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Abstract: Innovativeness of farming strategies can enhance the sustainability of European farming
systems. However, this is constrained by the many requirements faced by producers to secure their
financial sustainability in the shorter-term. In such context, territorial conditions, materializing mainly at
the local to regional levels, influence the efficiency of such strategies. In this paper, we examine the
diversity of situations across Europe. Our conceptual framework draws from the concepts of space,
place and landscape. Space is a dimension of farming that is reflective of its scale, extension and
location. The concept of place allows considering social attachment to the land, whilst landscape
relates to the connections between nature, culture and economics that shape rural territories. In the
paper, we address six regional case studies comprising various agricultural commodities. For each of
these, we evaluate the influence of place, space and landscape in driving the sustainability of different
farming systems and strategies. To bring up the territorial and governance dimensions of
sustainability, we also considered communities and institutions. We co-constructed case study data
and information in close collaboration with multiple stakeholders, using a mixed range of quantitative
and qualitative methods of social enquiry. Our findings indicate how the territorial conditions that are
contingent to European regions and localities directly impact on the sustainability of farming strategies
and systems, with space, place and landscape each playing a key role this process, although further
theoretical reflections and empirical case studies are still required.

Keywords: Farming Systems; Farmers Strategies; Institutional Arrangements; Sustainability;
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bloAIgeq pA K6bo21fQL0 CIEUIIIICO GF NUIAGLRIGIYE 06 EAOLY

AI6M Wefgqery’ clfgiou suq 219l bebel2 gt TOI6 9T K piondp fo hon pA T COBE
&
=

13" European IFSA Symposium, 1-5 July 2018, Chania (Greece) 1


https://core.ac.uk/display/161640338?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
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Introduction

Justification and key objectives of the paper

The trend towards a globalized economy and culture is a key force driving changes in
patterns of agricultural production, trade and consumption (Josling, 2012). From a territorial
perspective these changes are reflected in the fact that the existing mosaics of rural habitats
and farming systems are mutating in rapid, complex and largely unpredictable ways (Wen-
bin; Qiang-yi; Verburg et al. 2014). Many of these changes are geared towards the
homogenization of the rural landscapes that co-exist across the world, and of the societies,
economies and policies that underpin such landscapes. Such changes are expected to
trigger social, economic and ecological externalities which are too frequently disregarded at
the expense of economic growth. The extent and potential of such externalities, and the
impact in the sustainability and diversity of farming systems and rural landscapes is being
thoroughly scrutinized by scientists, analysts, activists and policy-makers across the world
(Seppelt, Beckmann, Ceasau, et al, 2016). However, the afore-mentioned trend of
agricultural homogenization and globalization is not yet ubiquitous, and a complex mosaic of
farming systems with multiple environmental and social values can still be found that is highly
influenced by territorial conditions that materialize at the local and regional levels. This dual
picture (globalization vs local sustainability) is well aligned with the idea of “glocal” that is
currently employed to explain issues as relevant as climate change (Gupta, Van der Leeuw &
de Moel, 2008).

It is now widely acknowledged that, to cope with the multiple challenges arising from the
aforementioned processes of change, more innovative farming management decisions are
required (Brodt, S., Six, J., Feenstra, G., Ingels, C. & Campbell, D., 2011). This demands
that we begin by enhancing our efforts to better grasp the multiple drivers that influence such
complex trends of change and dynamics. To reflect on this, we adopted the theoretical
framework developed under the SUFISA H-2020 project (Grando, Bartolini, Brunori et al,
2015), which itself is underpinned by Porter’s theories of competitive strategies and decision
making (Porter, 2008). The theoretical framework that we adopted deploys a set of
conditions (C) that influence strategies (S) undertaken by farmers and other key actors,
resulting in different sustainability-related performances (P), which can ultimately be
associated with individual or typologies of farming systems. Besides, we also considered the
role of Institutional Arrangements. Institutional arrangements (IAs) comprise horizontal
cooperation among farmers and vertical coordination among diverse actors and networks of
the agricultural production chain, along with the key role played public intervention tools such
as policies, funding schemes and incentives (Figure 1, in Mathijs & Bonjean (2017)).

