of the forest to shelter game birds) done out of own interest and
outside of formal structures (e.g. subsidies) or environmental groups
was common.

4.3. Good farmers, tidy farms and learning to see nature

Farmers' views of good farming can be summarized as what hap-
pens and shows in the field. The strong evidence for the ‘tidy farm’
ideal was also tempered by tolerance for some semi-natural quality of
the NMG: ‘Some [NMGs] are a mess. They should be managed looking,
too, in their own way. If they are mown, then that's done a bit later, but it's
different looking than something that's just been neglected’ (Farmer 17).
Controlling weeds was a clear aspect of good farming conceptualisa-
tions for the farmers and related directly to the NMGs. Nearly all farm-
ers, including those who were very positive about the proposed results-
based scheme, brought up a concern for weeds on NMG. The farmers
confirmed that they do not view the indicator species as weeds.

Aesthetic acceptance was based on whether NMG was viewed as
having meadow qualities (favourable; such as Farmers 5, 8 and 13) or
weedy field qualities (unfavourable; Farmers 4 and 18 most strongly).
In the latter case, we identified greater tolerance for long-term NMG if
it is separate from the main fields or away from the open arable land-
scape.

Discovery of indicator species in the fields, particularly when the
field met or nearly-met the proposed requirement of seven indicato
species, engendered pride, with the greatest enthusiasm in cases wh
we found relatively rare species, such as brown moor (Trifolium
spadiceum) or golden clover (T. aureum) or found many indicator
species in a very short period of time.

Nature associated with NMG was not visible to most far
if most farmers did have a good idea of which NMG parc

contrast to NMG, another actions-based AES called
brought up by several farmers as a dynamic manag
visible benefits for biodiversity. The farmers in our
joyment they get from planning the game field am
sults. The clear contract aim (feeding game speci
growing season + winter) and higher compe

fields compared to NMG.

In the field, most farmers could e
NMG and a quality of the NMGs that
ously. For example, a sceptical farm

specific results for
considered previ-
uch more positive
Gs that was rich in indi-
the main fields and un-
r was satisfied about the
g other positive qualities of
d game. Similarly, Farmer 5,

clared that he would change mow-
of the target species. Some farmers

cator species-oriented management practices. Learning to see the NMG
with an eye to ‘producing’ biodiversity proved positive and fits farm-
ers' conceptualisation of good farming as utilising the land fully.

We asked farmers directly what ‘good farmer’ means to them and
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lenged the question of whether NMG fits into their good farming con-
cept (Why wouldn't it/why not?), which we interpret as confirmation
that currently farmers see the farm as having space for non-production
elements. Differences between the farms' productive areas and NMG
were also described as acceptable in good fafming, conceptualisations:
‘Good farming is that fields look one way 'MG looks another’
(Farmer 9) and ‘If you have production you well and if you have
NMG you do that well’ (Farmer 17).
Nearly all farmers explicitly poi

ealsffeed production parcels —
cereal fields’ (Farmer 12).

in the second half of the in-
about nature values, which

The question about good f.
terview and was preceded b

three farmers mentio
dies are elements of

O
skills, good agro $

far outweighed ma
is clear that almost all
yields, and

ing the rules or effective use of subsi-
er, while twice that number mentioned

actices, and investing back into the farm also
ing yield (mentioned by only two). However, it
ers are producers and work to have good
al farmers mentioned they aim for ‘good, but not maxi-

o they thought would be positive toward the scheme,
ifically mentioning organic farmers or others they per-

is in the best interest of nature, shows a strong productivist
de, but was also tempered by the acknowledgement that ‘most
ve an unproductive corner’ (Farmer 18) where fallow is sensible.
MG and other similar fallow options in the Finnish system keep the
ble land available for future agronomic production. The view that
od farmland’ should not be put into the scheme was also reflected by
others and summed up by one couple with 2.5ha NMG under their
management that is too far away (15 km) and too low-producing to
cultivate: ‘Since it's been in NMG, the neighbours there have commented on
how nice it looks, with all different species growing there ... but I don't know
what they'd think if it were placed in the middle of a field. They would won-
der if we're planning our retirement already’ (Farmer 17).

4.4. Operationalizing ecological results

Farmers mainly grasped the biodiversity outcome meaning of the
proposed results-based scheme (Table 4), but capacity to intentionally
propagate the indicator species while controlling undesirable species is
limited by lack of knowledge. Farmers stated the need for guidance,
‘there should be some kind of information. I don't know how to promote the

Table 3
Summary of the elements included in farmers' definitions of ‘good farmer’, with cate
gories derived from the responses.

Response
Definitions of good farmer/farming frequency
Nature or landscape stewardship 13
Professional skills, incl. good thinking & decision-making 10
Good agronomic practices, incl. controlling weeds, managing 10

nutrients
Production, incl. making a living & good business skills
Taking farming seriously, incl. not just for subsidies
Improving/investing back into your farm
Following the rules, incl. effective use of subsidies
Being a good neighbour and good/active member of society

Mavimicina wiald

OWWh O
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Table 4

Farmers’ attitudes toward the scheme and comprehension of biodiversity aims. Example
quotes are taken from the interviews at the farmhouse table. Results by individual farmer
are available in Table A2 and A.3 (Appendices).

Number of
respondents

Attitude toward

scheme & concept Example of quotes

Other schemes could have a bonus component,
too ... so that it’s not always to just chose the
actions and go according to that, but so that
there's a possibility that if you succeed to a
certain degree, there's a bonus.

Positive throughout 14

Scheme/concept 2 If there are many different species and if each
positive, requires management at a different time —if
implementation there's a bit of this and a bit of that, would you
sceptic have to do management many times [a

season]? That would increase the workload.
This type of scheme with management thinking,
that you manage and watch that the species
thrive, it would be half way between buffer
zone [which requires removal of hayed
material] and NMG. That would appeal to
many.

[Management] has to be clearly stated, what
seed amount, the minimum and what type ...
the spelled-out model.

Comprehension of biodiversity as result in results-based approach framework
Immediate 11 The idea is to get a good blooming meadow.
But first we have to think what that requires: it
requires the right soil type. And we have clay
soils, and in this village the NMG are near
forest edges, where saplings spring up quickly.
Quite interesting, this. Compensation level
increases according to having more species in
the field. These are mainly natural species, so if
you don't have them then you have to be
satisfied with the basic level payment.

This wouldn't work for NMG established in the
past 10 years. They don't have these types of
plants. But those parcels — we have a few — thy
have been fallow since the ‘90s, some of th
species grow in the hay there. This could be{for
those.

In the case it's something on the side
somewhere, where it doesn't spread
much ... of course you get the bio
what about other nature values?

Initially sceptical of 1
scheme, develops
to more positive

Sceptical/hesitant 3
throughout

Early 5

Middle 3

Late 1

occurrence of those species' (Farmer 10). Building on
lets for accessing professional information, they sugg
of materials online, a contact person in the advis
untary on-site training or visits to model NMG
pacity for the scheme.

All farmers interviewed eventually unde
hancement aim of the hypothetical res
However, comprehension happened at ¢
views (Table 4). The four ‘comprehensio
farmers' indications of comprehensi
within the first quarter of discussi
before the last quarter (middle),
cussion or in the field (late).

Farmhouse table discussion
NMGs. Farmers discussed

diate understanding,
r the first quarter but

ive on nutrient poor soils and would be
d certain soil types. Still, farmers fre-
quently discussed the terms of the short-term NMGs and fo-
cused on opportunity costs of sowing meadow species in the NMG.
There are two likely reasons for farmers' emphasis on the short-term
fallows. Firstly, those sites are more visible to the farmers in frequency
of nlanning and actions undertaken. Secondlv. the assumntion of the

Journal of Rural Studies xxx (2019) xxx-xxx

need to sow meadow species, as one would for the meadow field
scheme, as well as statements from farmers who expressed scepticism
of the approach (Table 4) are indicative of their experience and under-
standing of the actions-based AES approach: one must undertake an ac-
tion in order to receive a payment.

4.5. Result-based approach- enhancing or diluti d farmer ideal?

Both intrinsic interest in nature
on financial reward were evident
pointed out that interest in the
be entirely up to personal pre
ested in pro-environment actions obviously keener to participate. In-
, 12 and 17) was mentioned
but others, including farmers
ed that actual costs must be covered

by the bonus.
Farmers did not fi

said they did not mind ‘untidiness’ of the NMG acknowledged that

peers ma e them for it. Peer pressure was evident in farmers ex-
pressin, ot always possible as a bystander to tell the differ-
ence b lected or managed field when it comes to NMG,

concerns about what the fields signal to neighbours

e particular farmer. It is viewed as affecting farmers'

the community: ‘... that I would put in something ... that

e weeds when you look from afar, that would spread all kinds

of weeds[;Vsurely plenty of people would talk. They wouldn't come right out

it [to me], but they'd talk’ (Farmer 4).

passage captures a dual meaning mentioned by many farmers.

irstly, the farmer is worried about what others think about him/her

d, secondly, part of being a good farmer is being a good neighbour

d good member of society (Table 4). Thus, one should know better
than to spread weeds to one's own or others' fields.

A recurring suggestion was to have a sign to inform people that the
field is under a special biodiversity management. Such signs could be
produced for the farmers. This response alternately aimed at increasing
social capital to society at large by informing of the stewardship work
the individual farmer or farmers-at-large do and, secondly, avoiding
loss of social capital amongst peers.

5. Discussion

The study supports the notion that making nature more visible to
farmers creates appreciation for biodiversity outcomes. The approach
of ‘producing biodiversity’ suits the good farming ideal of a productive
farm.

The perception of the farm to others if the NMG does not look good
was the main drawback from a social capital point of view, but farmers
also saw an opportunity to gain social capital through informing soci-
ety and peers of the nature value of the NMG enrolled in the results-
based bonus scheme. These findings are in line with the cultural scripts
of good farm management and the importance of social capital
(Vanclay et al., 2007; Burton, 2012).

5.1. Good farming and managing for nature values

Overall, managing for nature values fits with the good farming
ideal. The elements of the hypothetical results-based scheme the farm-
ers were most attracted to were the positive reinforcement of the pay-
ment for result and the idea of doing somethine g¢ood for nature. The
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farmers said that there is space for non-production elements on their
farms and that NMG fits into their conceptualisations of good farming.

We found interest in the results-based approach generally and en-
thusiasm at finding biodiversity results during the field visits, where
farmers were better able to conceive of biodiversity as an outcome. Na-
ture observations and activities were shown to have personal meanings
creating connections with farm history and prior generations and for
providing context for social activities. These findings suggest farmers
could also learn appreciation of biodiversity outcomes in NMG and op-
erationalize the results-based approach in practice, as the self-monitor-
ing would create new ways of observing and documenting the farm's
nature.

The results show a greater acceptance of non-productivist values
than that indicated for Finland by Silvasti (2003), which is possibly ex-
plained by the mainstreaming of the multifunctional agriculture ap-
proach through the AES, but may also be affected by the topic of the
interviews. However, farmers clearly did not want the proposed results-
based scheme's payment to be so attractive that it would result in good
arable land being taken out of production. Rather, the scheme fits no-
tions of good farming as long as it remains as a tool for marginal farm-
land. The finding is consistent with the cultural scripts of farming and
good farming described by Vanclay et al. (2007) and by Burton and
others and is in line with Hodge and Reader's (2010) findings from the
UK of pragmatism being the main reason for participation in entry-
level environmental schemes. In this case, the focus on marginal farm-
land is suitable, as marginal lands with poor soils are the most likely to
meet criteria for inclusion in the proposed results-based scheme.

The common presence of voluntary non-subsidised activities benefi-
cial for nature and observations is positive for the implementation of
the results-based approach for biodiversity conservation because it
shows a ready interest for promotion of at least some types of biodive
sity. Our findings that farmers seemed to forget or dismiss their o
non-subsidised nature activities show that farmers largely have
disposition to nature observation and activities, even if they do no

visible to the farmer through the eyes of others. Thi
strengthen the view of nature management as part o
build social capital (cf. Magda et al., 2015).
The contrast of lack of visibility of nature in
ibility of nature in the game management fi

the other hand, has no special target an
being “for biodiversity”, which may be
tion for farmers to find useful. Rat

bird species (c¢f. Herzon and Mikl
of two schemes in England, whic
positive enhancement had grea participants’ awareness of
wildlife and other nature compare e scheme focused on mainte-
nance (Wilson and Hart, mphasis on game species and birds
over less visible biodivi line with Herzon and Mikk (2007)
and Soini and Aakkula (20

t the scheme focused on

5.2. Operationalizing ei sults and rewards

Farmers expressed interest in the hypothetical results-based scheme
and interest grew in the field where biodiversity results were more visi-
ble. The results are in line with findings that learning about biodiver-
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(Gerowitt et al., 2003; Klimek et al., 2008; Magda et al., 2015) but also
with findings that farmers hope for target species without further activ-
ities (Haaren and Bathke, 2008).

The importance of trusted and accessible
cess in AES is well documented (e.g. Allen et

visory services for suc-
., 2014; Schroeder et al.,
anen and Helenius,
sult for advisory ser-
guidance on best practices for achie nd suggested ways to
disseminate information to the farme

sion agents.

That the farmers see gooc
farm through good agronomic §
positive for implement
quires farmers’ engagery
al., 2015; Russi et al.;
good farming. The

based approach because it re-
erest for producing result (Fleury et
n this regard, the approach encourages
not, however, address cultural sustainabil-

ewardship vs. productivism’ orientations prevalent in
and described by Maybery et al. (2005) and Huttunen
nd Peltomaa (2016). Maybery et al. (2005) assert that classification of
rs according to conservation and economic conceptualisations
can in landholder goal-targeting to induce land stewardship behav-
iours. Following Russi et al. (2016) and Matzdorf and Lorenz (2010),
o found that the farmers who participated in a results-based scheme
Germany already had positive attitudes toward nature conservation
prior to enrolment in the scheme, we hypothesize that the first two cat-
egories of farmers in our study (‘mature values highly central’; 'nature
values well integrated, with clear multifunctional thinking, strategies
and knowledge') are the most likely for uptake of the proposed results-
based scheme according to their predisposition for environmental ac-
tivities. With proper advisory support, the potential of the third cate-
gory for positive change is high, as the group is interested in the ap-
proach but largely lacks knowledge and experience for carrying out ac-
tivities for environmental outcomes. The last category is unlikely to be
predisposed toward ‘counting flowers’, although they could become in-
terested in the scheme if implementation is seen as successful, they
have sites that easily meet the indicator species requirements, and the
payment sum offsets any opportunity costs (Russi et al., 2016).

The proposed results-based scheme may also be attractive to farm-
ers interested in innovation, as we saw in some of the interviews, and
those who derive personal satisfaction through increased freedom, ob-
servation, or improved management outcome, as mentioned by two
farmers.

5.3. Building on the good farmer ideal

The two areas where the results-based approach can enhance the
good farmer ideal is through strengthening integration of nature values
in farming and through potentially generating social capital through
farmland nature management.

Though ‘counting flowers’ did not threaten farmer identity, norma-
tive aspects of ‘good farming’ affecting NMG manifested as peer pres-
sure, with the potential loss of social capital through the act or even the
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new norms is necessary for the policy to take root if unreasonable so-
cial cost to early adopters is to be avoided. It also illustrates the need
for an overall improved understanding and acceptance of field-level
biodiversity among farmers (Herzon and Mikk, 2007).

The field walks showed there is opportunity to show farmers that
active management that promotes the indicator plant species can im-
prove the visual and ecological quality while also making unproductive
corners of the farm productive through intentional biodiversity cultiva-
tion. Since only very few species are difficult agronomic weeds, the
management could be flexible and allow for their targeted control. As
these plants are often also dominants that outcompete most other
species, their control is a win-win.

6. Conclusion

We examined potential cultural acceptability of the results-based
approach in Finland using a hypothetical bonus element for an existing
scheme with high variability of biodiversity value. Our results show
that a hypothetical results-based AES with the central concept of ‘man-
aging for biodiversity outcomes’ can fit with farmers' views of good
farming and that farmers can operationalize ecological results for
which they would be rewarded. Our results provide evidence for poten-
tial cultural acceptability for an AES payment approach currently ab-
sent from Finland and many other EU countries. The results suggest an
opportunity and challenge for the existing AES structure in Finland, as
well as elsewhere in the EU, to become more proactive in trying to
achieve biodiversity results in farmland through working with, and re-
warding farmers for, producing measurable outcomes instead of simply
fulfilling a set of obligations in return for payment.

The study adds its own contribution, visibility of nature to farmers,
to develop analysis of how and why the physical and ecological, social
and the personal social relations should be taken into account for cr
ing culturally acceptable AES. The results-based approach reliesfon
‘visibility of nature’ for the self-monitoring and appreciation of\the
outcome aims, as well as for adaptive management and, of course,
payment.

The process of presenting and discussing the proposed r,

the existing ‘good farmer’ ideal.
The ‘tidy farm’ is one cultural script and p.

under-appreciated by farmers and
However, these risks could poten

ia measurable biodiversity
and develop the meaning of
orm cultural scripts, but it cannot by-
ting change.
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Appendices.

