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Lois Mansfield* and Frank Peck

!International Centre for the Uplands, University of Cumbria, Newton Rigg Campnsf Cumbria CA11
OAH.

2 Centre for Regional Economic Development, ©rsity ofCumbria, Fusehill Street, Carlisle, Cumbria, CA1
2HH.

* Corresponding authdois.mansfield@cumbria.ac.uk

Abstract
Fair tradeseeks to ensure disadvantaged farmers and workers in developing coeng&ibstter deal
for their produce on the world stage. A particular feature of the scheme is ithg st minimum

price between producer and purchaser. Whilst many recognise thena@lislich an approach for

developing countrieghe issue%ﬁrhradbﬁeeks to represent resonate strongly with the marginal /{cOmmem [UoC1]: Dealt with in
footnote one L34

farming communities of British uplands. This paper considers the validity ofiagyr trade
principles to the case of upland farm businesses in Cumbria. We consider thmiecono
environmental and social contexts of these businesses followed bya epfisalof fair trade
principles and that of local food production. Finally we suggest possible menkamisch could be
adopted usingdir tradeprinciples to develop a more sustainablenfag economy in this marginal

area.

Keywords Fair tradelocal food, uplandgriculture sustainability
Introduction

The sustainability of upland farming in Britain has been a recurring therasgarch angolicy at

least over the pasD8/ears|De La Warr, 1944Curry, 200). Since 1945, farm enterprises in these /[ Comment [UoC2]: Took out4 refs

areas have been able to survive largely due to successive subsidy frandBgropean sources.
Despite this, upland farms have continued to face the challenge ofevaladiivariableonsumer
demand, high productiorost and relatively low incomes leading to agricultural decline. A freque
response to this has been to focus on new products or adding value to existing onedibhy apptea

demands of wider society. This has led, for instance, to the emergence of fiwarkeganics and

valueadded products that retain a local idm‘(ti\/\/eatherallet al, 2003;lIbery et al, 2006).It is /[ Comment [UoC3]: Took out 2 refs
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widely recognised also that the distinctiveness of products can also beezhhgrshortinkages

between production and consumption through selling at local markets (Hollogd§naafsey, 2000).

The sustainability of upland farms as producers of products is dependent, in parsustéss of
strategies to appeal to the demands of wider society for products that are highbgaaliso
produced in a manner that is consistent with a range of ethical, ecblgicanvironmental values
(Kitchen and Marsden 2009). It is in thisndext that the potential for “fairade principlegl’to be ﬂ
applied for the benefit of upland farming becomes of interest. In this papplege whether upland
agriculture in Britain can derive benefits from being bd#irtrade” and “locally produced”, and
whether these forms of production are consistent with one another and &lstaitiais contextin
this paper, we provide a brief overview of the character of upland agreailhd its main issues
which influence farmer strategies when developing alternative fofmsterprise. We then consider
whether this form of farming can produce goods that can be &iothefle and local. Finally, we

critique whether fair tradend local production can sustain the current upland agricultural system.
Upland agriculturein Britain

Upland agriculture in Britain operates on the fringes of viable agricuftuoduction limited through
the physical constraints gbil, climate and topography. Consequently farm businesses focus on
livestock production with typically low profit margins of around £5000 per annuthbelew the
national United Kingdom (UK) average (Chadwick, 2003). The uplands of Cumbria fnwest

England are no exception.
Thefarming ystem

A sysem of farming has developed in Cumknanake the best use of the environment by adapting
farming practices to fit the harsh climated rugged terrain. This farm landscape comprises three
distinct land types: inbye, intake and fell (Figureltpyeland is the best, close to the farm burifgs
and ugdhistoricallyfor the production of hay and now silage for the winter, grazing land in winter
months and lambing areas in spring. At the other extreme afelle the highest altitudessually

300mor more above sea levéA$L) (Figure 2) These are areas typically of heat(@alluna)

Comment [UoC4]: Addition of footnote
to distinguish between ‘fair trade’ and ‘Fajr
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moorland or rough unimproved grass pasture highly prized in terms of nature coasérnvhtiththe

