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Following Louis Slangen intuition, the trust in government revealed to be statistically significant to explain farmers' participation in agro-environmental schemes. The scope of this result is nevertheless difficult to assess. The comparison of various studies suggests that trust in government may reflect very different perceptions of government opportunism and government capacities in designing efficient policies aligned with the demands of the society. Some investigations already build more precise variables to separate and test the role of these different perceptions. The results inform about the calculated risks the farmers take when they trust the government.

Introduction

Agri-environmental Schemes (AESs) aim to improve the environmental impacts of agriculture thanks to subsidies granted on the basis of farmers' voluntary commitments over at least 5 years. The research carried out with the support of the European ITAES project attempted to analyse the environmental effectiveness determinants of agri-environmental measures. These determinants come under bio-physical processes linking agricultural practices to environmental impacts, farmers' economic behaviour and institutional aspects in relation to the elaboration and implementation of measures. Methodological tracks and tools for the improvement of AEM devices and agreements were tested. Investigations were carried out in 9 EU regions or countries. More than 2000 farmers were interviewed, 200 farmers committed to AES were followed during one year and nearly 300 representatives from governmental and non-governmental organizations were questioned.

The participation rate is a key factor of AES effectiveness. This factor depends on the one hand on the economic behaviour of farmers and on the other hand on the remuneration and form of the contracts offered. The form of the agreements includes different attributes: length of time, flexibility in the choice of areas to contract in the choice of specifications, as well as in the monitoring, penalty and renegotiation modes. The adoption behaviour of farmers has been very deeply researched by agricultural economists since the nineties.

The first empirical surveys relied on models of profit maximization where remuneration of the agreement is compared with the additional costs associated with the implementation of specifications. Most of them also integrated elements of context accounting for farmers' behaviour towards the environment and their insertion in professional or associative networks.

Due to the statistical importance of these context variables, it was necessary to adapt the model of behaviour. The farm household model allows the necessary consideration of personal farmers' preferences in their behaviour as a producer. Actually, farmers enjoy the environmental goods they produce and the payments associated to this production in an unrivalled way. The theory of transaction cost allows us to integrate context variables into the analysis. It chiefly allows us to build them more rigorously as determinants of a cost transaction function, integrated into the representation of farmer behaviour [START_REF] Ducos | Private provision of environmental services and transaction costs: Agro-environmental contracts in France. Contribution paper to the 3rd world congress of environmental and resource economists[END_REF].

Following previous studies on farmers' motivations about production of nature, Louis [START_REF] Slangen | How to organise nature production by farmers[END_REF] considers a principal-agent framework where risk averse farmers are affected by their perception of the government reliability. Especially, he states that "The farmers' uncertainty relates to the contract and the government's inconsistency over time." With [START_REF] Jongeneel | Why are Dutch farmers going multifunctional?[END_REF], descriptors of trust among farmers' attitudinal characteristics are introduced in empirical research about multifunctional agriculture. Statistical results show that trust in government is significant for explaining the adoption of nature production contracts.

It also influences the type of contract by favouring individual parcel contracting rather than collective contract through nature cooperative membership. So it appears that the mediation of environmental cooperatives mitigates the fears of certain farmers who question the reliability of the government as a direct co-contractor.

As relevant as it may be to explain a significant part of farmers' decision variability concerning their participation in AESs, the theoretical status of trust is not clear. It is challenged by [START_REF] Williamson | The Mechanisms of Governance[END_REF] who states "The recent tendency for sociologists and economists alike to use the terms "trust" and "risk" interchangeably is, on the arguments advanced here (chapter 10), ill-advised. He strongly criticizes the use of "trust" by scientists because of its lack of accuracy for the description of economic behaviour. Dealing with the farmers' trust in the government as a contracting party, Williamson would probably dismiss the term as a concept and refer to the heterogeneity of farmers regarding their subjective probability distributions about the potential failures in governmental commitments. According to him, trust is a user-friendly but misleading term. Exchanges between human actors remain governed by their opportunism and bounded rationality. Efforts of actors to build reputation by credible commitments in order to attract the others' confidence remain subjected to calculativeness. Clearly, the economic value of trust is realised by betrayals in a number of cases according to circumstances. Hence, Williamson concludes that something like a "calculative trust" doesn't exist and must be replaced by more accurate and theoretically consistent concepts: referring to March and Olsen (1989) he subscribes to the following proposition: "the core idea of trust is that it is not based on an expectation of its justification.

When trust is justified by expectations of reciprocal consequences, it is simply another version of economic exchange". However, [START_REF] Williamson | The Mechanisms of Governance[END_REF] recognises the importance of different forms of institutional trust that are attributes of embeddedness. Dealing with uncertainty in economic exchanges, [START_REF] Arrow | The limits of organisation[END_REF] already pointed out how much necessary were moral principles, either internalised by individuals or imposed by social and institutional rules, in economic efficiency. Hence according to the transaction cost theory, attributes of embeddedness influence the relative efficiency of the different governance structures and the selection of contract forms. For instance, legislative and judicial autonomy increase the credibility of commitments, public regulation and professionalization infuse trading confidence into transactions characterised by costly information asymmetries [START_REF] Williamson | The Mechanisms of Governance[END_REF]. In empirical studies of AESs, the attributes of embeddedness may affect the behaviour of individual farmers in two ways. There is a variability of these attributes across countries and across regions. The way the farmers integrate embeddedness attributes in their contracting decisions probably depends on their personal experience and moral values, their cognitive capacity and their participation in social and professional networks. Personal experience left apart, these items are related to the cognitive and structural forms of social capital according to the approach of the World Bank social capital initiative [START_REF] Grootaert | Understanding and measuring Social Capital: a synthesis of finding and recommendations from the social capital initiative[END_REF].

The second section of this paper explore the role of social capital as a decreasing factor of private transaction costs related to AES uptake. The literature review is mainly based on [START_REF] Barreiro-Hurlé | Social capital influence on best farm management option in the presence of agri-environmental schemes[END_REF] while most empirical studies were carried out in the ITAES project. The third section specifically discuss the role and the meaning of the farmers trust in government. The last section concludes.

Social capital and transaction costs

The notion that social relationships, networks, norms and values play a role in the functioning and development of society has long been present in social science literature. Although not conceptualised in a single definition, social capital comprises institutions, relationships, attitudes and values that govern interactions among people and contribute to economic and social development [START_REF] Mathijs | Social capital and farmers´ willingness to adopt countryside stewardship schemes[END_REF]. The impact of social capital on economic activity and performance has been widely documented. However, its theoretical status differs from an author to another. One line of reasoning considers social capital as the fourth category of capital [START_REF] Grootaert | Social capital: the missing link? Expanding the measure of wealth: indicators of environmentally sustainable development[END_REF] as it can be seen as an accumulated stock from which benefits flows and requires investment for its creation. Nevertheless, social capital should be dealt with in a different manner as, like human capital, it is both an input and an output of collective action and, as human capital and some types of natural capital, has some public good characteristic which prevent optimal production without public intervention. Evidence from research in different areas suggests that there is a positive relationship between increased social capital and increased well-being (Narayan andPritchett, 1999, Fukuyama, 2000;Putman, 2000;[START_REF] Schuller | The complementary roles of human and social capital[END_REF][START_REF] Krishna | Active social capital: tracing the roots of development and democracy[END_REF];[START_REF] Wu | Social connectedness in marginal rural china: the case of farmer innovation circles in Zhidan, North Shaanki[END_REF]. A second approach is proposed by [START_REF] Collier | Social Capital and Poverty. Social capital initiative working paper 4[END_REF] who considers that social capital affects economic performance by generating externalities which reduce knowledge transmission costs and facilitate collective action. The reduction of knowledge transmission costs generates increased awareness of other agents' behaviour decreasing the problem of opportunism and facilitates innovation diffusion by acting as an informal insurance against risk. By facilitating collective action selfish behaviours are restricted through the implementation of social pressure and sanctions which prevent over exploitation of scarce resources. Last, Putman (2000) views social capital as a trust enhancing element which reduces the role of information asymmetry in "doing business". All these approaches to understand the role social capital in economic activity can be seen under the transaction costs lens, assuming that social capital implies that there are aspects of social structure and organization that act as resources for individuals, allowing them to realize their personal aims and interests, therefore lowering transaction costs [START_REF] Pretty | Social capital in biodiversity conservation and management[END_REF]. Out of these approaches, social capital is seen as a collective asset, that requires investment to accumulate and generates a stream of benefits. These benefits are transaction cost reductions regarding the information flows, the knowledge transmission and the protection against opportunism.

With such a wide scope, the notion of social capital faces similar criticisms as trust does.

Social capital might be either the means or the aim of human activities and exchanges. Therefore social capital and economic development are interrelated without clear cause and effect relationships. [START_REF] Arrow | Observations on Social Capital[END_REF] explains that the term "capital" should be withdrawn because social capital is not really a present sacrifice for future benefits: for instance, the monitoring and enforcing power of social networks for a particular transaction come from the intrinsic, self rewarding, value of these pre-existing networks which have not been built for this transaction. Arrow also notices the paradox of social capital: some decisions based on market price changes totally destroy trust and social relationships while trust and social networks are assumed to improve market development and efficiency. These remarks call for more precise descriptions of social capital components in order to isolate verifiable mechanisms at each scale.

A key issue is the description and the measurement of social capital components. Figure 1 represents all possible dimensions of social capital considering both scope and form according to [START_REF] Grootaert | Understanding and measuring Social Capital: a synthesis of finding and recommendations from the social capital initiative[END_REF]. The cognitive aspect of social capital is based on three main issues: trust, reciprocity and common rules, norms and sanctions. All three aspects help the functioning of the economic system at different scales, trust facilitates cooperation and reduces costs of monitoring others' behaviour and ultimately creates social obligations due to reciprocal trust [START_REF] Pretty | Social Capital and the environment[END_REF]. Reciprocity can be considered as a trigger for trust, either through specific or diffuse exchanges, individuals expect that their efforts will be repaid and balanced over time. This approach of trust based on reciprocity is exactly the "calculative trust" Williamson reproves. However, the cognitive form also consider the comprehension and the perception of governance attributes by involved parties that may or may not conflict with local norms and values. As far as structural form is concerned, its focus is on the connectedness existing in social structures, mainly in the form of networks and groups either formal or informal [START_REF] Pretty | Social Capital and the environment[END_REF]. Three different types of connectedness have been identified with regards to the scope of the relationships [START_REF] Woolcock | The role of human capital and social capital in economic growth and wellbeing[END_REF]. Bonding social capital refers to relationships within a relative homogenous group (i.e farmers), bridging social capital (Putman, 2000) is generated and shared through relations between heterogeneous groups (i.e. farmers and environmental associations) while linking social capital is related to interactions with managing and deciding structures (i.e. administrative bodies). This last structural form is particularly relevant as it enables individual to leverage resources, ideas, information and knowledge within a community (Woolcok and [START_REF] Woolcock | Social capital: implications for development theory, research, and policy[END_REF]. No matter what definition of social capital is used, a common feature is that of its intangibility [START_REF] Woodhouse | Social capital and economic development in regional Australia: A case study[END_REF], therefore, its measurement must be done through proxies. Ideally, social capital should be measured considering all quadrants of Figure 1, however due to ease of measurement most studies focus on the micro-structural quadrant, notwithstanding attempts to capture the cognitive construct of social capital. As an output of the review undertaken for the World Bank, [START_REF] Grootaert | Understanding and measuring Social Capital: a synthesis of finding and recommendations from the social capital initiative[END_REF] This might be true for farmers' adherence to norms and farmers' knowledge and comprehension of administrative procedures. The measurement of corresponding proxies to built exogenous variable is however difficult since learning by doing is important in that field.

Therefore farmers' knowledge and opinion might have greatly evolved with the AES implementation, especially for participants. AESs were also designed at the national or regional levels to deepen professional relationships in agriculture, improve relationships with other social categories and build up government reputation. For instance, this was explicitly expressed in the document creating the [START_REF] Arnaud | Consolidated Report on Farm surveys[END_REF]. Results comparing the different case study samples are summarised in Annex.

The cognitive components of the social capital are described by two indicators:

Information (binfo)
This indicator is based on a series of statements related to AES implementation. They concern eligibility rules, prescriptions, financial compensations, controls and sanctions. Farmers who got correct and precise information about AESs have a positive value, while the others have a negative one. Farmers with positive values may have positive or negative opinions about these policy implementation items. This indicator reflects the farmers' knowledge and comprehension of the policy.

Trust (ct)

Farmers were asked questions if they trust or not a series of local, national and European bodies, including the government and ministries as well as local people and other farmers. In addition access, reactivity and fairness of public administration is also considered. Positive values are associated to farmers who broadly trust governments at different scales and other people, with higher weights for local and regional governments. Trust in other farmers is not significant at all in this indicator.

The structural components of social capital are described by two indicators:

Demand of extension services (tech2)

This indicator is based on a series of questions reviewing all the possible sources of information, technical and managerial support (public and private extension services, agribusiness, relatives and other farmers, banks). Highest positive values correspond to the most farmers that make an intensive use of professional networks.

Involvement in organisations (orga)

This indicator is based on farmers' membership and participation frequency, mainly in agricultural organizations. Positive values indicate higher involvement.

The involvement in organisations was not significant to explain participation in the pooled sample. The demand for extension service is not significant in the pooled sample when country dummies are introduced while the positive effect of cognitive components of social capital are reinforced [START_REF] Arnaud | Consolidated Report on Farm surveys[END_REF]. The exogeneity of the significant social capital indicators has been tested and was not rejected (Ganne, 2006).

These indicators are important for investigating the role of private transaction costs in farmers' decision to participate in AESs. The private costs of participating in AES may be theoretically distributed between transaction costs and profit losses due to the AES prescriptions restricting the farmer's use of the available agricultural technology. Empirically this distinction between transaction costs and technology costs is not easy. Transaction costs being difficult to measure and endogenous to the decision to participate, their effect must be indirectly identified through their determinants. Many farm and farmer characteristics may influence transaction costs, but they also affect other costs and benefits of AES participation.

For instance, general education is likely to decrease transaction costs of contracting if it is related to a higher ability to deal with the AES administrative burden and uncertain technical contingencies. However general education may also increase the profit loss associated with AES prescriptions because of a better management of the whole farm [START_REF] Ducos | Private provision of environmental services and transaction costs: Agro-environmental contracts in France. Contribution paper to the 3rd world congress of environmental and resource economists[END_REF]. Indeed comparison of various empirical studies shows that general education have opposite effects on participation according to samples (Defrancesco et al., 2007). This fact is confirmed by ITAES results where the same set of explanatory variables have been tested in different case study samples: general education effect is different according to case study regions: it is negative in Basse-Normandie (France) and Friesland (Netherlands) and positive in Flanders (Belgium), Brandenburg (Germany) and Finland. According to our hypothesis the global effect of general education depends on the balance between decreasing effect on transaction costs and an increasing effect on technology costs of contracting. The fact that different samples bring contrasted effects of general education is an indirect evidence of transaction costs.

For the same reasons, the same phenomenon is observed for structural components of social capital. In Basse-Normandie, the demand of extension services has a positive effect on participation while in North-East England and in Flanders, this factor has a negative effect.

This result confirms that in France, participation in AESs was actively promoted by professional organisations, chiefly Chambers of Agriculture and Accountancy and Management Associations. Indeed, the application process implied the design of a farming diagnostic and the set up of a contract in accordance with this diagnostic and with the territorial stakes defined at an upper level. Moreover, the implementation of the contract implied to administratively record the farming practices with respect to prescriptions. Even if the introduction of a new scheme in 2003 simplified this procedures, all these administrative tasks justify that the more farmers are involved in the institutional farming network, the more they participate in AESs. Moreover, this result is consistent with the fact than two third of surveyed farmers in Basse-Normandie think that administrative tasks related to AESs are not easy. In Flanders and in North-England, the demand of extension services has a negative effect of on AES adoption. Farmers mainly ask for extension services for improving the productivity and the economic competitiveness of their farming system. So in Flanders and in North-East England, it seems that most demanding farmers less frequently participate in AESs. In these two case-studies, the application process looks easier than France. In Flanders and in North-East England respectively, only 16% and 47% of surveyed farmers report that administrative tasks related to AESs are not easy.

The structural components of social capital do not offer regular and very clear cut results regarding participation in AESs and the role of private transaction costs. A deeper analysis was carried out on a pooled sample of five case studies where the environmental objectives of AESs are known: involvement in agricultural organisation discourages the participation in schemes for landscape management and schemes restricting the agri-input use while involvement in non agricultural organisations encourages landscape management; regarding demand of extension services, public extension services significantly increase the adoption of biodiversity protection contracts and of contracts restricting the agri-input use while private extension services decrease the adoption of biodiversity contracts [START_REF] Polman | Agri-environmental contract choice; institutional aspects and simulations: ITAES WP9 P2 D18[END_REF]. The analysis of two Spanish AESs also shows that the membership of farmers' union or cooperative for agri-input provision discourages participation, in contradiction with initial hypothesis [START_REF] Barreiro-Hurlé | Social capital influence on best farm management option in the presence of agri-environmental schemes[END_REF].

In contrast, the cognitive components of social capital have quite regular and positive effect on AES participation. Except in Finland where AESs are well known since 95% of farmers benefit from basic measures, the information indicator has a significant positive effect in each other case study. The trust indicator that mainly reflects farmers trust in government is positively significant in Brandenburg, Ireland and Czech Republic. In the [START_REF] Polman | Agri-environmental contract choice; institutional aspects and simulations: ITAES WP9 P2 D18[END_REF] subsample that includes the Belgian, Finnish, French, Italian and Dutch case studies, trust in government encourages the adoption of landscape protection and agri-input use restriction contracts, while the farmers' belief that AES will remain the same over time encourages the participation in biodiversity schemes. Complementary analysis in Netherlands [START_REF] Jongeneel | Why are Dutch farmers going multifunctional?[END_REF] and

France (Ducos & Dupraz, 2007) shows that trust in government significantly favours the adoption of contracts specifically targeting nature protection, and also landscape management in France.

Trust in the government

The recent introduction of this trust in government variable in empirical studies proved to be very successful to explain AES uptake. However, the scope of this result is difficult to assess from the theoretical and practical points of view. In other words, it is difficult to interpret the empirical results and derive lessons for the AES design. [START_REF] Polman | Agri-environmental contract choice; institutional aspects and simulations: ITAES WP9 P2 D18[END_REF] provide a short literature review of the relationships between trust and contract. Most theoretical approaches oppose trust and contract since contracts are designed to control each other parties opportunism. Hence either contracts are useless if trust preexists or contracts are used to enforce trust, this last proposal being a contradiction in terms. In any cases, trust is never a determinant of contract design. This means that the government designs contracts because it does not trust farmers while its knowledge of the various relationships between agriculture and environment is too limited to use efficiently other policy instruments. Our purpose is to investigate the other side of AES contractual transactions: the role of farmers' trust in government in their decision to accept the offered contracts. When the farmers declare they trust the government, we do not really know what they mean. Among their motivations to approve such statement, what is the link to their AES participation ? Different interrelated aspects are involved. The reputation of the State as a contractual party is linked to the credibility of its commitments and to the reliability of the institutional design. Another aspect is the perception of the government opportunism during the contract execution and beyond the contract duration. In particular the government may use the private information disclosed by AES contractors to reduce their information rents in future policies. We know from the empirical results that the participation effect of the trust in government variable is not related to the information level of farmers about AESs because several other social capital variables took this effect into account. This is also the case for the farmers' appreciation of the institutional quality of AES governance attributes such as eligibility, application procedures, control and sanction.

To emphasize the importance of trust, [START_REF] Jongeneel | Why are Dutch farmers going multifunctional?[END_REF] refer the incompleteness of AES contracts. In such incomplete contracts, unspecified contingencies entail unforeseen costs or benefits that partly depend of the decisions of contractual parties during the execution of the contract. The distribution of these costs and benefits depend on the ownership of residual control rights. In AESs, the government is both a contractual party and the rule of game maker: it is the holder of these residual control rights. In that case trust in government means that the farmer believes that unforeseen costs and benefits will be fairly distributed between contractual parties. An example of this issue is the control of AES compliance in France. The points to be verified during inspection have been decided after the contract design and the main rounds of sign-ups. It appears that inspection points were not well aligned with contract contents which were not precise enough on a number of prescriptions and payment calculation items. This opportunistic behaviour called time inconsistency, or hidden action of the government that appears during the contract time, deters the participation of the farmers who are aware of such risk. In [START_REF] Arnaud | Consolidated Report on Farm surveys[END_REF], the trust variable includes some of these aspects, especially the farmers' perception of the public administration fairness. However [START_REF] Polman | Agri-environmental contract choice; institutional aspects and simulations: ITAES WP9 P2 D18[END_REF] clearly distinguish one variable for the institutional quality of AESs and one for the trust in government. In particular the farmers' perception of the public administration fairness is included in the institutional quality. This means that the statistical effect of trust in government probably represents something else.

Time inconsistency of the government may occur beyond the existing contract time. As some agri-environmental practices involve sunk costs due to specific assets, the government may take advantage of this sunk costs to lower the payments of the contracts of the next period. A lock-in effect obliges the contractors of the first period to accept the renewal of their commitment despite the loss they may incur over the two periods. In such case, the trust in government is clearly associated to the perception of government opportunism. This problem may explain the particular sensitivity of trust in government of schemes targeting nature protection in different papers, in Polman & al. (2008) the trust in government variable is not significant but the one reflecting time inconsistency of AESs is. The government may simply stop to offer some contracts which is worst for committed farmers. This is the most common situation in France where the number of offered measures has been drastically decreased since 2002. Between 1999 and 2002, a farmer often had access to several hundreds of measures.

The number was reduced to 9 between 2003 and 2006. For the present period, some farmers are only eligible to one or two measures in certain areas. Time inconsistency of the policy from a contracting period to another may be related to different issues.

The first issue is the choice of the policy instrument: if a type of scheme is revealed to be inefficient to provide its expected outcomes, the government will decide to abandon or replace it. In case of abandonment, the trust in government is linked to its global institutional performance, that is to say its ability to align policy tools with policy objectives. In that case the trust in government is likely to affect ill-designed schemes when sunk costs are involved.

With the introduction of cross compliance, a number of previous AES prescriptions where transferred in the good agronomical and environmental conditions. This movement might be interpreted as a displacement of property rights reflecting the discretion power of the government [START_REF] Polman | The design of agri-environmental schemes: lessons for the future: ITAES WP9 P2 D20[END_REF]. In certain case like the protection of meadow bird nests in Netherlands, it is clear that the government took advantage of the knowledge provided by AES experiences to design these conditions. However it is not obvious that this perspective would have deter the uptake of corresponding AESs. Actually this would mean that individual farmers would have taken into account the sake of the entire farmers' community to decide to participate or not. In addition the AES contractors are better prepared to comply with the ex post distribution of property rights. This might explain the negative effect of the involvement in farmers' union on participation but it is not sure that it explains the positive effect of trust in government. In addition, the trust in other farmers never affect the participation in our empirical studies.

The second issue is related to the ability of the government to translate into policies the society demands. In that matter, the farmers who are closely associated in the agricultural policy design at different scales might be their own enemies. Some farmers are aware that existing policy incentives are misleading regarding the future policy context. This means that they challenge the credibility of government commitment sustainability. Developing a farm in the long term has been based on gathering production licences like milk quotas and payments rights according to the first CAP pillar. Decoupling of the first pillar public support deeply modifies these long term anticipations. As objectives of marketed-goods production are supposed to be anticipated according to markets (even if not solely), the government has to prove its ability to set up clear long term objectives in term of non-marketable goods at each relevant scale. As most agri-environmental questions are locally specific, local governance organizations are crucial to design the orientation of a long term environmental strategy on which farmers could rely. Often they do not have the legal and financial means to do so [START_REF] Thenail | Agri-environmental schemes and farmers' landscape management at local-regional scales. A viewpoint on multiple functions in the rural countryside[END_REF]. This diagnostic is shared by the mid-term evaluation of the application of the rural-development regulation 1257/99 that emphasized three difficulties linked together. One concerns the administrative and institutional complexity of their implementation. This complexity makes the rates of participation in measures difficult to anticipate, partly explaining the under-consumption of the budget. The second difficulty concerns the insufficient consideration of society's expectations in the choice and establishment of the measures offered to farmers. The third difficulty concerns the environmental effectiveness of AESs: this effectiveness is uncertain, except in some particular cases highlighted in national evaluations. This results from a lack of plan and method to allow a systematic and rigorous follow-up of the environmental effects of AESs. The 1698/2005 regulation attempts to make changes to these inadequacies: the compulsory introduction of the LEADER approach within the second pillar, the obligation for States to organize a public consultation during the AES elaboration phase and to implement a continuous evaluation system, the possibility for local action groups to elaborate and implement the AESs, independently from national programmes, the possibility to use auction mechanisms to conclude agreements with a view to improving the cost-benefit ratio. Investigations were carried out within the ITAES research project on the institutional innovations of this new regulation. Whatever the country, with a view to taking into account the social demand better, a major part of institutional actors and stakeholders wish to reduce the influence of the Ministries of agriculture and of the farmers' unions in the elaboration of AEM. The latter are not favourable to it. Local action groups and auctions chiefly appeal to non-governmental organizations, including agricultural ones, sometimes, which in the main doubt the effectiveness of existing AEM. On the other hand, government representatives, particularly those from regional institutions, agricultural and environmental services together, are reticent because they are more aware of administrative costs that these innovations imply [START_REF] Eggers | Analysing Institutional Arrangements for Agri-Environmental Schemes in Europe: ITAES WP4 Final Report[END_REF].

Conclusion

The empirical results only partially confirm the general assumption that social capital reduces transaction costs and encourage participation in AESs. Trust in other people in general, trust in other farmers, involvement in networks do not have the expected effects, in line with several theoretical criticisms which are addressed to the general notions of trust and social capital.

Following Louis Slangen intuition, the trust in government revealed to be statistically significant to explain farmers' participation in AESs. The scope of this result is nevertheless difficult to assess. The comparison of various studies shows that trust in government may reflect very different perceptions of government opportunism and government capacities in designing efficient policies aligned with the demands of the society. Some investigations already build more precise variables to separate and test the role of these different perceptions. The results inform about the calculated risks the farmers take when they trust the government.
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  Regional Nature Park of Cotentin Bessin (France) in 1991 or in the French Agricultural Framework Law of 1999. So the cognitive form of social capital clearly depends on AES implementation. This was a key result of the 2003 mid term evaluation of the rural development regulation in France stating that AES implementation improves the farmers' awareness of environmental issues, even if significant impacts in terms of environmental effectiveness are difficult to establish (Instance Nationale d'Evaluation du Contrat Territorial d'Exploitation, 2003). The questionnaire used in the ITAES survey of farmers collected facts and opinions that can be classified according to the different components of social capital. Using a correspondence analysis on different groups of questions, the following indicators have been built and used with other descriptors of farms and farmers' characteristics to explain the participation in AESs with a probit model. The analysis was carried out on the pooled sample including 2262 farmers of the nine case studies surveyed in 2005, and on each case study sample with the same set of variables

  conclude that the most accessible indicators are those related with network or association membership; trust and adherence to norms and collective action. Network or association membership refers to the micro-structural dimension of social capital. It is easily measured as a dichotomous (membership or not) or count variable (number of memberships in associations or networks). If the organisations specifically built

for the implementation of AESs are excluded, network membership is clearly an exogenous determinant of farmers' participation in AESs. Trust refers to the micro-cognitive dimension of social capital. It is either a determinant or the outcome of AES participation. Its measurement is somewhat more complicated as it deals with expectations and experience regarding interaction with other agents. Last, governance and collective action refers to the macro-cognitive dimension of social capital and raise the same problem. Dealing with AESs, trust and governance is often considered as an exogenous determinant of farmers' behaviour.
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Annex: Summary of the country specific probit models of participation in AESs [START_REF] Arnaud | Consolidated Report on Farm surveys[END_REF]