Table A.1
Current reasons for having nature management grassland
venience/best subsidy format’ describes mainly long-te
cases to sites that have acceptable agronomic qualities
refers to sites that are part of the farmers' crop rotation.

according to the farmers. ‘Con-

Farmer ID 1 2 3 4 5 6

Biodiver- X X
sity/na-
ture
value
Agro- X X
nomic
Conve- X X X X X X X
nience
or best
subsidy
format

Table A.2
Farmer-specifie
diversity re

ts for attitude toward scheme and the comprehension score for bio-
ehension’ refers to at what stage of the interview the farmer
jodiversity is the target outcome.

Comprehension of biodiversity as re-
sult in results-based framework

ive throughout Immediate
itive throughout Middle
Positive throughout Middle

Sceptical/hesitant throughout Late

Positive throughout Early

6 Positive throughout Early

7 Positive throughout Early
Positive throughout Immediate
Positive throughout Immediate

10 Positive throughout Immediate

11 Positive throughout Early

12 Positive throughout Immediate

13 Scheme/concept positive, im- Immediate
plementation sceptic

14 Initially sceptical of scheme, Immediate
develops to more positive

15 Sceptical/hesitant throughout Early

16 Scheme/concept positive, im- Immediate
plementation sceptic

17 Positive throughout Immediate

18 Sceptical/hesitant throughout Middle

19 Positive throughout Immediate

20 Positive throughout Immediate

Table A.3

Quotes indicating farmer comprehension of scheme's biodiversity aims. Comprehension
of biodiversity aims were inferred from statements such as these — farmers were not
asked directly whether they understood the biodiversity aim.

Farmer
ID Comprehension of biodiversity aims
1 It sounds interesting; that there's always a field or meadow that is species-rich.

That way maybe there would be more butterflies, more small insects. It would
be more diverse.

2 It doesn't sound very arduous ... the [indicator] species should be some that
suit together and to the soil type. If they have to be sown they must also pro-
duce a result.

Well, of course if one aims for the result to be better for nature, then that's ok.
That's part of the current system.

4 In the case it's something on the side somewhere, where it doesn't spread

[weeds] so much ... of course you get the biodiversity, but what about other
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It would be good to get this type of scheme that has a little carrot, that there
would be more biodiversity in the field, that would be good. Because I am
afraid that the current NMGs generally may be quite uniform.

6 Now when you've heard how I do things, you can see I am quick to grab this
kind of thing. Otherwise I would be growing oat and wheat and malt barley as
before. But I've turned toward this nature side.

7 Quite interesting, this. Compensation level increases according to having more
species in the field. These are mainly natural species, so if you don't have them
then you have to be satisfied with the basic level payment.

8 50-100 € surely is enough to get people going and at the same time follow with
observation of their own sites.
9 About 10 species is a good amount. If I had to choose [indicator species], I'd

say wild strawberry. Corn flower — we've had them sometimes.

I could be interested ... I don't have a view on the indicator species. I've seen
there's more there than just hay [species], but [I don't know].

If the aim is to have an incentive idea, this works; that the more you naturally
have places where these species thrive then, yes, you'll want to do better there.
Self-monitoring could be once a year instead of every second year. Because the
idea is not just to go there, but also to find the species. And if there would be
some kind of payment incentive for grazing, then a smaller payment would be
ok.

If [the indicator plants] are there, then something has been done that they are
there. But it is the NMG fallow type that has advanced it. If it were in normal
farming, they wouldn't be there. There'd be only weeds.

I have clay soils, they are nutrient rich. They aren't dry silty soils where such
species are found in nature ... In theory, if the soil is in good condition, if it's
clay and the hay is collected, then the sweet pea and vetches will grow, be-
cause that's where they belong ... but if clay soil is in good shape, these flower-
ing meadow species don't thrive there.

NMG doesn't have weeds, per se. I am able to see it as enriching.

The idea is to get a good blooming meadow. But first we have to think what
that requires: it requires the right soil type. And we have clay soils, and in this
village the NMG are near forest edges, where saplings spring up quickly.

Yes, I think these can be found from the old fields.

This wouldn't work for NMG established in the past 10 years. They don't have
these types of plants. But those parcels — we have a few — that have been fal-
low since the ‘90s, some of these species grow in the hay there. This could be
for those.

Normally NMG is mainly grass and the flora quite monotonous. So in those
kinds of fields I don't think 10 different species would be found.

It's good that there would be more compensation, but also good that biodiver;
sity would increase.

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

19

20
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