UK and Europe (English Nature, 1998deed, it is the agricultural management @ kind inthe —{ comment [UoGS]: 1 ref removed

past that has allowed these ecological communities to develop throegBiegtgrazing regimes and
periodic burning of the heatheZdlluna vulgari$ to reinvigorate growth (Backshatit al, 2001).In
between the fells and the inbye lies ihake,sometimes referred to aflotment This is land that has
been taken in from the fell and enclosed using drystone walls made of foadlicleared stone. Th

system of walls, enclosed fields and fell areas are what give the dKdsptheir intrinsic high quality

so desired by the public — known collectivelyHigh Nature ValugHNV) Iandscape(#—loogeveeret /[ Comment [UoC6]: 1 ref removed

)

al., 2009.

Cumbrian farmers run mainly two enterprises in the core of the upleitiisrsheep and/or beef; on

the valley bottomsind upland margins some environments are sheltered enough to run dairy herds.
Occasionallyfarms may have dairy herd and fell sheep flock, although this is labour intensive.
Upland farms, themselves, are divided into two types;uplend farmsontaining inbye, intake and

fell and thehill farm, which contains intake and fell with little or no inbye. This tends to resttict hi
farms to traditionally running just sheep, where as the true upland farms haviedlly run sheep

flocks and cat# herds in combination.
Fell management

From the farmers point of view the landscape they have developed has a nifubetians. Walls

keep livestock from straying, they keep rams away from ewes atrtimg wme of year and they

allow stock to be grazkin winter on a rotational basis to ensure sustainable grassland managemen
The fell areas are summer pasturage, when the enclosed land’s prodbasiteen exhausted or
allocated for the production of grass and hay crops for winter feed. In order to supparhéhe

number of sheep on the fell as in the inbye, the lower productive land needs a islligdtager area

over which the sheegraze This area has developed over many generations of farmers, who originally
shepherded the sheep keeping them to land that the farm had commdn@ygatsime the sheep get

to know the land that they can graze on and gradually the intensive shephardbeggweithdrawn so

that the flock maage themselves geographicallis instinct of the sheep to keep toeatain land



82 areais known asefting or ‘heafindg, anoperation which can vary from upland to upland (Hart,
83  2004). The ewes pass the knowledge of the area (heft) on to their lambs, who in titrarpastirn

84  to theiroffspring In this way it is important that the farmer maintains a rgétieational flock.

85  Typically, these upland commons in Cumbria can be many thousands of hectares and contain
86 enumerable hefts isolated from the main farm unit (Figure 3). GraduatlyaMioundaries between
87 heftshave developed keeping stock from straying into another heft, thus developihgaiciag of

88  grazing pressure. Stock are gathered intermittently and brought dowrfaonthir shearing,

89  worming, winer grazing, sales and lambirBecause hefts are ggraphically extensive, over difficult
90 terrain, labour requirements for gathering are high (as many as 25 peoplafie @ather)This is

91  exacerbated by precipitous landscapes that do not lend themselves to Middemiravehicles

92  (ATVs), thus fod access is often the only means of reachind;;mek(Burtonet al, 20051. /[ Comment [UoC7]: Quotation removecJ

93  Farming systemiability

94  The marginality of their location has meant thath UK farming businesses have benefited from

95  successive subsidy support from national government (1946 to 1972) and Europe (1972 to 1992).
96  Unfortunately, whilst aiming to solve economic marginality, manthese initiatives have led to

97  overproduction on these low carrying capacity landscapes, resulting in léstbEeenvironmental

98 damage (e.dPrewittand Manley, 1997). Agenvironment grants, decoupling and modulation have
99  partiallyaddressed these environmental concerns through destocking, butdbgumrce for farmers
100 hasbeen destabilisation of their farm management systems especiallftoartedeclining profit

101 margins (Mansfield, 2011)Vith limited enterprise choice, lack of mechanisation and few options to
102  reduceproduction costs, Cumbrian upland farmers struggle to transcend th@icestqueeze. As

103  profits havegraduallydeclined, farmers have had to make tough decisions regarding farm viability.

104  Three main restructuring optiongxist

105 1) reduce costs of production where possisidcontinue with ever decreasing profits; | comment [UoC8]: Replaced
colloquialism

106 2) withdraw from farming altogetheor;

107 3) diversify production.
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If afarmer chooses to continue in a similar way, they must seek mechaoiszdsice costs.
Typically the easiest has been to reduce paid labour on the farm. Many Gufabria now rely
solely on the farmer and partner for labour, with older children helping out. For soffieerhéls,
they cannot cut the wage bill as they are not married, do not have childheir gratrtner works off-
farm. Whilst cutting labour saves money in the short term, in the long ran gause problems for
certain aspects of farm management. One particular issue is the lack af gtahering times to

control flocks as they come off the fell (Burtenal, 2005) it alsolimits farm diversification.

At the other extreme, the farmer can opt to withdraw from farming alteget number of farmers

have done thignainly as a consequencetbé effects of Foot and Mouth in 2001 (Fraeksl,

2003). Some haweithersold up altogether, or sold jusiland Both responses ti@ hadmultiplier
effects for the wider landscape and community. Those that sold up altogethefteavsplit the

house from the land. The effect is twofdidstly, the household becomes disenfranchised from the
farming communityand secorg the land can be abandoned. If the latter happens on the heft, the
associated dstocking affects surrounding hefts, whose sheep move into the new unclairteter
exacerbating gathering costs. Heft abandonment also leads to problerdsrgfraring, an
environmental challeng®ackshall, 1999). The third option for the farrgeto diversify their

enterprise. Whether to diversify or not is a difficult decision for many uplamdeefs. Firdy, the

need for additional labour to run newtemrises is essential; but for many this has been the first
elemento go to save production costs. Sedgnthe lack of capital and reticence to takeagoiditional
loans or debt play majorrole. Whilst there are many grant schemesutgportdiversification

(Mansfield, 2011) mosequirematched funding, creating barriers for many of the most economically
marginal businesses. However, the gradual decoupling of support from production and modulation
towards rural development and environmental management has forcgdipheamd farmers to

develop diverse income streams in order to simply remilmn farming. It is here that the concepts

of fair trade and local produce offer scope for diversification.

Fair trade in the global south ~{ comment [UoCo]: Added ‘globar

)
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Fairtrade is described as ‘a trading partnership, based on dialogue, trangpaitnespect that seeks
better trading conditions for, and securing the rights of, marginalised prodnckveorks, especially

in thesouth’ (European Fair Trade Association, 2001). The concept has developed over the last 30
years through the parallel evolution of sdufiroducers seeking a fairer deal for their produce on the
world stage and that of arth consumer movement to support a more ethical and socially aleept
living for south farmersoften referred to dsrade notid’. Fair Trade producers and buyers have to
adhere to common principles (FairTrade, 2012). Producers must be smalitscaleen band together
to form democratic organisations who seek a fair price for their products. Waeebelong to

unions, have the right to decent wages, housing and health and safety. Theeenwifbrced or child
labour and production methods need to be as environmentally sustainable as Jogsdalty,
producers form co-operatives, tig them greater control over sales, longer term relationships with
exporterswvhich canthen lead to pre-financing. However, as Renard (2005) notes, the last co-
operatives to join the fair trade movement of a product often have the gpeatdsims selling their

crop as the market becomes saturated.

In return buyers have to direct purchase, pay a price dheeest of production with a social

premium built in, make advance payments for products to avoid producer debt and protriaets
which allow long term planning and sustainable production practices.ejfe&ture of the system is
payment of adir trade minimum price and/or social premium by a buyer to a producer. Py dilaict
comply with the pringiles and minimum price can ute FairTradeertification markThe criteria

for thisare negotiated by tHelL O (Fairtrade Labelling Organisations International) for each product.
Such a system promotasgjuality economyRenard 2005); whereby a range of values are applied to a

product covering the physical, nutritional, hygiene, cultural, ethical and emertalaspects

Fair trade in the global arth ~{ comment [UoC10]: Added globar

)

Fair trade products are typically tropigal subtropical in origin (eg. coffee, bananas, tea, chocolate

derivatives) andt is here in thesouth that until very recently the Fair Trade certificatocess has

remained. A number of EU states now produce fair tradeinglieding Austria, Germany ariErancg Comment [UoC11]: Removed
sentence with examples in.

With respetto upland producers in Britain, a number of stendardair trade principles do not apply
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as the concepts are eddy legallypresen(i.e. housing and hehlandsafety). The issue of decent

wages is moreelevantas most upland farms generate less than £5000 a year in net Hmugtns

years the equivalent of take home pay for everyone else, arguably 25% of the natéagkav /{ Comment [UoC12]: Changed and
clarified emphasis

income. It is this that is often used as the key factor to describe thesedsesias economically

marginal in comparison to leér forms offarming.

A bigger issue, perhaps, in upland agriculture is the use of child labour. Strietkirepehere is no
comparable child labour ddK farms to those in the developing world. Occaslaases do occur

such asn Worcestershire whef@omanian migrant child workevgerefound harvesting cabbages

](Dolan, 2010). However, on upland farms there are few secondary school age childeee wbib /[ Comment [UoC13]: Reference added]

drafted in to help with pinch points in the farming calendar. Shearing, dipping, ggttezies days
and lambing typically see every able body on the farm participadiog this rests witltheprinciples

of fair trade is yet to be resolved.

A final matter with respect tfair trade certification with respect to upland agricultural production is
the contractual relationship witluyers. Increasingly upland farmers are signing up to contracts with
supermarkets to guarantee sales. However, apocryphal tales relagddrfreers during other
conversations show that it is not unknown for supermarkets to turn down delatatiedasmoment
through quality control issues or stalled throtiglvs within outlets. Most meat contracts in this
country are agreed on a farm by farm basis since the demise of the Meat MaBlkeatid, and thus,

this puts the farnte at a distinct disadvantage. After the Foot and Mouth outbreak, the Curry (2001)
report, amongst other recommendations, suggested that farmers neededrtor®o&refully at

forming caoperatives to increase their bargaining poweis is interesting, because in many other
parts of Britain farmers have banded together to form input purchasing co-operatvelsas output
selling ones (@. Anglia Farmers)The only real cebperative movement in upland areas tends to be
related to the dairy industry, probably resulting from thig/aeeed to collect milk for bottling. The
distinct lack of drive amongst upland farmers to form co-operatives is orctheffé, quite odd,

given the level of caperation required to operate the hefting system. Of course, it could be ¢his lev
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of forced caoperation that has put many off formal co-operatives for sales diadlitay out with the

neighbour’ over stock issues, particularly disease control and animatev@fansfield, 2011).
Local produce

Local produce is a term that refers to the production, sale and consumption of a tood ieital

area The number of enterprises available to create local produce on an upland farfar itkhe most
limited of any farm type in midatitude areas, being derived solely from meat, milk or wool.

However, there are surprisingly a large range of possibilities, suelt,daftting wool, insulation,
cheese, yogurt, ice cream, organic food, rare breed or premium meat, tgpdsatifprocessed

products (such as sausageies ad burgers), to name but a few. A particular feature of local food
produdion is minimalisation ofthe number of stages between producer and consumer, so that goods
pass through only one or two ‘pairs of hands’ before the consumer eats them. The proddce is sol
unadulterated but semi-processed, as with meat or milk, or else it éspeddo add value, as in
cheese, butter or pieBhese goods ammld throughthree recognisabl8hort Food Supply Chains

(SFSCs)llbery andMaye, 2006)

o faceto-face in farmers’ markets and on-farm shops;
e spatial proximate, where producers sell to local retailers in the region;

e spatial extended, where producers sell to consumers outside the region.

SFSCs are regarded as excellent opportunities for the lagging rural redRéts) Of Europe to

improve their economic and social structure. Upland areas are classcviiEh remoteness, poor
infrastructure, low population density, limited employment opportunities and poelogewent

capacity (llberyet al 2004). On the other hand, consumers often make inaccurate inferences about the
guality, localness, social embeddedness (connections or associations betwedraptbplace) and
sustainability othese types gfroducts. Studies have shown that quality can aaryis not a

requirement for local produce (llbery and Maye 2086xial embeddedness may be stret¢hdry

and Kneafsey 199&nd ‘localness’ and sustainability are all a matter afgqion (llbery and Maye

2005).
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Geographical branding

To overcome theuglity issue, location can be used to brand upland farm goods, by linking product
and producer to the area’s landscape, culture and heritage, which in turn caro#tiéarmers and
retailers to ask premium prices for produce (Kuznesaf 1997).Quality therefore becomes central,
as any decline in it will result in loss $ales. Particular emphasis has been placed on securing
European level designation through EU Regulation 2081/92 ‘on the protection of geographical
indications and designations of origin for agricultural products and foodstuffs’ @mtiCRegulation
(EC) No510/2006 ‘on the protection of geographical indications and designations of origin for
agricultural products and foodstuffDOs Protected Designation of OriginPGls Protected
Geographical Indicatigrand TSGsTraditional Speciality Guaranteed) are used increasingly by
groups of upland farmers to increase financial value and s$iles/(andKkneafsey,1998).For
example, m British upland areas, seven chee@eg. Swaledale Cheese PD@nd eight meat food
names €.g. Herdwick Lamb and Traditional Cumberland Sausage P&®gyotecteth this way
Although thisall sounds positive for upland farmers, there are particular problems with slanght
arrangements many geographicahreas. Under PDO criteria livestock must be slaughtered within
the designated area, but many abattoirs have closed dowrsasgtaf uneconomic legislative
demands and those which remain are at full capacity. For the Rough Fefilanpin southwest

Cumbria this has stymied achieving PDO status for thedeadse future (Mansfiel@008).

If the quality issue can be addressed, there are many positive mudt{liglock, 2000).

Economically, moreevenueggoes back to the producer raththan theniddle man; money is retained

in the local economy and local foods can promote sourSocial benefits includedevelopment of

links between consumers and their food and new modes of sale, such as farmess wizidte

reduce social isolatioand improve community cohesion. This latter phenomenon has been
particularly beneficial in upland areas where many othensaf social capital are otecline as the
farming system changes (Burtehal.,2005). Environmental benefits often cited include the reduction
of food miles, although some argue that local production does not mean a reductiensification

of production. Health benefits may also be accrued through fresher goods.
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Unfair competition

One significant aspect of the debate concerning local trading concerns tiesctvdt arise between
some purchasers’ preference to use local suppliers and regulations telatifgr competition e
national and European scale. In this context, a decision by a public sectosatigarid give

preference to local suppliers simply because they are “local” isetktmbe “unfair” on competitors

located elsewher@cCrudden 2004, Bennett 2006). The European Union is committed to “fair /[cOmmem [UoC14]: 1 refremoved

)

trading” where there is open and transparent catigefor the supply of goods and services to the
public sector. This perspective conflicts, however with the principle that puldiesalso have a
duty of care for the communities within which they operate that coulddacfor instance, the
purchase of local farm products and use of catering providers that give preterkues sources. A
pertinent case recently occurred in Sweden whose government planned hoaldawyclocal campaign
as a strand of its Climate Smart Food project. AlImost immedgliahe European Commission lodged
a complaint requiring Sweden to come into line with free movementipesdAgra Europe, 2009

cited in Barclay, 2012).

Whilst EU procurement rules place barriers in the way of preferential kacthg, the principles of
“sustainable procurement” call for purchasers in the public sector to congdamninonmental, social
and economic consequences of purchasing decisions including those thahafseqply chain.

There may be circumstances, therefore, where ifigatibn can be made for using local suppliers by
considering impacts of the environment (food miles, for example) or bictiestrsupply to
businesses that have been independently verified as sustainable sopeséswdér goods and

services.

As regards the private sector, the scope for local procurement may be resirictady cases by a
mismatch in scale of production, quality systems, management capacibgastiddl requirements.
Large multiple retailers, however, are increasingly adopting comsoaial responsibility policies
that arguably represent attempts to legitimise their activitiezipyhs of key stakeholders and to
offset criticisms of selfnterest. Shareholders and customers, for instance, can demand more

responsible corporate behaviour prompted by individual moral and ethicalrnsric the economy. It



267 is possible that these kinds of ethical pressures can generate caahimgreratives and induce

268  corporate buyers timvest in local supply chains.

269  Can upland produce befair trade and local simultaneously?

270  Contrasting features

271 Most differences liavithin the certification proces®f the two, the Fair Trade system is the most
272 stringent, for without the meeting of certain criteria a product cannowbeagrtification In

273 cortrast,local produce do not require certification, instead producers havenkeselselecting about
274  this opting to use ®O, PGl or TSG if it provides sales advantage. At a deeper theatharacteof
275  certification is substantially diffeng, asFair Trade labelling contains a numbersafcial criteria

276  already covered by law and/or employment rights in Britain and the.EWHSE, union membership
277 andhousing. Local produce certification differs as the focus igjaality through European

278 legislation.With respect to produsales and pricesan embedded principle within Fair Trade is the
279  agreedminimumprice andsocial premiumThis does not exist within local produce sales; instead
280 financial premium is accrued ligeindividual producerseller only through the reduced number of
281  supply chain steps or by adding value in some way. The corollary of both foprentfims does,
282 neverthelesgesult inpayment for goodsver and above the cost of productiédmother divergent
283  issue is the matter ehild labour. Whilst it is banned under Fair Trade certification, child labour

284  continues to be a feature of some upland farming businesses.

285 The challenge diood milescan be perceived either as a dissimilarity or, as some argue, an

286 irrelevance. In the strictegeographical sense local food and fair trade cannot competearith

287  other for food miles. Current fair trade produce cannot be grown in the EU and enltkilis good
288  whosetransportation does not warrant long distance haulage. However, how we dedireato

289  subsume this concepecause as llbegnd Maye (2006statedocal is merely as perceptioA.good
290 example here is Scottish Beef, which is local to the UK replacieg s&lan Argentinian equivalent.

291  The localness here is more a functiorselfing power and availability.

292  Some commentator@Richardson and Whatmore, 2009), in contrsesg, actual distance travelled as an

293 irrelevance as this is not cegitto the concept ofdir Trade; the lattewhich seeks ethical and
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‘material’ consideratiomabove all else. Where food miles do count is in relation to environmental
impact, the carbon footprint of some Fair Trade products is colossal and tryedyte this is, to all

intents and purposes, impossila attempt was made recently by the local Cumbrian Fair Trade

Networkto make a cake faas few food miles as possiltheé measurement of miles travelled by the/[ Comment [UoC15]: Sentence remove(]

ingredients of a product has, however, been challengethhy as an oversimplificatio@hi et al
(2009) demonstrated that transgation represents only a small pertage of the sustainability af
products life. Gther features of the agricultural process and food supply chain can cause
disproportionate environmental damage, and garbaps a life cycle analygisCA) approach would

be closer to the full picture.
Comparable features

One comparable featucd Fair Trade and local productigthe ethical dimensiarithical

production is core t&air Trade principles it is why many people will buy these types of prodircts
thefirst place(Renard, 2003). This ethical consideration is directed at both the producer aratithe m
of productionFor local food consumers ethical issues sit high up the agenda as Wédladeeralket

al. (2003) found, although they tended to be nuamrgcernedbout the process of production rather
than directed to those thattuallyproduced the food. The consumer response in their suragy
complicated further with respect to respondents being urban or rural based gnidihe type of

outlet the goods were available from. As with the food miles debate we can chathéngthical
concern further as does not preclude a local producer producing food in an environroefriaihgy
manner through overuse waéterinarydrugs, artificial fertiliserapplication on grassland and silaging.

Such limitations can only come through the adoption of certification processes bampiexcesses.

It would seem from this briecritical overview that whilson face value there are some overall
similarities betwen Fair Trade and local produce; closer inspection demonstrates this isgue
complex suggestinghat it is almost impossible to Y& products that are both Fair Trade and local.
Perhapst is more a case éirly traded and locally producedn thatupland farmers are paid a fair
pricein order to continue to farm and consumers can buy locally produced goods knowthgitha

money is being used to support lbbasinesses.



321 [Fair trade, local food and sustainable agriculturein Cumbria /{Comment [UoC16]: Shortened by 6

words and now statement not question

322  Robinson (2004) suggests that sustainable agriculture is an approach to food@rddattbalances
323 agronomic, environmental, economic and social optima’. He Biembrook (1990) who believes the
324  following conditions need to be met: soil and water resources are managed awsyds to not

325 degrade them; that biological and ecological systems are maihtfirough appropriate plant and
326 animal husbandry; whilst #te same time the system is economically viable, farmers make an
327  acceptable profit and social expectations and cultural ®ofrthe public are satisfieBair Trade

328 certificationgoes dong way to meeting these requirensgemwhereas local productigma ‘hit-and

329 miss’ affair becauseertification is selselecting Whether fairly traded locally produced goods from

330 upland farming businesses are a form of sustainable agriculture cidass

331  From an economisustainabilitypoint of view, any form of activity on an upland farm that increases
332 netincome can oplbe perceived as a good thit@perating on the physical and economic margins of
333 cultivation in a increasingly markeked global economy has demonstrated that few upland farms can
334  survive on livestock production alone, without seeking some form of diversificBair trade, fair

335 trading and/or locally produced goods are all possible forms to improve incomea&adhese fan

336 businesses more sustainable. In turn, the continued operation of upland farm esalloyes forthe

337  social sustainability of upland commuetgiand the servigaultipliers aretained population brings in

338 remote areas.

339  Finally, there is the issue tife environmental sustainability of upland agriculture. Whilst this
340 agricultural system has been responsible for the making of much of tisé Bpland landscape, it has

341  also been its undoing as we noted. If anything, upland agricudlysedms are generally the main type

342  of conventional farming system which comes closest to environn{mmnﬂinabilitt/. This is | Comment [UoC17]: Removed
reference to table and removed table

. . . ldn’t how t t put i lot of ext
343 acknowledged by the very small grants available for upland farmeete@rt to organic production words affecting overall word count, Flow.

seems OK to me.

344  in comparison to their lowland equivalenf$ perhaperannum compared to £§@rhaperannum
345  for cerealgElliott et al, 2003). Whilst Fair Trade certification does have environmental criteria, only
346  another form of certification related to local production waukhte a set anvironmentally

347  sustainable practicdsr farmers to adhere twith regads to Iacal produce.



348  Summary

349  What is ewdent from this brief analysis that simply trying to brand upland farming produce Fair

350 Trade createmore questions than answers. On one hand, there are issues related to the nature of
351  production system&ew farmers and farmdauyer relationships would meet the strict Fair Trade

352  certification. Fair trading of locally produced goods is a possibility whiigfniinelp to sustain

353  agricultue in this marginalised sectddn the other hand, there are issues surrounding the branding of
354  products and the extent to which consumers can make sense of the “faitabati@tided to existing

355  perceptions of the psychic value attached to a “local product” which ihistsmt a single construct,

356  but combines many assations such as reducing food miles, rural nostalgia and product uniqueness.
357  Evolving local andrair debate amongst suppliers, procurers and distributors in Cumbria suggests that
358  greater benefits are yet to made from sustainable agriculture, thatafhable rural development for

359 the wider economy and society. For an agricultural sector often pef@swan anachronism in light

360 of contemporary industrial capitalist systems, sustainable upland fatimowgh concepts such as

361 ‘Local and Fair’ may yet havlessons to offer wider society.
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Figure 1 A typical upland farming landscape (taken from Mansfield, 2011).
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Figure 2 Continuum of habitats within upland farming landscapes (taken from Mansfield, 2011)
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Figure 3 A Heft within a Cumbrian Common (taken from Mansfield, 2011).
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"fair tradé— a set of principles designéa help producers in developing countrighieve bettetrading
conditions and promote sustainability through the payment of a higherpegparters as well as higher &dc
and environmental standards; as opposed to ‘Fair Trade’ which is aratiaaally recognised certification
process.

i Commonrights ‘A person may take some part of the produce of, or psope the soil owned by another’
(Aitchison & Gadsden, 1992

il The socieeconomic and political division that exists betweervikalthydeveloped countries, known
collectively as "the North", and the poodsveloping countriefeast developed countrle®r "the South."
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Developing_countries
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