To identify and characterize farming strategies and their drivers in a way that is useful for
contrasting theoretical or scientific models with contingent realities on the ground, a research
agenda is required whereby knowledge is co-constructed involving a wide range of
stakeholders. These requirements are closely met by trans-disciplinary science (Guimaraes
et al, 2017). Trans-disciplinary approaches to research and action are deemed fundamental
to effectively disentangle the complex set of processes and dynamics that are jointly driving
change in agriculture and associated farming systems (Francis, Lieblein, Breland et al,
2003). Furthermore, it is also important to consider the differences in decision making across
multiple spatial-temporal scales and institutional contexts (Groot, Rossing, Jellena et al,
2007).

Whilst recognizing the overall validity of this generic contextualization, we argue that farming
decisions, strategies, and subsequent performances are not solely driven by the many
conditions considered in the mainstream economic and social sciences literature (Grando,
Bartolini, Brunori et al, 2015). In addition to the former, other territorial conditions that are
mainly operationalized across the regional to local scales are as relevant. Such conditions
may include bio-physical cultural and structural aspects that are contingent to each region or
locality. Consequently, gaining a better understanding of such territorial conditions shall help
better disentangle the existing territorial heterogeneity of farming systems across Europe.
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This is key to design policy and economic instruments that are better tailored to reflect on
farmers’ differing motivations, perceptions and interests across diverse contexts.

With this challenge in mind, within this paper we aimed to explore how certain territorial
concepts can be used to help unravel the role of conditions in influencing the sustainability of
farming systems and strategies across Europe. To do this, we based our analysis on the
results of a comparative analysis performed among 6 countries and related agricultural
commodity sectors (table 1).
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Figure 1: Flows and components of Institutional Arrangements, including horizontal cooperation and vertical
coordination. For a detailed definition of these concepts, see Mathijs & Bonjean (2017).

Territorializing farming systems: space, place and landscape.

Among the many territorial concepts that could be potentially used to attain the
aforementioned objectives, we selected those of landscape, place and space. These three
concepts have been considered in the scientific literature as especially valuable to better
understand the complexity of territorial processes and dynamics (Davenport & Anderson,
2005; Gorg, 2007). Despite much of their original purposes were to help build more solid
social theory foundations for geographical research, especially in relation to urban dynamics
(Harvey, 1993; Smith, 1996), much progress has been lately made in the use of these three
concepts may potentially contribute to the governance farming and rural land-use systems
(Arts et al, 2018).

For our own purposes, space was interpreted as a geographical dimension of farming that is
reflective of its scale and geographical location and relationships (e.g. distance, remoteness,
accessibility, peripherality, centrality etc...). Adding the concept of place allows the
consideration of social and personal attachment to the land, whilst in our view landscape
relates to the connections between nature, culture and economics that materialize as spatial
settings on which different rural actors, networks and institutions mutually interact.

The consideration of space as material and objective has been long-questioned from the
post-positivist perspective dominating in the social sciences (Soja, 1989). This is also the
case for the scalar dimension of space (Marston, 2000). However, we argue that scale still
has an objectively measurable nature which is crucial to analyse territorial dynamics of
change in the farming sector.
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In addition, considering space and scale (Gibson, Ostrom & Ahn, 2000) is useful to unravel
the complexity of institutional and spatial-temporal levels across which farmers’ conditions
and decisions are framed, and also the spatial and scalar miss-matches that are detected
amongst decisions by various private and public institutions, leading to multiple inefficiencies
(Cumming, Cumming & Redman, 2006).

In our interpretation, the concepts of place (Castle, 1998) and landscape (Pedroli, Pinto-
Correia & Cornish, 2006) contribute to our discussion by respectively adding the sense of
belonging (place) and the jointly perceived and material context (land-scape) which are both
important aspects of farmer’s mental realms, and which strongly influence decision making
and strategies of relevance for land-use change.

Thus, by adding space, place and landscape to the debate on farming systems, in our
analysis we aimed to integrate together the biophysical, socio-economic, perceptive, cultural
and scalar dimensions that drive differences in strategic options undertaken across diverse
territories and farming systems. It is expected this will help in overcoming the multiple trade-
offs constantly being faced by farmers and others (e.g. crop production vs ecosystem
protection).

Alas, the use of these concepts should also help better align multiple spheres and scalar
levels acoss which land-use decisions are made through governance, planning and
management (e.g. farm-level vs landscape-level). In this sense, and according to Pinto-
Correia & Kristensen (2013), the demand for public goods, such as biodiversity and cultural
landscape values, is enacted at the landscape level whereas, in contrast, land management
is performed at the farm to plot levels. This provide with further justification as for the
relevance of the concept of space (and of spatial scales) for the purposes of this paper.

Moreover, the addition of place and landscape into our analysis is also aimed at ‘going
beyond public participation’ (Mufoz-Rojas et al., 2015) and this way support the
implementation of an action-focused research program for farming systems that is closely
aligned with the principles of trans-disciplinary research (Guimaraes et al, 2017). Achieving
such an ambitious goal needs to be underpinned by a full-life-cycle action schedule which
can only be built in continuous and long-term interaction with relevant stakeholders, and
where gaining mutual trust is the main key to success.

Economic sustainability: soft or hard?.

Underpinning both the whole logic of the paper is the “highly contested” concept of
sustainability (Thompson, 2011). Among the many existing interpretations of sustainability,
our research had originally been based on that of “financial sustainability” (Grando et al.,
2015), which is in theory similar to “economic sustainability” (Hardisty, 2010). However, the
close ties that exist between traditional notions of economic and “soft” sustainability, render
our extended intentions for the analysis of sustainability closer to that of “hard” sustainability.
This is especially important, having been argued that “soft” interpretations of sustainability
are illegitimate (Biely, Maes & Van Passel, 2018).

Alas, to adopt a hard sustainability approach, we discerned within the traditionally single
social dimension of sustainability, among those of community and institutions (figure 2).
These two dimensions are well aligned with the concepts of place, space and landscape that
we had decided to use as key lenses through which to examine the role of territorial
conditions in influencing farmers” strategies and decision making.
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Figure 2: Interpretation of sustainability, where community and institutions are also considered.

Methods and Case Studies

To be able to test our arguments, we implemented a series of actions that were set within the
context of various of the tasks planned in the SUFISA (“Sustainable Finance for Sustainable
Agriculture and Fisheries”) research project, funded by the European Commission’s H-2020
program (Grant agreement 635577). Within the scope of this project, the aforementioned
CSP framework had been proposed as a basis to analyse the financial sustainability of key
agricultural commodities and related farming systems across Europe. Furthermore, this
intended to be achieved using a broad and fully encompassing participatory research
framework that permeates the whole project. However, initially the territorial aspects that are
the subject of this paper had been mostly absent from this project’s tasks and objectives,
which were mainly influenced by more traditional social and economic theories and research
methods. Therefore, the various tasks and steps that are hereafter described correspond to
the various decisions undertaken to embed territorial aspects onto the successive steps that
had been planned originally for the project (Grando et al, 2015).

It is therefore important to indicate that the actions and steps hereby described do not stem
from a purposely designed ex-ante research plan, and that they were designed and tested as
a result of subsequent discussions internal to the project consortium that followed the
realisation by researchers and stakeholders in SUFISA (http://www.sufisa.eu/partners) of the
importance of territorial aspects in shaping farm-system decision making. Further theoretical
reflections, which are synthesized in the introductory chapter to this paper, led us to check
concepts such as space, place and landscape to explore whether adopting territorial
approaches and perspectives may add any complementary knowledge about the
sustainability of farming systems to that which is expected using more standard socio-
economic approaches. The following points indicate how such territorial approaches and
concepts were effectively tested across the various steps and actions that had been planned
as part of the project:

A) Theoretical Framework: One first step within the project was to identify and list the
range of broader types of Conditions, Strategies and Performances (CSPs) that, stemming
from a literature review, could be considered as potentially influencing the sustainability of a
diversity of farming systems in Europe. The original set of CSPs identified through an initial
scoping exercise had proved to be almost invariably socio-economic in nature (Grando et
al, 2015), thus lacking important territorial dimensions. In view of this, we decided that a
first step should be to consider, as well, the spatial scales and related administrative levels
(e.g. Global to National vs Regional to Local) at which each of the CSPs originally identified
would be potentially enacted. In addition, the original list of CSPs would also need to be
altered to reflect some conditions and strategies that either directly reflect landscape
functions and place attachment.
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Examples of conditions that could be added to reflect sense of place included some
subjective and perceptive variables, such as whilst for space one could look at spatial
relationships such as remoteness and accessibility, and the spatial location of farms in
relation to their neighbours. We then decided that the attribution of each of these spatial,
landscape and dimensions would need to be discussed among all partners, so that they
could be incorporated into the final conceptual framework to be delivered over the first year
of the project (2015-2016).

B) Case studies and inventory (desk-based review): Among the wide range of conditions
and strategies defined throughout the theoretical framework, the key ones were then
identified for each of the case studies and commodities to be selected in each partner
country. The case studies were based both on a commodity and region (table 1), and were
selected to reflect the widest possible diversity of commodities (all the way from vegetables
to animal products), production modes (ranging from organic and traditional to super-
intensive and even industrial), functionality (mono to multi-functional), and bio-physical
(Mediterranean to Nordic ecosystems, climates and landscapes) and governance (following
a gradient of bottom-up to top-down) situations that can be encountered across European
farming systems. The identification of C and S would then be pursued for each of these
case studies through a series of inventories looking at the following sources of information:
media (both public and specialized or technical), scientific and grey literature, public and
private databases and sectoral statistics, regulations and legislation, technical documents
and industry data and standards. By considering the revised set of C and S identified in
step A for this analysis, the inventory would be inherently reflective of the various territorial
dimensions and concepts that we argue to be important in influencing the sustainability of
different farming systems across a wide range of local and regional contexts.

C) Following, a set of participatory analyses had been planned within the SUFISA project
using mixed qualitative-quantitative methods of enquiry including; interviews with 10-15
expert stakeholders for each of the commodities and case studies addressed, 2-3 focus
groups with producers in each region and commodity and 1 participatory workshop with a
wide range of private and public experts representing farming and industry, policies and
regulation, finance, lobbying, and trade at the same former level. This all happened in
parallel with the elaboration of the regional and national inventories (section B) during the
years 2016-2018. The aims of these participatory approaches were various, namely; to
contrast and expand on the findings from the inventory of C and S, to identify any
divergences between what is reflected in science, legislation and policies and the financial
and industrial sectors and the expectations, aspirations and interests of farmers and other
key actors, and to scope some preliminary visions and aspirational scenarios for the future
of each case study in view of incoming decade. This last point is especially important in
view of important future reforms to the CAP, the implementation success of which will very
much depend upon the degree to which they are capable to consider the aspirations of
different producers and their contexts (EC, 2017). Following from the former a survey was
to be conducted over 150 producers per case study and related commodity. With this
survey, we aimed at moving beyond the individual identification of C and S achieved
throughout the previous inventorial and participatory exercises, and onto the
characterization of |As that are essential components of the theoretical framework
described in the introductory chapter of this paper. Alas, we also aimed to identify the key
Performance (Ps) resulting from the strategies implemented, and how such performance
was perceived and interpreted by those implementing land management actions at the farm
level, and what this meant for the future sustainability of their farms and businesses.

To address the territorial aspects of the survey, a spatial stratification of the farms and
farmers to be surveyed was originally proposed considering conditions that are reflective of
the territorial heterogeneity that is intrinsic to each case study commodity and region.
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Examples of this could include ecological conditions, such as water availability or climate,
that are reflective of high-production systems, and structural conditions, such as
remoteness and peripherality that are commonly associated with marginal agricultural
systems. However, and following some further reflection, this was acknowledged to be a
whole independent task by itself, thus potentially complicating unnecessarily the
implementation of the survey. Thus, we decided to cluster and select the farmers to be
surveyed based on the municipalities and lower-level administrative units (LAUs in EU
administrative terminology) upon which their farms were located. Although this is a far-from-
ideal solution, in regions where sufficient territorial diversity persists, this should be enough
to provide with a valuable picture of the overall mosaic of bio-physical and structural
conditions influencing farmers’ strategies. Regarding the territoriality of 1As, it was clear to
us that aspects such as horizontal cooperation among farmers cannot be effectively
understood unless the spatial, and in some specific cases also the landscape dimension is
considered. Thus, following the classic models of economic geography (Soja, 1989), one
would assume that farmers tend to cooperate more closely with others with farms that are
placed closer to them, and thus with whom they share similar concerns and limitations, but
also importantly with other producers farming similar landscape types, and thus confronting
similar limitations.

Based on the knowledge to be sequentially gained along all of the formerly described steps,
we ultimately aimed to synthesize the levels of influence that local and regional territorial
Conditions have on the main Strategies currently in place and resulting Performances. To
achieve this, we devised a simple method on which such levels of influence are subjectively
marked from low (+) to high (+++). The influence of territorial conditions would be then
expressed for each of the three territorial variables chosen (landscape, place and space),
whilst the levels of impact of each sector over each of the sustainability components defined
under our theoretical framework (Figure 2) would also be addressed following a similar
evaluation criterion (low (+) to high (+++)). In our case, those in charge of evaluating these
marks would be the same researchers who had actively implemented the analysis of the
diverse tasks above-described for each of the case studies to be selected. We considered
that their independent and sequential implementation of stages B and C over more than 2
years of work in their own case studies, placed these partners in an adequate position to be
able to judge (subjectively) through a simple assessment rule the impacts in the case of their
own case studies. In contrast, the co-construction among all partners of the territorial aspects
reflected in the conceptual framework (step A) places them all in an equal position to
understand and interpret the various theoretical concepts and aspects being assessed.
Despite if we acknowledge that this method has limitations related to the subjectivity in the
interpretations to be followed by those assessing their own case studies, this is an approach
that suited well the resources available and potential outreach of our proposed exercise.

Results and discussion.

Resulting from the implementation of step A in our proposed methodology, we obtained a
revised set of Conditions influencing farmers Strategies that considers territorial aspects
(Figure 1). It should be reminded at this point that before adding the extra dimensions related
to both place and landscape (in red in figure 1), and to place and scale (coded under various
scalar categories in brackets, also in figure 1), consensus was searched among all partners
in the SUFISA project (http://www.sufisa.eu/partners). This project brings together
agricultural economists, sociologists and geographers, along with a wide range of
stakeholders operating in different public and private tasks, thus representing differing
degrees of familiarity and interest in spatial and territorial aspects. This did not defer the fact
that all those involved during stage A agreed to acknowledging the key importance that
should be attributed to the territorial aspects of sustainability and decision making, and thus,
that these should be represented in a revised conceptual framework.
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A vast majority of the Conditions (and Strategies) that had originally been identified
throughout the literature analysis in stage A could be attributed a spatial scale of occurrence,
with many of them being realized al the local to regional scales that are at the core of in this
paper (coded as R/L in figure 3).

However, we also identified others hat occur preferably at global to national scales, a fact
that aligns well with the ‘global’ trends and related tensions that we exposed in our initial
theoretical reflections. Regarding the identification of new Conditions (and Strategies) that
are not reflected in the mainstream sociological and economic literature (figure 1, new
Conditions in red), they are in many cases related to territorial dimensions that we deem
essential for farming systems and strategies. These dimensions of decision-making are too
frequently miss-considered from orthodox economic and geographic perspectives, which
tend to associate them to already discredited deterministic approaches and positions (Soja,
1989). Overall, it is clear for us that territorial Conditions should be granted a greater role that
the one they actually play in understanding the set of Strategies by farmers and their
underlying spatial logic.

Regulation & Policy
Environmental regulation and policies (C)
Hygiene/safety standards (R/L)
Landscape Policies and Designations (C)
Nature conservation designations (C)
Cultural heritage policies and regulations (C)

Spatial and land use planning regulations (R/L) prohibitions

Labour policy and regulation (C) permissions

Regulation of farming external costs (G/N) incentives
Factors Taxation on farms (G/N) obligations

Demand
Value chains types (R/L)
Food markets concentration (C)

Labour markets (G/N)

Skilled workforce (R/L)

Migrants and informal workers (G/N)
Accesstoland (C)

Accessto seeds and varieties (C)
Costs forenergy (C)

Costs for chemicals and fertilizers (C)
Production services markets (C)

Local and Regional Development Plans (R/L)
Size limits for fishing (G/N)
Biclogical recovery periods for fishing (G/N)
CAP: direct support (C) Price levels and volatility (C)
CAP: rural developmentpolicy (C) Determinants of food demand patterns
Global trade rules (G/N) (RIL)
Demand for fibre and agro-fuel (R/L)
Demand for multifunctional services
(RIL)

- & RISk " Technological
inance & Risk managemen Traditional farming/aquaculture techniques
Business risks (C) (RIL)
Cash flow dynamics (C) GMOs and biotech (C)
New financial tools (C) High tech farmingfaquaculture (R/L)

Education levels (R/L)
Farmers’ ageing and renovability (R/L)
Cultural context about farming (R/L)

ScalarLevels
GIN: Global to National,

Global warming and sea warming (C)
Extreme weather events (R/L)

New animal and plants deseases (C)
Soil and waters pollution (R/L)

Local agro and wild biodiversity (R/L)
Water shortages (R/L)

Landscape character (R/L)

Speculation on food commodities (C) —> €——> |nfotechand other GPTs (R/L

Capitals control on food chain actors (C) FA R M B OX ;eihiZIo:r;s:rviires (RIE)( )

Credit access (instit_utio_ns/_conditions_)_(C) Agricultural extension services (R/L)

Risk-management (institutions/conditiens) (C) Basic infrastructures and accessibility (R/L)

Intermediation for business (R/L) o

Payments for Ecosystem Services (R/L) B T 25
Socio-demographic o

Urbanisation/counter urb.(R/L) . Socio-institutional

New lifestyles and values (R/L) Ecological e il (L

Marshallian economies (R/L)

Traditional land-use practices (R/L)
Informal economic and legal practices (R/L)
Corruption (RIL)

Criminality (R/L)

Administration efficiency (C)

Controls on frauds (C)

R/L: Regional to Local,

Soil vulnerability to erosion/degradation (R/L)
C: Complex; Cross-Scalar

Overfishing and fish size reduction (C)

Figure 3: Enhanced set of Conditions identified following consideration of landscape and place-related aspects (in
red) and also the spatial dimensions (in brackets) of decision making in farming systems.

Furthermore, and when these revised sets of Conditions and Strategies were applied to build
National and Commodity case studies required in the project
(http://www.sufisa.eu/publications), their relevance became self-evident throughout a majority
of case studies. However, it was also clear from this analysis that the relative influence of
such territorial Conditions and Strategies varies enormously among cases that are set upon
different socio-cultural and bio-physical contexts, and that represent extreme poles of the
intensification-extensification spectrum.

Once we had fully implemented step A, the next step (B) started with the selection and
characterization of adequate case studies. This was based on the experience and
information accumulated by each of the partners involved, following the criteria of
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representativeness of the diversity of situations to be encountered. Table 1 lists the range of
SUFISA case studies that were included in our analysis.

