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Chapter 1

Introduction to the research topic and its relevane

Agriculture has arrived to a turning point followira long period characterised by its heavy
modernisation and intensification (Dijk and Plo€293). The competition crisis of the European
agriculture has given space to post-productivisinfiag styles and in the sphere of political
negotiations it has opened the path for the creatd an agricultural model based on
multifunctionality. Today multifunctionality of agmlture and the diversification strategies could
represent, on the one hand, an important solutborthe manifold difficulties of the agricultural
families, on the other, new opportunities for tiggi@ultural sector and its role in the local sogiet

Starting from the McSharry reform, the revisiontloé European regulation mechanism of the
agricultural sector has contributed to the proadgsutting into evidence the controversial effects
that the modernisation and the specialisation oicaljure have caused in the EU-15, and have
favoured the increasing attention towards a mudtfional agriculture (Arfini, 2002; Basile e
Cecchi, 2001; Ventura e Milone, 2005; Del Mar Delgat al, 2003).

Starting from the mid-1970s European farmers haenljacing a continuously evolving and
reformed Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) to whithey had to adapt. Although, European
farmers have already seen some territorial measutresiuced in the 1978suntil the early 199Gs
the CAP was still marked by a rigid, productioneoted subsidy policy and farmers relied
exclusively on these non-market forces in ordemeet the general objectives in the agricultural
sector put forward by the Community in 1945. Thisiation has dramatically changed with the
Agenda 2000 and the 2003 CAP Reform when farmexsrétically were given more freedom to
farm what and how they wished.

After more than half a century of external aid-degency farmers, who may well have lost
the ability to critically look into their own indigtual farm businesses (McElwee 2005), were thus
required to act as responsible, independent andbt&apactors to run their activity in a market-
oriented way being proactive to market forces. €helanges interpreted from the sustainable

livelihood perspective shed light on the increasuudnerability of farming families due to the

! Regional and sectoral measures: Reg. 1035/72othstitution of producer groups in the fruit and e&dples sectors,
Dir. 268/75/EEC in support of agriculture in mountaus and certain less-favoured areas, Reg. 2356/Tmprove
processing and marketing conditions for agricultupmoducts. Socio-structural directives: Dir. 160HEC
encouragement to cease activity, Dir. 161/72/EE@8ifications for people working in agriculture.

2 McSharry Reform (1992) and the introduction of fhar accompanying measures: early retirement, emsgition
payments, forestation of agricultural area, agrikeamment.
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decreasing or at least changed-in-character suppleimes that force them to adapt their livelihood
strategies to the new policy environment. Despgitugh the continuously decreasing agricultural
income, the numerous voluntary measures introdbgetie Agenda 2000 reform (e.g to encourage
farmers to diversify their businesses, to retirenfrfarming, or to turn agricultural land to
alternative uses), these policies often met withittd success (Burton 2004). To understand
therefore how farming families adapt their liveldub strategies to the changing policy- and
economic environment and what motivates them isdlpgrocesses can be a useful proactive policy
instrument to anticipate how farmers would compithwmew approaches (Burton 2004).

In some countries the diversification of the adtimal activities and the subsequent
development of the agricultural-rural areas hawached rather important levels (Ventura et al.
2006; Belletti et al. 2003). The best example migithat of Italy where the family farms of small
dimension taking opportunities of the possibilitieffered by the multifunctional agriculture
paradigm and with the help of the public sectovehseen their own economic horizons changing in
a positive way contributing also to the revitalisatof the wider socio-economic system in which
they operate. In other countries of the Europeaiotuwhere the modernisation of agriculture has
been even more intense, for example in the Neth#slathe process of diversification has reached
more modest levels and, above all, it has follodiigrent pathways (Renting et al. 2006). In both
cases what is interesting to take into analysestlaestrategies that the Italian and the Dutch
families have adopted to respond to the crises@fgaicultural model based on modernisation, and
to its negative effects on nature, employment araengenerally on the sustainability of the
agricultural production processes (Ploeg 1995;dPRE03; Renting et al. 2006).

In this scenario the 2004 EU enlargement has opgrneresting reflections and prospective,
in particular as far as the possible paths of charighe agricultural sector are regarded in coesitr
which are still characterised by an agriculturattse imprinted by traditional models and only
partially by technological improvement. In thesaimiies, as a matter of fact, a dilemma emerges
from the comparison between the hypothesis of@ar@atmodernization of agriculture and the one
that privileges a jump in the development modelatép to outline in an original way the
relationship between agriculture and the localaaweds.

The question thus emerges, as announced for exdmpléon (Presidential Address, EAAE,
August 2005), whether multifunctionality of agrittude can be a trajectory of development also in
the New EU Member States, or the process of mosktion and specialisation taken place in the
Western European countryside will necessarily lpeated also in the Central- Eastern part of

Europe.



Strategies that the single farming families havenband will uptake in order to respond to the
new challenges should therefore be dedicated pivofaortance to understand how these families
adapt their livelihood strategies to the changimdicg- and economic environment and what
motivates them in these processes. However, astreesearches underline, current changes in
modern agricultural regimes for a long time tendedfocus mainly on exogenous factors
influencing the agricultural change (e.g. policyaoges, the political economy framework) (Burton
and Wilson, 2004). As Wilson underlines “ the doamh political economy discourse has...
inevitably led to a heavy emphasis on the impoearfdhe state and policies, a strong focus on the
importance of macro-economic factors in decisionkin@a.. and a heavy emphasis on food
production and global market regimes... As a residt,farming community has often been viewed
as responding almost entirely doitsideforces, with little acknowledgement of possibleaghes
from within.” (Burton and Wilson 2004, original emphasis).

As a consequence, in the last few years the reeadderstand the responses of farmers to the
different policy schemes has been increased. Atiemitowards endogenous characteristics, actor-
oriented components putting emphasis on individuaisl their actions that accompany and
mutually influence this change have been giveneasing importance (Renting et al. forthcoming;
Jongeneel, et al. 2005; Burton, 2004; Burton antsdii 2004; Wilson, 2000; Howden, 2000). The
importance of endogenous forces, actor-orientedbaéviourally grounded approach stressed in
earlier works (Gasson 1973; Shucksmith 1993; Lond wan der Ploeg, 1994) are being re-

emerging.

This thesis has as its general objective to redgonthe need for understanding farmers’
motivation for multifunctional agriculture as onegsible livelihood strategy of the farming
population. The thesis will investigate what muiti€tionality of agriculture implies for on the
ground in terms of motivations and interpretatiohsultifunctionality by exploring the livelihood
strategies of multifunctional family farms in twoountries of the European Union, in the
Netherlands and Hungary.

This goal gains its relevance when looking atrtbmerous declarations claiming for a better
understanding of the notion of multifunctional agtture (MFA) and for a further unfolding of
theoretical groundings of rural development pragiKnickel and Renting 2000; Ploeg, Renting et
al. 2000; Van der Ploeg and Renting 2000; Aumaratiiglemy et al. 2004; Brunori, Rossi et al.
2005; Chaplin and Knickel 2005; McElwee 2005; Wils2007a). As Wilson (2007, p. 19) argues,
more empirical work will be needed “to further stamtiate theoretical and conceptual issues of

multifunctional transitions”. The recognition th#dte expressions of MFA are context specific
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(Caron 2006; Renting 2007; Wiskerke 2007; Rentili§l2 Renting et al. 2006; Idda 2005)
contribute to the need to further explore the mmtbetween driving forces and household
strategies in the context in which it take shapentitg 2007; Renting and Oostindie 2007).

The research follows the principles of the widppr@ach in studying MFA and situates
itself in the research cluster “Farmers strategres practices: multifunctionality, technical chang
livelihood systems” identified by the MultAgri Hezt as one of the concept oriented research
clusters (CORCs) related to the study of MFA (AudhaBarthelemy et al. 2004). This research
cluster concentrates at the farm level and persemeltifunctionality as a motor that drives
agricultural practices. It has two major foci; olsethe design and promotion of good practices,
while the other one is the understanding of prastiand farmers™ individual choices and decisions
by taking into account multifunctionality. It emises the need for new methods to assess and
improve the procedure for farmers™ decision makihigis CORC integrates two basic research
guestions: 1. what is the interpretation of MFAtenms of farmers decision and behaviours?; 2. to
what extent has the recognition of MFA led to ang®in farmers™ practices and strategies. The
MultAgri Report (WP1, D1.1.) relates this CORC e tconcept of technical choices and livelihood

systems.

Therefore, through a qualitative exploratory reskathe thesis describes the different
motivations, which drove family farms to turn towarmultifunctional agriculture. It is assumed
that the better understanding of what motivateisedrand hinder farming families to valorise the
different functions of agriculture, can have anispegnsable implication to better address poliaies i
the interest of whom they are intended to be. Qmmsig rural development as an endogenous
process (Ploeg and Saccomandi 1995; Van der PloggSaccomandi 1995) it is important that

policy makers explore local practices and aspinatioefore designing policy to be implemented.

Considering that the research aims to explore @nena where human decisions,
motivations, and interpretations are of key impacty the unit of analysis in this thesis has been
the farm household level. As stated by Knickel d@Rdnting (2000) the interrelations that
characterise multifunctionality “are only visibleanalysis focuses on the right level” (p. 533).
think about members of the farm household as cously acting actors, who in the centre of the

society, economy, politics, markets and institusioeact to the effects deriving from these contexts

% Besides the farm household level Knickel and RenfR000) propose three other levels of analysid sts the farm,
the regional and the global level.
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and taking into consideration their own needs deoid their income generating activities. Whether
a farm household decide on the uptake of a givpa of farming or even the ceasing of the farming
activity as such it is determined by the complek fevalues, motivations, needs, constrains and

opportunities.

The fundamental consideration for this research thas policies in order to be able to
enhance MFA need to have a knowledge about thexbim which MFA takes place, its enabling
and hindering elements, the motivations that ddaterfarmers” decisions, furthermore the effects
of policies, intuitions and market trends on farmugeholds. Hence | needed an analytical
framework that is able to cover all these aspeautspovide elements for analysis. | have therefore
adopted the Sustainable Livelihood Framework (Sd$-pne possible adequate analytical concept.

The SLF underlines farm households’ centralitheoresearch as analytical units.

The research, by its exploratory nature, had tention of drawing conclusions which could
be taken as generally valid either on the natiamahternational level. In the course of making
comparisons the aim was to explore similar tendenar peculiar differences among the two
countries instead of looking for identical data.eTiesearch result therefore can not provide with
information that could be generalised but it cantabute to the enlargement of the knowledge base

on what regards the main driving forces for thetifurictional type of agriculture.

1.1. Research objectives and questions

The thesis wishing to contribute to the theory dindg on MFA that explains what is
happening and why happening (Ploeg 2006) hasifabehthe following research objectives and
guestions.

Thefirst objectivewas to understand what drives to MFA at familyrfdevel by analysing
livelihood decisions of family farms and the intexation of multifunctionality in general in each
of the target countries, and by exploring the imtetation of MFA at farm level. This objective
aimed therefore to gain a better view on the ressmonstrains, opportunities, objectives,
motivations and interactions that characterisditteéihood strategies aimed at multifunctionality.

| argue that multifunctionality has become a kesdvéor an integrated policy domain

without having very little knowledge to what extgr@ople share the concerns of policy makers and
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planners and how they perceive the relation betwaaicy measures and their activity. This
consideration lead to the second objectives andpgod research questions focusing on the nexus

between multifunctionality on the ground and théqydfor rural development

The second objectivéhus was the facilitation of identification of ptacal priorities for
action at policy level taking into consideratioratlipolicy targeting the development of rural areas
needs to have a clear view on the ongoing proceddesal level, the needs and drives that could

be met and exploited and the difficulties that neelde eased.

The research questions in accord of the objecigbe research have been identified as
follows:

1. What characterise the livelihood strategies of farm households that become
multifunctional in terms of driving forces?

1.1. What motivates families to turn towards nfufictional livelihood strategies? In this,
what constitutes the internal driving forces ordmances and what are the external favourable or
unfavourable factors that can stimulate or disogaifarming families?

1.2. How family farms interpret MFA?

2. What practical priorities can be identified for action at policy level that aims to
enhance the development of family farms?

2.1. What is the relation between rural developnpicy and the decision (motivations,
perceptions) of family farms to turn towards MFA?

2.2. To what extent family farms are familiar withe rural development policy of the
European Union?

2.3. What are the expectations of farm familieaass support from the rural development

policy is regarded?
Finally, the thesis aims at discovering whetheissfocountry generalities can be developed on

the basis of the results gained in the three cmmés far as the favourable conditions necessary t

turn towards MFA are concerned.
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1.2. Outline of the thesis

The thesis is divided into seven main parts (crapt

The first part offers an introductory guide to tlesearch topic and its relevance. In addition,
the first chapter includes the objectives and ésearch questions of the present work.

The second part provides information on the maincepts of reference that have been
applied underlying their relevance for the resealgjectives.

The third part is a review of the history and iptetation of the concept of multifunctional
agriculture at the international and European leaetl on the other hand it serves as the desariptio
of the wider vulnerability context of the selectadn households.

The fourth chapter offers a detailed descriptothefmethodology applied for the research. It
introduces the general design of the research @aedplains how the research has been set up
including research areas, the procedure of thetsaheof the farm households, the process of data
collection, recording and storing. Furthermorgivies an account of the methodological techniques
with the help of which the research objectives hasen operationalised. The chapter provides also
information regarding the difficulties encountengridg research proccces. Finally a short notice is
provided on the interconnectedness of the differesgarch methods and concepts applied.

The following chapters contain the country caseliss. Chapter five is the case of the
Netherlands and chapter six is the case of Hungdrg. case studies have been structured in the
following way. Each case study starts with the dpson of the socio-economic situation of the
country's rural areas and the role of agricultaréhie national economy. Afterwards, the narrower
vulnerability context of the selected farm housdkdk presented. This part includes references to
historical accounts, and to political and instbagl transformations. Finally, the case study
chapters close with the findings and discussiontherbasis of the interviews that have been carried
out in each of the case study area.

The seventh chapter includes the main conclusiaodsecommendations based principally on

farmers™ accounts.
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Chapter 2

Conceptual Framework

2.1. MFA and the Post-productivist countryside

Today, when countryside is perceived (producticaciices, multifunctionality), conceived
(representation of the countryside by policy makansl by the media) and lived (by farmers,
newcomers and visitofsilifferently than 30 years ago, it can be considégustified investigating
the interrelation among the actors, the produgti@ctices and the representation of the rural space

Figure 1. The rural space

Rural
locality

&

Representations
of the rurai

Lives of
the rural

0 it

Fig. 1. A general model for rural space.

Source: Halfacree, 2007

One of the most recent and most intense debateenang the representation and change of
rural space has been connected to the debate @onkept of post-productivism (PP) (Shucksmith
1993; llbery and Bowler 1998; Turchetto 1998; Basand Cecchi 2001; Wilson 2001; Evans,
Morris et al. 2002; Burton 2004; Burton and Wilst06; Mather, Hill et al. 2006; Halfacree 2007;
Wilson 2007). PP is a concept that describes thariag and rural changes that are more (in the
Western European countries) or less (the Centrdtastern European countries) explicitly
characterise the European Union countries. The moductivist has been actually brought into
existing by the term post-productivist (Wilson, 20(Mather et al. 2006), and therefore as a

retrospective definition of the productivist erarfr the “post-productivist vantage point” (Wilson,

* The three-fold differentiation of the space is ptéd from Lefebvre (1991).
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2001). Though the term post-productivism is underaasing criticism it is unquestionable that the
recent changes undergoing in the European rurabaed in the agricultural sector can not be any
more defined as purely productivist

Shucksmith (1998)hile examining why so many farmers and their fe@wiare averse to
adjusting their farming practices to a post-prooist institutional and policy context explores tha
farmers were characterised by fundamental diffexerio behaviour, values and attitudes which
were not explicable in structural terms.

According to llbery and Bowler (1998the post-productivist transition (PPT) reflects a
fundamental shift in consciousness and farmingcethind is associated with a movement towards
sustainability, an emphasis on food quality anéduction in farm output. This new ‘food regime’,
as llbery and Bowler (1998) describe, is charanteriby the production of fresh, organic and
reconstituted food products for green consumersaimisintegrated and decentralized food
production and distribution system. llbery and Bew{1998) have characterized and termed the
processes of the PPT as extensification, dispessidrdiversification.

Wilson (2001)argues that productivism and post-productivism“arepectrum of different
views rather than two easily definable and ‘segamttities on their own” (p. 78). He suggest that
P and PP can be conceptualised on the basis oh setey-related dimensions which are the
ideology, actors, food regimes, agricultural prddug agricultural policies, farming techniques
and environmental impacts. He provides with a tedailescription of each of these dimensions of
both productivism and post-productivism. Wilsonuweg (2001) that the prefix ‘post’ may merely
signify something that comes after another thingt, ooes not necessarily mean it's opposite.
Wilson (2001, p. 95) in arguing for a more apprafgiterm instead of PP says that PP “has only
been defined.... As what it is not, rather than astwhmay be”. He says (2001, p. 87) that “For
farmers as one of the key actors, for example, veelld argue that only if farmerattitudes(and
eventual changes in theiarm management behaviouindicate substantial shifts toward post-
productivist thinking, can we fully acknowledge ttaatransition toward the PP has taken place.”
This actor-oriented view would lead to a more isole understanding of PP.” He argues that
broadening the conceptualisation of PP by injecéingactor-oriented and behaviourally grounded
component would enable an assessment of attitusliifés to PP at the grassroots.

Evans et al. (2002provide with a strong critique of the concept ospproductivism and
the related scientific work. They express theipsicssm about both the relevance of the term itself
and about whether the process the term is reféoreésl really happening. They find it difficult to
accept that farmers will identify with the charaigtcs that today identify PP, “especially in term

of significant impact on their lives and businesqgs 316). Furthermore they argue that political
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endeavours on the need for farmers to be able toinpetitive on the liberalised global market still
place more emphasis on the continuation of prodscttprinciples. The article provides with a
critical scrutiny of the term PP along with thedicategories (mainly those established by llbery
and Bowler (1998): shift from quantity to quality food production, growth of pluriactivity,
sustainable farming through agri-environmental g@glidispersion of production patterns, and
environmental regulation and restructuring of gowmeent support for agriculture. Finally, they
suggest the use of the term ecological modernisdM) or neo-productivism instead of post-
productivism as these terms can provide sounderghieal basis and contribute more to achieve
progress in research.

According toDurand (2003, p. 4) “post-modern society also perceivesipctive rural land
as a product for consumption, available for reeo@atrest and leisure activity. In that contexgréh
is a growing intolerance for the negative extetrediof agricultural production systems.

Mather et al. (2006keek to sharpen the meaning of PP but to widerd¢bate about its
validity and applicability. While they agree thaetterm has been used too widely and too loosely
they do not accept that it should be abandoned, was suggested by Evans et al. (2002). They
acknowledge though that there is a relative lackropirical evidence on which assertions on the
characteristics of PP are based. Mather et al.62@fyue that many characterisations of PP are
based on antithesis with productivist and thaterural debates tendency has been to characterise
PP in terms of dimension (llbery and Bowler 1998|séh 2001; Evans, Morris et al. 2002) rather
than definitions. Nonetheless, they recall Bradseawork (2004) in which he suggested the
following definition: “post-productivism reflects h¢ postulated reorientation of primary
agriculture.... from meeting the singular goal ofguroing the greatest quantity of food at the least
possible cost to meeting multiple goals such asdymimg quality food, maintaining rural
livelihoods and landscape and promoting environalestewardship” (Bradshaw 2004 quoted in
Mather et al. 2006, p. 442). The paper further esgilnat large part of the objections to PP stems
from a fuzzy definition or characterisation of th@ncept. One possible way to reduce fuzziness is
to say that “a possible core characteristic of tdmen is a change in relative emphasis from
commodity to non-commodity outputs- from maximisipigpduction of material goods in the form
of food and wood, to broader objectives, includiihg provision of environmental services used as
an umbrella term, encompassing recreation and ayneswell as the ecosystem services.” (Mather
et al. 2006, p. 443).
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In answering to the question whether post-prodigtivs taking place in agriculture they points to
the fact that several indicatdrsf agricultural activity have changed only in tast 10-20 years
compared with their trends that lasted for neaflyygars and this suggest a significant change.
Although none of these indicators can be a confionaof PP, but, as they argue, it is noticeable
that these elements accord with the existence @rféRherefore provide an evidence for it.

The article argues that little has been said indebate on PP about the magnitude of change
required to justify the use of the term. They arthet the PP paradigm shift in policy resonate with
the apparently accepted notion of a paradigm shifrural development policy (Banks and
Marsden, 2000; Ploeg et al. 2000). In this sensesRRwed in terms of a shift in emphasis and not
as an absolute change from material productioreteice production. They evoke Goodin (2001)
who concludes that“post-productivists are not opposed, or even if@ilént, to economic output
versus they have simply ‘gotten over’ being utteiikated on it, as productivist have been”
(Goodin 2001 quoted in Mather et al. 2006, p. 4&0Dodin points also to the fact that wider socio-
political aspects of PP are evident “environmeatad emotional values are now being recognised
as well as economic value” (Goodin 2001 quoted athidr et al. 2006, p. 451).

The article argues that if the concept of PP reldtethe shift in policy emphasis away from
material production, then the term clearly seemwr@miate. Mather et al. (2006) disagree with
Wilson (2001) who argues that MFA regime might bmare appropriate term. They argue that
MFA regime perpetuates identification with agricué alone. And it would ignore other rural land
uses. MFA and PP may overlap but they are not synoas. Similarly, PP may overlap with
ecological modernisation, term that has been adedday Evans et al. (2002). It is doubtful though
whether the term ecological modernisation reflabes change in emphasis away from material
production. MFA and EM can be applied to ruraldarse but they are not synonymous with the
term PP.

Finally, the article contributes to the debate omwhheorization of PP could be improved in order
to avoid that it remains a “theoretical cul de s@evans et al. 2002). In respect to theorization,
Mather et al. (2006) mainly deals with three majoallenges. The first of these are the causes and

drivers of change. They argue that PP presentsabenlye to our understanding in terms of the

® The article notes three indicators:
1. Lifestyle owners of farms who likely to be less cemed with production of commodities than with
consumption of amenity and the countryside.
2. The number of non-agricultural horses, associatadapily with either or both recreation and noniagltural
business.
3. The increased area of land used for organic farnireg can be interpreted positively in relatiorgtality and
environmental characteristic
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fundamental drivers of land-use change, in paricabout the possible role of societal change,
particular circumstances including institutions gadices, cultural change as drivers. The second
major challenge is to understand the spatial dimessof PP. Amongst others PP (like MFA)
raises questions about the scale at which it apdiethe level of the field, farm, region, or oai).
Alongside the question of spatial application, #w@se of temporal characteristics. Lastly, thedthir
challenge regards the introduction of new methaglplof monitoring the changing land use. The
study concludes with saying that at its core thiendi®n of PP could relate to the de-emphasising
of material production which is most clearly exgex$ in terms of changes in polices, which
changes can be linked to public opinion and souditual changes and to effects on the ground

expressed in terms of land use.

2.1.1. Post-productivism adopted for the present #sis

For the purposes of the present thesis PP rentlaénappropriate term to describe recent
socio-economic and political changes happeningénrtiral areas, which changes are accompanied
by the emergent rural development practices coasednultifunctional. For the objectives of the
thesis PP expresseslaft in emphasis and a change in focuis policy terms and, in the context of
the changes on the groundgl@ange in attitudes that go from maximising prodimt of material
goods to another type of production with a broadeope PP does not therefore intend to refer to a
countryside in which agriculture and the productetivities ceased to exist but that production has
acquired a different character and it has beergiated with the provision of non-productive
objectives, i.e. services, based on the perceieedsof the society.

To my understanding post-productivism is an inastal rather than a radical process (see
Wilson 2001). P and PP practices and attitudeseg#st contemporarily, intended in both spatially
and temporally, as it has also been argued bydWwi(2001) (“productivist action and thought can
co-exist alongside post-productivist patterns”) asdt is expected to be shown in the result of the
field work. As a result, the transition from théd?he PP agricultural regime will see differenoes
space and time when applied to different countiégson (2001, p. 96) refers to this as “time-lag
and spatial inconsistencies in the adoption of &@mand thought”.

Production therefore remains an important actiatythe rural areas, but the aim of the
production is not any more or not only the maximgsiof the output of material goods
(“deemphasising of production” Mather et al. 200Bnphasis now is given to the quality, safety

and authenticity of production. What counts todayhieway of production. Therefore | argue that
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production did not ceased to be an objective ofrtiral areas and that exactly the PP farming
practices can be viewed as a kind of solution ler ¢continuation of production. As far as quality
and specialisation are regarded some explanatioeeded. Specialisation and quality production in
the PP countryside need to be distinguished froetiapsation and quality issues as they are
intended in P terms. Production parmigiano reggianas by no doubts a specialised activity,
however, there can not be by no means put a sigquality between this type of specialisation and
the specialisation that was connected to intensgeculture, the use of external inputs,
environmental pollution, and the ignorance of dyadind sometimes even food safety. Therefore,
specialisation in terms of PP might be rather dalfeeo-specialisation. As considers quality
production, Evans et al. (2002) have pointed oatt tlyuality exists within productivist food
systems and does not necessarily represent atstibstiof them” (p. 319). While this affirmation
is true in itself, in order to shed light on theaneng of “quality” that characterise PP activities,
there has to be made a difference between the dtvons the word “quality” incorporates. On the
one hand, quality can be interpreted in terms @f shfety of food ensured through quality-
management, quality-assurance systems, such ablakh&d analysis and Critical Control Pont
System (HCCP). Evans et al. (2002) refers to tig fof the concept of quality. On the other hand,
quality production can be defined through charasties connected to small scale, artisan, and
farm-based production with regional, local/tracht features (IMPACT scientific approach,
(FAIR-CT-4288 ‘The socio-economic impact of rurakvélopment policies: Realities and
potentials). As it is defined by the IMPACT scidiatiapproach quality products can include foods
registered under the EU system for Protected Dasmm of Origin (PDO) and Protected
Geographical Indication (PGI). Quality productioancexist also where there is less tradition of
regional designation. In this case quality foodghminclude farmhouse cheeses, jams, and other
products that might be characterised by the locatlition. These products on general are
characterised by the use of specific ingredientedyction techniques and on-farm processing
(IMPACT scientific approach). Quality production terms of PP refers to this face of the concept
of quality.

If PP is referred only to agricultural regime andt to the rural space, multifunctional
agriculture regime can be a more appropriate taNilson 2001). The notion of MFA regime
seems to embrace productivist and post-productpresttices, actors, and thoughts (Wilson 2001).
The diversity of practices, the heterogeneity oitagriculture is conceived and perceived can be in
fact better expressed by the term ‘MFA regime’. leger, if referred to the rural space, then MFA
regime might not be the substitute of PP becauseoitld only refer to agriculture but would
exclude the other uses of land (Mather, Hill eR806).
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In accord with the concept of PP the practices dima at the development of the rural areas
are diverse and multifunctional (Knickel and Regfi2000). At farm level post-productivism is
translated into multifunctional farm practices, keliolds farming in line with the PP concept can

be called multifunctional farm enterprises/housdhbol

2.2. Multifunctional agriculture, Rural Development and Livelihoods: unfolding

the main concepts of reference

2.2.1. Narrow versus wide approach to MFA

Multifunctional agriculture is a contested, mudtitted concept. In the different scientific
disciplines it has been used with plentiful differeneanings and interpretations. Recent debate
around the notion of MF considers whether theresteaimore concrete, grounded term such as
countryside project (Cudlinova, Lapka et al. 2007)versatile countryside (Dirk Roep) and the
level at which multifunctionality shall be studigthrm level or at a more territorial level for
example region, valley, watershed) (Sabourin andpR2007). As a matter of fact, its meaning
differs also among the countries and regions refigats character of being context specific.

The scientific research on MFA has been unfoldmghese specific contexts sometimes
having its point of departure the emerging issugblealevel of politics (OECD; WTO negotiations,
CAP development, creation of the EU Rural Developintolicy) (DeVries 2000; (Cudlinova,
Lapka et al. 2007) Garzon 2005; (Idda, Furesi eR2@D5)Rodriguez and Gomez 2004; Thomson
2004; Velazquez 2001; other times the reality thaaking place on the ground (Di lacovo 2003a;
Di lacovo 2003b; Di lacovo and Ciofani 2005a; Dedsio and Senni 2005b; Oostindie et al. 2006;
(Ploeg 2003) The interaction between agriculture #we environment and the other sectors of the
economy and society has long constituted the sulpécattention of numerous researchers.
Researches that tackle explicitly the multiple rofeagriculture go back as far as the 1970s (De
Farcy 1975). Recent research embraces a wide afrayguments intersecting a broad range of
scientific disciplines such as economics, agricaltieconomics, and sociology. The notion of
multifunctionality is therefore not a new argumehg novelty can be found in the close association
between multifunctionality and the capacity of agliure to produce a net positive effect in terms

of goods and services of collective interest.
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According to the working definition established the OECD (2001) these goods and
services (often referred to also as non-commodlitiase the character of public goods (negative or
positive externalities) and as such their marketads existent or functions poorly. This basically
means that the producers (in this case farmert)esie unmarketable services are not remunerated
for their providing these public goods even if #neservices are to a large extent results of an
existent and clear demand by the side of the soci@th the contrary of food and fibre as clear
commodities, these services include the broadesgeraof impacts of agriculture on the
environmental state of the rural areas, biodivgrsiind rural landscape, economic and social
viability of the rural areas, food safety, animaéliare and the safeguard of the cultural and
historical heritage.

Researches that take as their point of departisesb-called narrow approach (Renting,
Oostindie et al. forthcoming) to MFA take the madrkethe nature of goods as their main level of
analyses and are principally concerned by the piisigis for creating markets for public goods (in
this case positive externality) as a solution farnfers’ remuneration. In case farmers’
compensation is not achievable through market rutgs research domain investigates how the
criteria to justify the legitimacy of public suppagiven to producers can be defined (Renting,
Oostindie et al. forthcoming). Furthermore, reskaatgument on citizens’ willingness to pay
(WTP) for multifunctional agriculture in monetargrins has been recently added to this research
type. Yrjola and Kola (2004), for instance, anatgsFinnish consumers WTP for MFA conclude
that the EU CAP Reform of 2003 at least partiallgetnthe requirements and preferences of the
Finnish consumers. As they would be willing to @agonsiderable amount for MFA (between 189
and 377 million EUR annually), policy planning skibunore comprehensively take into account
consumers and citizens’ preferences towards mattifanality. Hyytia and Kola (2005) in another
research with similar topic conclude that Finnistople are willing to support their domestic
agriculture mainly for it being a producer of safed healthy food. Notwithstanding, Finnish people
have positive attitudes towards the other posiixternalities of agriculture, this is not reflected
their WTP.

From the standpoint of the research on multifumality and agricultural trade negations
multifunctionality is a principle that serves thegitimization of the continuing agricultural suppor
Research that follows this logic aims to invesgegedluation methods that can serve governments in
their policy formulation on farm subsidies. Oneropn in this domain is that multifunctionality
never can justify trade interventions, however &n cjustify production subsidies and taxes
(Paarlberg, Breadahl, Lee ). On the basis of thgsc| nations must define precisely and value the

externalities in order to design policies and dédfénose interventions in the WTO (Paalberg,
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Bredahl, Lee). Institutional arrangements and gateasures that promote positive externalities or
their governance structure constitute another fadukis domain (Hagedorn 2004; Arovuori and
Kola 2005, Bartolini et al. 2005).

As Renting, Oostindiee et al (forthcoming) argukis narrow approach does not pay
specific attention for transformations at farm heludd and territory level, and pays little attentio
for linkages and synergies between different markéfocuses on the outcome and lacks attention
for underlying processes and networks.

On the contrary to the narrow approach, the wigoroach (Renting, Oostindie et al.
forthcoming) situates MFA in a more general backgu relating to the transformations in the
relations between agriculture and society. Inst#acbnsidering MFA as exclusively a response to
market failure, it is regarded as a consequendbeokvolving demands of consumers and society
combined with the failure of the industrial, protiuist farm models to meet society's demands.
Among the driving forces to turn to MFA it considamportant the reorganisation of the urban-
rural relations, and the changing institutional andrket environment of the farm households.
According to the wider approach, the relevant fiomst cover a significantly wider collection of
goods and services that are not always strictlivddrfrom food or fibre production. These can be
private goods produced for non-food markets likergwy, care, tourism and functions as distinctive
product attributes like food quality, animal wedaand ecological production (Renting, Oostindie
et al. forthcoming). Moreover, public benefits dikural viability, food security, and maintenande o
lagging settlements, make part of the functiongs Tincludes internal decision making processes
within the farm household and motivations of itsmbers, also institutional relations with social
networks, markets, consumer groups and policy freones (Renting, Oostindie et al.
forthcoming). Policy recommendations often addmessstraining/enabling factors of MFA at farm
level, and institutional linkages and social antigyonetworks at territorial scale. Issues of marke
regulation and the need to redefine the basisddcaltural support have less central role and are
rather considered as one possible strategy fongttiening agriculture's capacity to respond to
changing societal demands. The level of analys#eigarm household or enterprise and the social
and institutional processes underlying its behaviand development trajectories. (Renting,
Oostindie et al. forthcoming).

Auspiciously, to my view, it has recently incredsthe number of studies (Burton and
Wilson 2006; Cudlinova, Lapka et al. 2007; Dogotl drebailly 2007; Guillaumin and Dockes
2007) that tackle farmers’ attitudes and motivatiowards multifunctionality in specific contexts
(countries). They call the attention for that loegpectation, which are linked to local problenre, a

interesting to be taken into account when studyfgA and farmer practices (Guillaumin and
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Dockes 2007). They argue that the different waysfulfilling of these expectations and the
combination of different farms creates the multduonality of local agriculture (Guillaumin and
Dockes 2007). Dogot and Lebailly (2007) with thewmption that the reactivation of alternative
functions to production in agriculture is an oppaity to restore the dialogue between agriculture
and society analyse how farmers perceive the MIEainin the Walloon Region of Belgium and
compare the results with the societal expectatiimey conclude that farmers, after years of
separation from market and consumer demand, r&auwrards activities driven directly or indirectly
by societal expectations. Among the main motivaidor farmers to engage in non-agricultural
activities social enrichment, economic remuneratom the feeling to be recognised for their
different functions occupy the first posts.

Cudlinova et al. (2007) in their work on the ra& environmental subsidies in rural
development in the Czech Republic find that agtizal policy must take into account factors that
motivate farmers in participating in the ecologigdtiendly and alternative forms of framing. The
lack of the comprehensive knowledge and incorpomatf farmers’ motivations into policies
becomes, as they say, a general weakness of tloh @geculture.

Certainly research on attitudes, behaviour andvaidn of farmers or farm households is
not only from recent times. Prominent researcthis field goes back to some years ago but also
until the 1970s (Gasson 1973; Herrman and Uttit201 $Shucksmith 1993; Burton 2004; Hennon
and Hildenbrand 2005; Jongeneel, Polman et al.;2B0&on and Wilson 2006)

| argue that one of the most important charadtesi®f these researches is that they aim at
exploring how the notion of MFA interpreted by fara who, from my point of view, are the main
actors of the post-productivist countryside. Altgbuthe number of researches oriented towards
farmers’ attitudes and motivation has recentlyeased it is widely accepted that more research is
needed in this field (Kantelhardt 2006; Caron Foothing; Renting, Oostindie et al. forthcoming).

The wider approach emphasises the role of cordégtiwhen studying MFA, reaffirming
thus that the different expressions of MFA are gbvspecific in time and space. This implies that
the study of the context (be political, historicaistitutional, legislative etc) in which MFA takes
place will gain particular importance when trying tinderstand the livelihood strategies of
multifunctional farm households. Besides the contdye wider approach calls the attention to the
importance of the role of identities, values andiwadions of farmers.

In consideration of the research questions andctibgs of my research, this thesis follows
the directions of the wider approach to MHAIs in fact not possible to evoke the MFA policy
implementation without treating the question of thalues, the people and their histofgabourin
and Roep 2007).

25



Research that not explicitly tackles the notionVt#A but it focuses on one of its aspects
like organic farming, short food supply chain, qaproducts, nature and landscape management,
forestry and diversification, makes also part of #tonsiderable knowledge produced on rural
development policies and practices.

As far as diversification (e.g. producing non-fopbducts like energy) is regarded, this
seems a good moment to emphasis that diversifitasonot equal to multifunctionality of
agriculture, even if these two concepts from tioditne are — mistakenly - used or interpreted
interchangeable.

There exist different viewpoints on distinguishinge two notions. (Durand and
Huylenbroeck 2003) make the following difference tween MFA and diversification.
“Diversification refers to the workplace. It meahsit the scope of products and services produced
and sold is enlarged. In most cases diversificaigodone to give or ascribe value or validity to
existing production factors such as labour, lamiinment or to reduce risk to existing products.
Diversification can of course be accomplished bgimgl non-agricultural activities. In this case
diversification and pluriactivity are combined” (p2). Multifunctionality at the same time “refers
to the various functions of the different activstiperformed. Both agricultural and non-agricultural
activities can render a variety of different funcs that satisfy different societal demands.
Multifunctionality is the examination of both theramodities and non-commaodities produced by
the diverse activities of farmers or of the agtietdl sector” (p. 12). Fehér and Bir6 (2005) argue
that multifunctionality is an activity oriented mat and it is a wide, more general concept than
farm diversification. At the same time the two cepits have several common features. They are
both connected to agriculture and as a consequesfes,to the activities carried out in the farm
enterprise; furthermore, both enhance employmenhttlae quality of life. MFA however embraces
traditional farming while farm diversification regeexclusively to farming activities different from
traditional. As a matter of fact, what Fehér antbER005) is explaining, without explicitly saying,
is that farm diversification is included in the wrdand more general concept of MFA.

The entry document of the 2006 Regional Confererfickggriculture and rural development
in the Tuscany region also underlines the diffeeelbetween multifunctionality and diversification.

It defines diversification as the enlargement @& #Hctivities carried out in a farm enterprise (or i
the agricultural sector) in respect to a nucleustrafiitional activities. Diversification and

multifunctionality present important areas of oapping taking into consideration that none of

® The introduction of new plants or animal breethimse already present, introduction of on-farm pssing or selling,
hospitality, are some of the manifestations to Whie refer when we speak about diversificationasecof a farm
enterprise.
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these two concepts have well-defined confines,heeitheir meanings have been univocally
defined. Nonetheless, the two concepts include domehtal differences. The most important
difference the document underlines is that while Mdfers to the coherence between the
expectation of the society and the performance ofystem (at farm, local, sector level),
diversification is a concept which measures, adogrtb the prospective of a subject (farm, local
agricultural system, rural area) a variation inpexs to an initial situation. The document puts
emphasis on the fact that not everything which isltilnctional is also an expression of

diversification, and vice versa.

2.2.2. Rural development and multifunctionality atfarm household level

Rural development, in terms of individual or cotlee practices (Brunori and Rossi 2000)
that aim at the enhancing of the economic, socltis@al and ecological viability of rural areas, has
emerged as an endogenous process (Ploeg and Sackidf85; Ploeg and Roep 2003; van der
Ploeg and Roep 2003; Ploeg 2006; van der Ploeg)286al development initiatives have been
taken and developed by the agricultural familieentbelves for whom rural development
represented, and still represents, “a way out eflithitations and lack of perspectives inherent to
the modernisation paradigm” (Ploeg and Roep 20G8) der Ploeg and Roep 2003). Rural
development is thus considered the result of a-wadlerstood self-interest of increasing parts of
the European farming population (Ploeg and Roe@R00

The endogenous rural development process hasrgyliecome accompanied by a socio-
political debate of different intensity. By todayral development has become institutionalised at
policy level and former endogenous practices ake regulated by concrete policy measures. The
number and type of actors participating in the tguw@ent project of the countryside has arisen.
Besides farmers as the initial actors, new oneg leavered the scene fulfilling various roles in the
rural development process. Since the establishédypillows the principle of subsidiary, rural
development actors have emerged at all levelseoflétentralised rural policy.

Rural development is therefore a multi-level, nadimensional and multi-actor process
(Ploeg, Long et al. 2002; Ploeg and Roep 2003;dearPloeg and Roep 2003; Ploeg 2006; van der
Ploeg 2006; Wiskerke 2007). Taking into consideratine different levels, operationalisation of
rural development can be done at the level of

- the global interrelations between agriculture anclety,

- the agricultural sector,
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- the countryside and its (economic) actors,
- policies and institutions and,
- the individual farm household (Ploeg, Long et 802; Van der Ploeg, Long et al. 2002).

At the individual farm household level, “rural gdepment emerges as a redefinition of
identities, strategies, practices, interrelationd aetworks (Ploeg, Long et al. 2002, p. 11). The
concept of multifunctionality at farm level (Plodgyng et al. 2002; Ploeg and Roep 2003) contrasts
the structuring principles of the conventional farmith those of multifunctional farms. It describes
multifunctionality on the basis of the relationsliptween the farm enterprise and the three external
contexts they relate with. The first out of thesatexts is the agro-food supply chain that is the
production side of the enterprise. The secondasttinal area in which the farm enterprise situates
and it contains the ways by which the farm inteyamith the rural context. The third one is the
context of the different resources that are at disposal of the farm enterprise and of which
mobilisation the farm can develop the various Iva@bd strategies. On the basis of this
differentiation the conventional farm and the nfulictional farm shows strictly different
strategies.

Figure 2: The structure of rural development/muitdtionality at farm enterprise level

Tlobilization of resources \ N,
5 Regrounding \

New forms of cost redusion

O e rcome

Source: (Ploeg and Roep 2003)

On the agro-food side the conventional farm aitrepacialisation including the reduction of
the number of activities it is involved in. Prodoct is characterised by scale economy (Belletti,
Brunori et al. 2003). As for the rural side, contir@mal farm has limited relations with the rest of

the rural context, it is nearly exclusively actsred land market, where it aims at the increagbef
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farm size (Belletti, Brunori et al. 2003). On thieles of resources conventional farm makes use
mainly of external resources and disregard the hsabion of internal resources. Preference given
to external resources implicates the endeavouretwedse labour factor and increase capital as a
means to maintain a certain income level (Bell&tiynori et al. 2003). Finally, network relations
of conventional farms are practically limited to nket relations and lack any significant type of
embeddedness in the local economic, social andralitontext.

On the contrary, the multifunctional farm entesprjumps over the boundaries outlined by
the conventional farm. This boundary shift is tleiscribed on the relative sides of the enterpsse a
deepening, broadening and regrounding (Ploeg amegp R003).

Deepening occurs at the side of agricultural petida and it refers to the creation of more
value-added per unit of production through for eglenof quality food production or processing of
the farm’s own products. That is farms aim to reegboremium prices from consumers for the
quality of the products, for their particular chaeaistics (organic products, typical products) and
for the way of purchasing (direct selling) thatoals consumers to try the products before
acquisition (Belletti, Brunori et al. 2003).

Broadening occurs on the side of the rural contexthich the enterprise is located. The
multifunctional enterprise is characterised by arenaccentuated participation in the local and
regional economy and culture and *“it is often atrimsic part of the social fabric of the
countryside” (Ploeg and Roep 2003). Broadeningedised through the launching of new non-
agricultural activities that can be found at theeiface between society, community, landscape and
biodiversity. Agrotourism, landscape managementerdification such as for instance alternative
energy production, or development of new on-farriivdies like care activities are all activities
that make part of this dimension and that creameddvalue for the farm enterprise. For the
multifunctional farm to broaden its activities & essential to be involved in networks through
which it can enlarge its knowledge and informati@se and can create foundations of cooperation.
Broadening implies also a more intensive use oftralable natural, social and cultural capitat tha
the specific territory offers to its farm entersgBelletti, Brunori et al. 2003).

The third side of the multifunctional farm entasgris characterised by regrounding of the
available resources that is the farm enterpris@ibes involved in a pattern of the use of new or
different set of resources. As far as labour isardgd, regrounding refers to the prevailing use of
household labour or the integrating of on-farm labwith off-farm one (pluriactivity). As far as the
production base is concerned, regrounding refetise@ndeavour of the use of internal inputs (own
savings, grassland manure) rather than externa$ epetributing to the saving on input and

environmental safeguarding.
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This concept of the multifunctional farm enterprises been adopted for the present work to refer to
the multifunctional farm households, the level dfielh multifunctionaly has been studied.

2.2.3. In-between concept and technique: the sustaible livelihood framework and the
- multifunctional - farm household stratgies

As | have not had knowledge about the possiblercesuof driving forces for MFA
respondents would recount | needed an analytiaatdivork that included as many sides of life as
the possible. | needed therefore a holistic frantgywehich places my selected actors (the farm
households) and their priorities at the centrénefdnalysis but at the same time is able to umaerli
the link between the level of the farm household ésmicro and macro contexts.

Upon considering these needs of the researchsubiinable livelihoods framework (SLF)
proposed by the Department for International Dgwelent of London (DFID) has been adopted as
the main analytical structure. The concept of rfwidittionality has been thus viewed from
livelihoods perspective interpreting the processbaojadening, deepening and regrounding the
livelihood resources (Oostindie, Roep et al. 20@&cording to O’Connor, Renting et al. (2006)
the attempts to diversify and become multifunctiarea be conceived as an attempt to manoeuvre
upwards in the livelihood spiral.

The SLF has emerged from the debate among resaastitutions, NGOs, development
agencies and donors on sustainable developmenpavetty eradication offering a new way of
thinking of the objective, scope and prioritiesdefvelopment. Researchers and field workers have
long used the SLF for analysis of rural livelihcgicategies in the poor rural areas of the devetppin
world (Chambers 1989; Chambers and Conway 19920r#&s01998; Ashley and Carney 1999;
Ellis 2000; Niehof 2001; Arce 2003). In the deveddpndustrialized countries research has only
recently, but in an increasing manner, startednmpley the SL framework for analyzing rural
households’ decisions and strategies (Verspechtd&faneulen et al.; Kinsella, Wilson et al. 2000;
Gorman, Mannion et al. 2001; Hocking 2003; Fredanikand Langer 2005; Salmi 2005; O'Connor,
Renting et al. 2006).

Livelihood as a concept has been defined in variways however the common aspect in
each definition is the emphasis on meeting (baseds. The World Commission on Environment
and Development (WCED) defined sustainable househwélihood as adequate reserves and
supplies of food and cash to meet basic needs @Naid Price 2001). According to Chambers and

Conway (1991) “a livelihood comprises people, theapabilities and their means of living,
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including food, income and assets” (p. 1). The teapabilities is derived from Amartya Sen and
refers to the ability of individuals to realise ithpotential as human beings, in the sense of both
being (to be adequately nourished and free of sheand doing (e.g. exercise choices, develop
skills and experience, participate socially) (EIR®00). Ellis (2000) proposed the following
definition “A livelihood comprises the assets (rratu physical, human, financial and social), the
activities, and the access to these (mediated bytutions and social relations) that together
determine the living gained by the individual oukehold” (p. 10).

The sustainable livelihoods framework presents it@n factors that affect people’s
livelihoods, and relationships between these. Iniqdar, the framework draws attention to core
influences and processes and emphasises the rauitfdractions between the various factors
which affect livelihoods. Livelihood outcomes ahe tachievements of the livelihood strategies. In
the case of the present thesis the livelihood euo&was the multifunctional way of farming, as the
type of farming through which households’ priomstieould be met.

Livelihood strategies are carried out by employmgange of available livelihood assets
(human, natural, financial, physical, and socialprder to pursue different activities. Livelihood
assets have been defined and described in margratiffways, but it is beyond the scope of this
thesis to enter into debate over the differentraliédins of the livelihood assets. For the purpases
the present work the definition provided by the DHRlivelihood Guidance Sheets (number 2.3.)
has been adopted. In this thesis livelihood “a$setd “resources” are used interchangeable.

On the one hand livelihood activities are influethdy the actors’ own priorities and values;
on the other hand, by the wider socio-economiceodnh which the livelihood strategy takes place.
This wider context includes trends (economic, demraplgic, etc.), shocks (natural, economic, etc.)
and seasonality (prices, production, health, emp&nt). The existing policy and institutional
environment determine access to livelihood asset$ lavelihood opportunities in terms of

encouraging or hindering activities.
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Figure 3: The Sustainable Livelihoods Framework

Figure 1. Sustainable livelihoods framework
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2.3. Risk management and multifunctionality

Farms that have been selected for the purposekiofresearch were all multifunctional
considering that the aim was to reveal what charses these types of farms. Therefore, the
livelihood strategy of these farms was already miwmd was defined as a strategy that takes
towards multifunctionality in terms of broadenindgepening and regrounding practices. As a
consequence it was not a question what type ofilived strategy these farms undertake but
instead why they undertake it and how they do that.

After a careful analysis of the research dataveHaund no direct connections between the
social origin, the type of multifunctionality andhet resources available or the other elements
(institutions and policies) of the SL framewdrkVhat type of resources farm household posses is
highly subjective. On the other hand, it is notighiat when two or more households have the same
resources (availability of space, human capaciggs) or the same resources are available (natural
beauty, cultural heritage, etc.) they will undegakways the same type of activity. Resources are
therefore not sufficient in explaining what the kehiolds can do (Korf and Oughton 2006).
Whatever resources are available households’ decigiill also be influenced by their own
perception of the possible demand for the diffetgpé of services they can offer. Moreover, access

to these resources and capabilities and capatitiese them will also determine whether taking up

" Yet, | would not argue that this kind of relatioould not be drawn even in the case the samplelgiguwould be
larger.
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one activity or another. Organisational capacityn ¢ee just one of the many examples. De
Doorgeange

Despite the limited sample population and the foshispecificity it is characterised by, it
was possible to distinguish the type of multifuonality undertaken by the twenty farmers however
on the basis of a different criterion. This criteriwas the type of risk management they have been
following during their livelihood strategies. Thtype of construction of the types of farm

households was helpful in seeking to interpretrtaeiions.

Risk management in rural development — a logicakcdastruction of the concept

The starting point of Kostov and Lingard (2003)tl&t the economic behaviour of the
human beings can be described as a process ofimgducertainty through the so-called “risk
defusing operators” (p. 463). This process is dathe risk management. They define uncertainty as
a characteristic of the environment or of the ofbyjecworld and risk as the subjective perception of
this uncertainty. In order to act one need to haveinderstanding of the outside world and this
understanding is gained by translating the objectimcertainty into a subjective perception (risk).
“The rise of risk is a social phenomenon but ithamisms are subjectively rooted” (Kostov and
Lingard 2003, p. 465). This implies for risk to 8ependent on the values of individuals or their
groups.

According to Mythen (2008) risk refers to the pbi#gy of being affected by adverse
outcomes. The essence of these adverse outcomestigat they are happening but that they might
happen (Mythen 2008). The Oxford Paperback Dictipiif979) defines risk as the “possibility of
meeting danger or suffering harm or loss, expotuthis” (p. 556). Risk is therefore characterised
by uncertainty, probability and futurity (Mythen @®). However, risk also opens up the possibility
of gains together with losses (Mythen 2008).

The essence of risk management lies in the endea¥@voiding some losses and at the same
time reaching gains. The principal way to do tlsighroughcontrol. Kostov and Lingard (2003)
call upon Beck’s (1992) concept of risk to explthe logic of control. According to Beck risk is a
psychological category, internal to the decisiorkenaand it is related to the desire to control the
environment. The purpose of control is to achieseusty. At the end, “control becomes a tool to
shape risk” (Kostov and Lingard 2003, p. 466).

An important determinant of risk swvarenessAccording to Beck in Kostov and Lingard’s
interpretation risk and uncertainty can be tramefm. Awareness can contribute to the
transformation of uncertainty and to the avoidanicesk. Risk therefore can be avoided only if the

risk itself is perceived (awareness is reachedy, ithto say the uncertainty which is out theresget
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internalised and perceived as a subjective thi®aljective perception of risk than leads to the
subjective alteration of the reality and this reyar@s risk management (Kostov and Lingard 2003).
The importance of risk management can vary inticglawith the situation in which it is

taking place. In situations where the role of “ttiats®

is strong and the perception of the
subjective world is more uniform, subjective rislamagement is given less significance. However,
when the role of traditions decreasdsaasition starts towards the increasing role of the subjecti
risk management. Transition is therefore interptete the process that brings to heterogeneity and
gives increasing importance to internal action twia risk in a situation when external risk
management is not secured. This internal actiorbeagither individual or collective; the important
character of it is that it is done by individualsabogroup of individuals and not by institutions as
external actors.

Kostov and Lingard (2003) define rural developmasia risk management process calling
in uncertainty as the result of the vanishing wvaelfined aims and structure of the CAP and the
heterogeneity of the new context in which ruralelepment takes place. With the decreasing role
and efficiency of the external factors, i.e. ingtins, subjective perception and interpretatiothef
new situation receive an increasing role.

Risk management therefore reduces one type o fe&coupling it from uncertainty” (p.
466) but at the same type it accepts other risksder to achieve a desirable outcome (Kostov and
Lingard 2003). The concept of risk management sedan the subjective attitude of the actors and
not on the probability of risk occurrence.

As Kostov and Lingard (2003) say the integratetlmeaof rural development suggests that
there are many elements that will influence itsconte. They state that the combination of all the
relevant variables into a single decision makintgeda would conflict with the multidimensional
reality. On what decision makers shall then basé thction? The approach of risk management
which takes into account those elements that abgestively deemed to be important would
simplify the “objective” multifaceted problem. Thtenfirms that the methodological approach and
techniques have been chosen correctly for thisghvelsen the aim was to find investigation tools
that enable the researcher to give an accounedhtbrpretations and perceptions of the actors.

Kostov and Lingard (2003) distinguish two typegisk diffusing operators, the active ones
(control and new alternatives) and the passive ¢pescautions and worst-case plan operator).

Agricultural diversification is a combination of mwol and new alternatives, rural tourism is a new

8 Kostov and Lingard do not give an explanationtedditions”. In my understanding it is referredastate of play that
has been enduring in time, and as a consequeigehtracterised by values, institutions, attituaied structures that
are deeply rooted in time and widely accepted leysiticiety. A break in or collapse of these traditmasults in a state
of uncertainty. In my case this can be the decngasile of modernisation of agriculture, the chaggiole of the CAP

and the diminishing role of socialism in Hungarytat end of the 1980s.
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alternative, insurance is precautions operatorsfwagdecropping is a worst-case plan. In this thiesis
considered MFA as a solution for uncertainty anthia sense as a tool of risk management.
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Chapter 3

History and interpretation of the concept of Multifunctional
Agriculture
.e.

— The vulnerability context at international and European level -
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Chapter 3
History and interpretation of the concept of MFA

— The vulnerability context at international and European level —

Although, the major part of the existing works BirA makes reference to the working
definition elaborated by the Organisation for EaomoCo-operation and Development (OECD) in
2001, the concept itself, even if not explicityashemerged much earlier in the international
environment.

An early recognition of the multifunctional chararcof agriculture appeared already in the
documents of the Rio Earth Summit (United Nationsnf€rence on Environment and
Development) in 1992. The Conference establishirdraework for integrated land management
and Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Developm&8#&RDY’. As it is stated in Chapter 14 of the
Agenda 21 document, the programme areas of SARIDdacAgricultural policy review, planning
and integrated programming in the light of the mhwutictional aspect of agriculture, particularly
with regard to food security and sustainable dgvakent”.

In 1999 the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FA®the Outcome of the Conference on
the Multifunctional Character of Agriculture andrida(MFCAL)'° states that agriculture, such as
all human activities, is multifunctional and cobtrtes to a varied set of needs and values of gociet
in addition to fulfilling the primary function (ithe case of agriculture, to provide food and raw
materials for society which is the basis for farsntr earn their living) which is itsaison d' étre"
(FAO, 1999). Among the reasons to consider the ifantttional character of agriculture and
related land-use the document lists the capacitggoiculture to contribute in different ways to
welfare including its direct impact on nature amisonment and humankind subsistence. It has
been agreed that, since in some cases the reeanisttowards a more intensive and specialized
form of agriculture have increased the ability émd the world at the expense of social and/or
environmental goals, agricultural policy should dimachieve a “more optimal balance between
social, environmental and economic objectives” (FA@Q9, p. 7).

The widely known OECD publication (“Multifunctiongt - Towards an Analytical

Framework”) that contains the working definition A was a result of a nearly ten-year long

°® The SARD Initiative is a multi-stakeholder umbaeframework designed to support the transitiongoppe-centred
sustainable agriculture and rural development arglrengthen participation in programme and palieyelopment.
0«Cultivating Our Future”, 12-17 September 1999, ad@icht, the Netherlands.
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negotiation process started in 1987 when the OEGDNEIl at Ministerial level adopted a number
of principles for agricultural policy reform. Thegeinciples have been reaffirmed and extended
through subsequent Ministerial Communiqués. Thetmaevant Communiqués were those issued
following the OECD Councils in 1992, March 1998 akutil 1998.

The 1987 OECD Ministerial Council highlighted therius difficulties agricultural markets
have been facing. It has called attention, amoatystrs, to the serious imbalance between supply
and demand, the costs of agricultural policiesgovernment budgets, for consumers and for the
economy as a whole, furthermore to the increasistpition of competition on world market.
Given the scope of the problems and their urgetiey OECD called for a concerted reform to be
implemented based on some clearly defined pringipleh as:

- the reduction of agricultural support and the daéon of agricultural production;

- the consideration given to social and other cormgersuch as food security,

environmental protection, and overall employment;

- the prevention of a further deterioration of préserarket imbalances through the

improvement of prospects on the demand side;

- the reduction of guaranteed prices and other tgppsoduction incentives to prevent an

increase in excess supply;

- the reduction of possible economic distortions éont better functioning of market

mechanisms;

- the substitution of price guarantees or other nreaslinked to production or to factors

of production with direct income support, and tlhepEort for comprehensive policies
for the development of various activities in ruaatas. (OECD)

The 1992 OECD Ministerial Countildiscussed the current situation and the likelyriit
developments in agricultural policies and markdikey considered that it was necessary to
examine in a coherent manner the relationship amongthe
agricultural sector (structural adjustment), envimental issues, and rural development, and the
measures to address them. As far as rural develupimeegarded, Ministers emphasised that it
should be addressed primarily through an integratedl development policy, rather that only
through agricultural policy. Furthermore, the prisnéocus of rural development policy should be
the reduction of obstacles to, and the promotiovialle economic activities.

1 Among the members of the Bureau of the Councilethreas Mr. R. MacSharry, Member of the Commissibthe
European Communities responsible for Agricultured(&ural Development). The year of the OECD Coucmihcided
with the MacSharry reform of the CAP.
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The 1998 Council of Ministers acknowledged thaherogress has been made since 1987,
but a lot still remained to be done, especiallyduse new challenges have been emerging, such as
the growing demand for adequate and safe supplié®sod in efficient and sustainable ways; the
need to recognise the diversity of agriculturalpremmic, and social situations and public
preferences concerning the role of the agro-foatioseAs a consequence the Council has agreed
on that“Beyond its primary function of supplying food afillre, agricultural activity can also
shape the landscape, provide environmental bengfith as land conservation, the sustainable
management of renewable natural resources and rigepvation of bio diversity, and contribute to
the socio-economic viability of many rural areas. lhany OECD countries, because of this
multifunctional character, agriculture plays a pedlarly important role in the economic life of
rural areas.” (OECD, p. 6)As a consequence the Ministers outlined a set afeéshGoals through
the achieving of which governments should provite appropriate framework to ensure that the
agro-food sector:

- “is responsive to market signals,

- is efficient, sustainable, viable and innovative as to provide opportunities to improve
standards of living to producers,

- is further integrated into the multilateral tradisygstem,

- provides consumers with access to adequate amatbleekupplies of food, which meets
their concerns, in particular with regard to safaty quality,

- contribute to the sustainable management of natestdurces and the quality of the
environment,

- contributes to the socio-economic development cdlrareas including the generation
of employment opportunities through its multifuloctal characteristics, the policies for
which must be transparent,

- contributes to food security at national and gldbegéls.

The concept of multifunctional agriculture has rbegefinitely accepted by the OECD
Members at the April 1998 meeting (Delgado et &03). At this summit the EU managed to
convince a range of countries about the importaridbe concept and that it shall be defended at
the next Multilateral Round of the WTO (Delgadoa&t20039. The Ministers reaffirmed théan
conformity with the conditions of Article 20 of tbeuguay Round Agreement on Agriculture and
including all the elements contained therein, farttrade negotiations are due to continue the
ongoing process towards the long-term objectiveutfstantial progressive reductions in support

and protection resulting in fundamental reform.”
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Furthermore, Ministers stressed thagro-food policies should seek to strengthen the
intrinsic complementarities between the Shared §dhlkereby allowing agriculture to manifest its
multifunctional character in a transparent, targetand efficient manner; and had agreed that the
challenge in pursuing the shared goals is to userage of well-targeted policy measures and
approaches which can ensure that the growing corxeegarding food safety, food security,
environmental protection and the viability of rurateas are met in ways that maximise benefits,
are most cost-efficient, and avoid distortion ofoguction and trade(Communiqué, OECD
Council Meeting at Ministerial Level, Paris, 27-2pril 1998.)

Based on the discussion around the concept of MIEAOECD has launched a research
programme carried out under the 1999-2000 Prograwminwork of the OECD’s Committee for
Agriculture and of which result was the documentutiMunctionality — Towards an Analytical
Framework”. The OECD in this document defines nfwfctionality through jointness in
production (joint outputs), clear market-failuredgoure public good characteristics. This definition
has further become the reference point for furtbefinition and discussion. The “working
definition” of the OECD encompasses the core eléem@h multifunctionality that have been
recognised by Member countries. The key elementaufifunctionality according to the OECD
document are:

- the existence of multiple commodity and non-comryodiutputs that are jointly

produced by agriculture; and the

- fact that some of the non-commodity outputs extitét characteristics @xternalities

or public goods with the result that markets for these goods dbaxist or function

poorly.

The need for a fundamental reform including reiumcin support and protection of the
agriculture sector formulated by the OECD has bessentially influenced by the international
trade negotiations of the World Trade Organisa(ddflrO). The Uruguay Round (-1994) of the
international trade negotiations started a perioguestioning the legitimacy of providing domestic
support to farmers, which began to be considerdtade distortive. This led to a general debate on
the rationale of such subsidies, especially in t@es with a long tradition of supporting their
farmers, such as the EU Member States, the Unié<sSand Japan.

However, the term “multifunctionality” was greetadith scepticism by major food

exporting countries (Carins Group and the Uniteatesf) and the developing counttfeshe Article

12 Developing countries expressed concern that multifonality was just a “fancy term” for Europe aathers to
close their markets to agricultural imports, anddatinue dumping excess production overseas.
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20 of the Uruguay Round Agreement on Agricultur@f provides that negotiations to continue
the reform process in agriculture should take icwasiderationjnter alia, WTO Members’ non
trade concerns (NTCs), in particular food secuaitgl the need to protect environment. The views
of countries relating to multifunctionality in theontext of the WTO negotiations on agriculture
were wide ranging and differed considerably. Irtipalar, differences related to the extent to which
multifunctionality is perceived as being recognizedier the AoA and to the focus which should be
given to the concept in the forthcoming negotiagi@m agriculture. The Outcome of the Twenty
Second FAO Regional Conference for Europe (200@kri@es this conflictual situation in the

following way.

“A number of developed countries consider that derence to non-trade concerns in the AoA
encompasses "multifunctionality” and that agrictdtu because of its unique role in serving
multiple functions, should qualify for some degoégovernment support and the continuation of
special treatment in the context of future WTO tiagjons. Other countries consider that the
existing "Green Box" provisions of the AoA provsidficient flexibility to address legitimate non-
trade concerns and that Article 20 calls for "fundental reform™ in agriculture so that nationgl
policies supporting the multiple functions of agttare should not distort global markets. Finally,
many developing countries consider that in thetligitheir experience with the implementation of
the present commitments, and considering the génenader-developed state of their agriculture,
a purely market-oriented approach to agricultureulbnot resolve their distinct socio-econo
development concerns. Hence, they stress the rmre@llbwing domestic policy flexibilit
including modifications to the "Green Box", as wasl special and differential treatment (SDT) for
developing countries as an integral part of negiias.”

Source: Multifunctional Character of Agriculture@ Land, Twenty Second FAO Regional ConferencEdoope.
Porto, Portugal 24-28 July 2000, Agenda Item 9.

Notwithstanding of the disagreement among the Wiiénber states, the Uruguay Round
laid down a new conceptual framework for publiciagitural policy. It has established the “idea of

uncoupling aid, that is dissociating it from qu#es produced” (Hervieu, ).

In the European Unionconsiderations that by their nature can be coedeitt the content
of the MFA concept go back to nearly 30 years m plast. It has been however given real voice
only when agricultural subsidies had to be legitieal. As in the EU the major part of subsidies
legitimized by the concept of MFA reaches farmerghe form of rural development measures,
rural development policy and MFA are closely inteéeéd.

The first policy of the EU concerning its ruralgubation and the primary activity of the
countryside, the Common Agricultural Policy, wasideed in a period in which the main concern
was the adequate supply of the population with fdodhis post-war period the main concern of
the six founding members was to create their sdffesency of food supply and to provide an

equitable standard of living for those who conttébtio the creation of food security that is to
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farmers. The introduced modernisation policies tmathnological improvement have soon brought
the desired results: the EU in ten years has beeongt exporter of food from being a net importer
before (Delgado et al 2003). