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Abstract 

In the continuum between command & control regulation on the one hand and economic or market based policy instruments on the other, the institutional location of “ protected areas” is  solidly within the reign of command and control, as a means to safeguard a piece of the earth biosphere as “nature”. In contrast, the human economic sphere is a space where “the market” rules. Buffer zones exist to help separate and shield “nature” from the human economy and yet establish a link or corridor between society and nature – and therefore buffer zones are expected to combine, embody and fulfill policy objectives offering both nature protection and economic functions. The latter may be limited to local livelihood purposes, but may also involve integration into a larger regional, national or international economy. This article explores the record of using certified organic agriculture (COA) as an economic policy instruments or institutional vehicle for achieving inclusionary environmental governance in buffer zones, making these serve the double purpose of conservation and livelihood.
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INTRODUCTION 
In the 1990s, the literature on environmental governance gained sufficient critical mass to warrant policy-makers seriously consider “Harnessing the Market for the Environment (Roodman 1998), involving use of economic instruments for environmental management in developing countries (OECD 1993, Panayotou 1994, Barde 1994).  While this global body of literature covered all (ideological) perspectives on the regulatory efficiency of state oriented - socalled command and control approaches - versus market oriented (Anderson and  Leal. 1991, Baden 1994) policy instruments, respectively, its authors – or at least some - were also driven by a tendency of pursuing options for “making the rich pay for the global environment” (Köhlin and Sterner 1992). Several of the above studies hypothesize that LICs have a unique opportunity to leap-frog into an advanced 'market-based' mode of environmental management, suggesting that by (also) relying on economic instruments when appropriate, developing countries may be able to 'privatize' pollution and resource depletion costs more effectively, and incur lower enforcement costs than by traditional regulation; b) that if economic instruments were used to influence the more environmentally damaging commercial resource demands rather than poor people's basic needs, the distributional effect could be one of increased equity; c) that economic instruments could be less inherent in rent-seeking than so-called command-and-control; and d) that economic instruments are better than regulation to induce incentives to develop new, cleaner technology (Mortensen 1991:12; Knudsen 1994a). Thus, through provision of economic instruments, the 'market-based' mode is expected  to provide a continual incentive for improvement in environmental practice (O'Connor 1994a; OECD 1993; Huppes 1991; Barde 1994:33; Eskeland 1992; Sterner 1992). The studies stress that experiences with employing economic policy instruments in developing country contexts are few, and the lack of knowledge and studies on the subject severe. Thus, this discourse on the relative merit of environmental economic instruments versus regulatory instruments is well rooted theoretically, in the “childhood” of environmental policy when a classical contribution to the theory of environmental policy - Baumol and Oates (1988) - addressed the problem of environmental economic externalities, and the problems and potentials of using market instruments such as taxes, fees, subsidies and tradeable permits to tackle environmental problems. At the level of practical policy-making, however, this problem translates into a challenge – or responsibility - of identifying a workable mix of the two categories of environmental policy instruments. To this end, the same decade saw the disciplines of environmental and ecological economics enter the literature on nature protection, as in the case of “Protected Area Economics and Policy (Monasinghe, M. and J. McNeely 1994). This literature included (UNEP) work on the application of economic valuation techniques to environmental problems in less developed countries (Georgiou, S et al 1997),  (World Bank) ambitions of “Integrating Environmental Concerns into Economic Decision Making (Munasinghe, M. and Wilfrido Cruz. 1995), as well as efforts by accomplished scholars in “Designing Institutions for Environmental and Resource Management” (Loehman and Kilgour eds 1998).

Despite all these developments and despite certification as ‘organic’ – which dates back to the late 1960´s - being an existing institution at the time, none of the above – early - contributions to the literature on economic environmental instruments and environmental/ecological economics of nature protection contained any analysis or hypotheses relating to the practice or potential of certified organic farming as an environmental governance instrument in the context of nature conservation. Indications that organic agriculture was about to be “born” as an environmental policy instrument in the context of nature protection areas, was not found in the “conservation” literature until the turn of the century/millennium (Stolton 1999).
We understand that few countries have legislations covering buffer zone management (UNESCO). Even in countries having such legislation, it has proven difficult to enforce existing rules set forth to maintain a sustainable use of buffer zones, surrounding the core areas of protected areas. This article therefore present a brief review of the literature on protected areas, probing for proven cases of public policy relying on economic policy instruments, to pursue a combination of conservational purposes and economic opportunities - within buffer zones. The economic policy instruments of particular interest to us is use of the market instrument or institution ‘certified organic’ (CO). Given that we seek to explore the use of this instrument in a specific kind of context, with a geographical location and boundary, geographical indications (GI), or rather, the combination of CO and GI, is what really has out interest in this article. However, a literature search was made using a higher or general level of abstraction (certification in general) in an effort (see “methodology” below) to cast the net broadly. Based on the notion that the market can be disastrous as a master and yet market forces can be useful servants, this article therefore wish to explore, in the case of nature conservation and buffer zones, the extent to which the potential of organic certification as institutional vehicle or environmental policy instrument has been applied in practise. 

Methodology

Aware that formal categories and definitions exist (See for instance Phillips 2002) to distinguish between and classify different types of protected nature areas vis-à-vis surrounding landscapes, including buffer zones, this article opts for the broadest possible meaning of the word “buffer zone” to simply mean any area separating a nature reserve - involving a very strict governance regime based on strong ambitions and regulations aiming to preserve the area as close to “nature” as possible – from the areas and territories in which the human economy operates. This pragmatic approach was adopted because a more narrow definition proved overly exclusive, as the variation of the cases reported below with regard to details of the governance regimes was found to be great. For instance, the case of the Danish National Park “Kongernes Nordsjælland” currently has a (weak) governance regime, making it relevant to study as a buffer zone. Therefore, the net was cast broadly indeed, and a librarian assisted literature search was done using literature databases (library at DIIS Danish Institute for International Studies and library at University of Copenhagen – Faculty of Life Sciences). This search was made using the terms: buffer zone/protected area/nature park/park AND eco-label, buffer zone/protected area/nature park/park AND certification, buffer zone/protected area/nature park/park AND economic incentive(s), buffer zone/protected area/nature park/park AND PES, buffer zone/protected area/nature park/park AND logo, buffer zone/protected area/nature park/park AND protected area logo. Internet search using Google, as well as the world database of protected areas (http://www.wdpa.org), the FAO homepage (www.fao.org), and IFOAM (www.ifoam.org) was also made, including use of the terms mentioned above. These searches were done between 21st of July 2009 and 12th of August 2009.  In addition, on the Danish case of “Kongernes Nordsjælland” and the FAO report, telephone interviews were conducted. 
Findings
In 1996 a case was made for using a combination of Certified Organic Agriculture (COA) and Geographical Indications (GI’s), a means for achieving both nature conservation and economic functions. The concrete proposal was made in the context of the newly independent Baltic countries: 

“At the regional level, an opportunity is creation of a series of "green lungs" in and around the largest natural parks. Joint marketing of their products to the North European consumers (farm holidays with fishing, canoeing and riding and organic food and craft products) is an obvious but hitherto unused possibility. Organic food from these areas could be marketed as not only organic but also as originating from a particular - specific – nature area, where the cultivation system is integrated in a landscape with high biodiversity, natural and cultural content.” (Translated from Danish, Page 10-11. Global Økologi. Nr. 4. Vol. 3. 1996. Sejer, Denmark, ISSN 0909-1912).
In 2002 “organic farming” had entered the Management Guidelines for IUCN Category V protected areas, with a section (5.3.4) and a case study of three parks/buffer-zones in Tuscany Italy (Phillips, Adrian. 2002: page 62. World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA)). 
By 2004, the idea of integrating eco-labeling into protected area and buffer zone management had been put forward by at least one international organization, the FAO, recommending an International Ecological Agricultural Initiative in Protected Areas and Buffer Zones (Scialabba & Williamson, 2004).  So far, the 2004 FAO initiative has not been turned into action. 
Now, the FAO is proposing an Organic Research Centre’s Alliance (ORCA) where, among other things, organic farming is promoted for a variety of reasons, including as a strategy for sustainable conservation in protected areas (pers. communication, 11. august, 2009 with FAO Senior Officer, Nadia El-Hage Scialabba, FAO Rome, 11th of August 2009).

Several research projects have shown an increase in biodiversity in organic fields, with increase species richness from bacteria to mammals (IFOAM, 2005). However, organic standards targeting biodiversity are underdeveloped (Scialabba & Williamson, 2004) and a direct incorporation of protected area buffer zones within certification schemes has, for use as discussed in this article, been found in only a few cases. We found only two or perhaps three cases where an eco-label was used as a marketing tool in the “double” sense, of combining labeling of a certified organic (CO) product with a GI product: i.e a product from a protected area/nature reserve as a geographical denomination of origin. 

One such case is found in Italy – The State Natural Reserve of Torre Guaceto. In the Torre Guaceto Natural Reserve, a project has been implemented by the Management Consortium of the Natural Reserve to give financial benefits to local farmers situated in the park through production of organic olive oil.  The farmers have been given technical support, subsidized their certification cost, and invited to participate in workshops with a view to help about an eased transition. The organic olive oil is marketed with the organic label (certified by ICEA, who has also been involved in the project) as well as a protected area logo (http://www.simoca.org/dwld/as_leaflet.pdf, accessed the 11th of August 2009). The organic label is a well known to consumers
 while the protected area logo offer traceability of the product and represent a reference to conservation of natural habitat, relying on certification such as Protected Designations of Origin (PDO), Protected Geographical Indications (PGI) and Traditional Specialities Guaranteed (TSG), complemented by Certification of “Bio Holiday Farms” or Bio-hotels in the area, in compliance with the ICEA standard of Eco-Bio Tourism. The certification of  environment-friendly touristic structures falls within a wider and more ambitious project aiming at restoring the Italian rural patrimony with a view to promoting sustainable tourism. ICEA’s Inspectors visit every Holiday Farm associated with ICEA in order to check compliance with the ICEA standard.  

A similar case has been found in Vietnam, in the Yok Don National Park, which lies in the Dac Lac Region. The national park lies within an important coffee growing area, where land clearance due to cash crop production is a major cause of deforestation. Encouragement of organic shade grown coffee production in the buffer zone of the protected area, in combination with export marketing under the Yok Don eco-label, was seen as a way to promote a more environmental friendly land-use practice as well as being a financial strategy for the coffee-farmers (IUCN, 2003 and Emerton et al, 2004). 

Organic products are often found in the combination with other eco-labels, which in a conservation as well as livelihood perspective can bring extra benefits as they impose other standards to the production scheme. Rainforest Alliance is one such label, which works to conserve biodiversity and ensure sustainable livelihoods (www.rainforestalliance.org, accessed the 29th of July, 2009). Rainforest Alliance to do not have standards directly linked to protected areas and no projects using both Rainforest Alliance label with protected area logo has been found. However, the eco-label has potential for such scheme as the label is seen to work within buffer zones of protected areas working for conservation as well as financial benefits for the local farmers.  

In El Salvador coffee generates 30-50 percent of the export earnings. In the 1970’s coffee leaf rust infections lead to the replacement of tradition shade-grown coffee varieties to sun tolerant varieties responding well to fertilizers and pesticides. Not much land was under protection leading to forest clearance, habitat degradation and decrease of species diversity and abundance. In 1998 a GEF project was implemented, promoting organic and biodiversity friendly coffee production. Organic standards do not contain specific criteria for shade cover and not all organic coffee plantations in the area has enough shade-grown trees (Scialabba & Williamson, 2004). With GEF assistance,  SalvaNatura and Rainforest Alliance started a certification program (ECO-OK), certifying shade-grown coffee. The objective was to improve the management of the buffer zone in the national parks “El Imposible” and” Los Volcanes”, which is part of the Mesoamerican Biological Corridor. The buffer zones thereby act as corridors for wildlife, linking national parks (http://www.fao.org/docrep/005/ad090e/ad090e.htm, accessed the 30th of July, 2009). 

In the Bosawas Biosphere Reserve in the northern Nicaragua, Rainforest Alliance standards have been used as a management tool in an attempt to discontinue the deforestation of the reserves buffer zone at the same time combat poverty (http://www.rainforest-alliance.org/profiles/documents/ECOMProfile-withhorizon.pdf, accessed July, 2009). Also, as reported by Ravnborg (2008), de facto organic farming or ‘organic farming practices’ (if not CO de jure) were (is?) promoted within the protected area of Miraflor, in Nicaragua, where use of agricultural chemicals were (is) regulated under the PA Management Plan (Ravnborg 2008; 288).
In Denmark, northern part of Zealand, a National Park - Kongernes Nordsjælland - is in the process of implementation. Forest, agricultural fields, historical monuments and towns all forms part of the national park (http://nationalparker.skovognatur.dk/Nordsjaelland/, accessed July, 2009). No restrictions on the management of the agriculture lands are implemented and sustainable farming will not be forced upon landowners. Farmers in this region envision tax-payer, public purse funded subsidies, as the conventional policy instrument, for any conversion to more environmentally friendly sustainable land use practices, such as organic agriculture or land use offering corridors for wildlife. In contrast to the Italian case, use of an eco-label combined with the national park logo as an economic policy instrument, to achieve natural conservation along with marketing of products from the park area, remains a potential. Any establishment of a “Kongernes Nordsjælland” logo is yet to be initiated and any double label scheme will be up to the local farmers to implement (pers. communication, 31st of July 2009, Forester, Ole Andersen, Danish Forest and Nature Agency). 

Conclusion

As far back as 1996 an idea was presented to use a combination of organic certification and geographical indications, as economic policy instrument to promote environmentally sustainable livelihoods of inhabitant producers in buffer zones to national parks. In 2002 organic farming was promoted as part of the IUCN Management Guidelines for IUCN Category V protected areas, and in 2004, the FAO acknowledged a need to develop certification schemes and labels proper to protected areas and buffer zones, in order to create an improved marked demand. On this background, this article hypothesized the existence of evidence on certification schemes with labels such as certified “organic”, as an economic policy instruments used among other policy instruments to help strengthen the integrity of protected areas through rewarding inhabitant commodity producers in buffer zone  areas through green branding of their products. The same hypothesis was further based on the idea that economic instruments could have underused potential as environmental policy instruments in developing countries, and idea presented in the 1990s by the OECD (1994d; 1994e) and World Bank (1994b), i. a., on grounds including that environmental policies using market instruments such as subsidies, fees, market creation and deposit systems could – theoretically - be more poverty-oriented and more goal-efficient than command and control instruments, the latter including bans, permits, quotas, standards, use restrictions and zoning. By the mid 1990s, this research field was still regarded a virgin field (Sterner 1994; Panayotou 1994) and most OECD countries still relied and rely on command-and-control regulatory instruments. At least two cases were found demonstrating that as of today (2009) a combination of CO and GI is used as institutional vehicles of environmental governance in the context of nature conservation in bufferzones.
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