This selection of cases contains extremes of extensive and intensive production systems,
represented respectively by the sector of beef rearing in Montado silvo-pastoral systems of
Southern and Central Portugal and by the production of poultry in industrial systems in
Denmark. However, major differences also exist within single commodities and regions, such
as olive oil production where traditional/extensive, intensive and super-intensive systems
with very different characteristics currently co-exist. Stemming from the secondary analysis
of CSP that is also part of step B of our methodology, the importance of considering multi-
level spatial interactions in farming systems was made evident, as illustrated by one of the
case studies selected; extensive cattle production in a an agro-forestry system, the Montado,
in Alentejo (Portugal). Within this case study, multiple policy requirements are imposed upon
the farmer which are approved at different institutional levels, resulting in a complex and
frequently uncoordinated mosaic of policy Conditions influencing farmers decisions. This
includes National and Regional targets set either by the National Government (e.g. Decree-
Law 155/2004 of the 30th June on the Protection of Holm and Cork Oaks) or Internationally
(e.g. CAP policy reform 2015; Natura 2000 Network) levels. However, these are
requirements that need to be realized through decisions undertaken at the farm (or even at
times, plot) level. Thus, multiple challenges arise in the upscaling and downscaling of
information and decisions that can only be addressed by adopting a spatial approach. The
documentary analysis of Conditions and Strategies for the same case study also reflected
the relevance of places and landscapes for our analysis. The consideration of place may
help explain why many farmers and public institutions decide to maintain farming systems
that, such as the Montado, are characterized by much lower profitability rates that other
alternatives. Accordingly, the consideration of landscape into the analysis allows to jointly
account for the multiple socio-economic, cultural and bio-physical elements that render this
system highly sustainable (Ferraz de Oliveira, Azeda & Pinto-Correia, 2016). Despite of the
latest impulse that is being given to Landscape approaches (Arts et al, 2018), the complexity
that is inherent to the concept of landscape, and especially to its applications for land-use
management and planning turns its use for achieving sustainable land-use into a ‘wicked’
challenge (Duckett et al., 2016).

Table 1: Case studies selected for the analysis.

Commodity Country Region Farming System and Production Mode

Portugal Alentejo Montado-Extensive silvo-pastoral rangeland

Cattle system
Italy Toscana Traditional/Extensive
Wine
Milk UK Somerset Open Grassland/Extensive
i
Portugal Alentejo Extensive/Traditional, Intenglvellrrlgated and
Olive Oil Super-Intensive
Denmark Central Denmark Intensive/Industrial
Poultry
Germany Oilseed Rape Wetterau Extensive/Rain-Fed

Following up from the individual reflections of each partner based on the wide range of
ouputs obtained from the multiple actions contained in steps B (desk review) and C
(participatory exercises and surveys) we obtained an assessment of the relevance of each of
the three territorial concepts considered for each of the 6 case studies selected. These are
synthesized in table 2.
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The majority of these results clearly align with the preconceptions that each team had about
each sector analysed. This is the case, for instance of the Portuguese Montado, where the
influence of space, place and landscape was detected to be very high for strategic decision
making, including by farmers, policy makers and other key stakeholders. It was found how at
times farmers operating in this system opt to favour a series of management options that
clearly enhance the ecological and social aspects of sustainability in detriment of those of
economic nature (see table 3). In contrast, super-intensive and industrialized production
systems, such as poultry production in Denmark represent an opposite extreme, with
landscape, place and space a minimum influence on decisions and strategies currently in
place for the sector. This bears opposite results in the sustainability analysis, where
economic and financial aspects of sustainability are clearly deemed to be prevalent for the
poultry Danish sector (table 3).

Other commodity-based production systems, such as olive oil groves (also in Portugal) are
characterized by their complex nature, with extensive and super-intensive production
systems co-existing that are respond to a very different degree of influence of the various
territorial variables considered. This also has effects on the type of sustainability favoured in
one and the other production mode. As for the rest of case studies examined, they are
mostly placed in more moderate situations of both territoriality and sustainability, thus being
potentially vulnerable to become rapidly degraded should their territorial aspects be
insufficiently considered when defining strategies for their future management.

Table 2: Evaluation results of the relevance of the variables considered (space, place and landscapes) in
influencing current dominant strategies for each sector and commodity selected. + represents the lowest relative
levels of influence, whilst +++ is attributed to the highest ones.

Case Study Cattle Olive Oil Wine Milk (UK) Poultry Oilseed
& Country production Production: (Italy) Rape
L in Montado Intensive + (Denmark) Germany
Territorial (Portugal) Extensive
Variables (Portugal)
Space XXX xxx (Traditional) XX XX X XX

xx (Intensive)

Place XXX xx (Traditional) XXX X X X
X (Intensive)
Landscape XXX xx (Traditional) XXX X X XXX
x (Intensive)
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Table 3: Evaluation results of the influence of the diverse components of sustainability in shaping current
dominant strategies for each sector and commodity studied. As with table 1, + represents the lowest relative
levels of influence, whilst +++ is attributed to the highest ones.

Case Study & Cattle Olive Oil
Country production Producftlon: Wine Milk Poultry Oilseed
: - in Montado Intensw_e * (Italy) (Denmark) Rape
Sustainability (Portugal) Extensive (UK) Germany
Variables ortuga (Portugal)
XXX xx(Traditional)
Ecologic XX X X XX
X (Intensive)
XXX xx(Traditional)
Social XX XX XX XX
X (Intensive)
x (Traditional)
Economic XXX XX XXX XX
X xxx(Intensive)
xx (Traditional)
Institutional XXX X XXX XXX
XX xxX (Intensive)
xx (Traditional)
Community XX XX XX X

XXX x (Intensive)

Conclusion and further steps forward.

Territorial aspects are seldom considered in the analysis of the farming strategies towards
sustainability. Paradoxically, they are acknowledged to be especially influential in face of
gradually globalised markets and institutions. As shown by Castells (1996, 1997 & 1998),
place and space, importantly including interactive flows of material and immaterial nature
along with local and regional identities (which are directly related to landscapes), play a
determinant role in the way societies develop and communities flourish or decay. The
challenge arising is therefore how to progress in analytical terms so that these dimensions
are incorporated in the economic analyses and sustainability assessments of farming
systems.

Throughout six empirical case studies across Europe, we confirmed that the consideration of
territorial dimensions to the analysis of farming systems can facilitate gaining a better
understanding of the kinds of Strategies undertaken by farmers, and of their effects on the
different dimensions of sustainability (including non-traditional ones, such as institutions and
communities). Furthermore, this approach can also be used to refine knowledge about the
multiple trade-offs that farmers face when defining future strategic options for their
businesses. In addition, it can also be useful to gather information about, and engage with
other actors with a role in defining the strategic futures for the farming sector, including;
policy makers and planners, market and financial agents and lobbyists of various kinds.
However, our results so far are limited to a few individual case studies, and improved actions
will be required before definitive lessons are learnt that can be tested in a wider range of
situations and contexts. This potentially includes comparative inter-regional and inter-
commodity analyses which can be co-constructed by various teams of regional and
commodity experts brought together to jointly reflect on the differences and similarities
among different case studies, which have been to date only examined in an individual basis.
We also preview further future actions that will help enrich the relevance and applicability
these results, including the generation of future commodity-, regional- and international-
scenarios that will be developed along Summer and autumn 2018, and that will aim to inform
and influence future policies and funding programs that are better adapted to the
heterogeneous set of situations encountered across Europe, and to the differing aspirations
of farmers and other key stakeholders.
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Concluding, we can point out how our findings (so far) show how farming Strategies
(including Institutional Arrangements) by farmers and other stakeholders are influenced by
the different territorial Conditions under which they operate. In general, differences among
farming systems with diverse Conditions frequently occur as expected. In addition, we can
also assert that adding a territorial perspective to the analysis of the sustainability of farming
systems in the context of globalisation is a valuable step to move towards strategic options
that should be better grounded in the reality of farm systems and other local and regional
governance institutions. In this sense, adding a territorial and enhanced sustainability
dimensions allowed us to enrich and expand the original CSP model adopted beyond its
original socio-economic approach. Moving beyond classic, and gradually contested
economic and sociological paradigms towards more integrative interpretations that also
consider cultural, perceptive, institutional and environmental aspects of reality is an important
step to better match the “hard” interpretation of sustainability that is advocated to device
more innovative Strategies and attain more efficient Performances in the Farming sector.
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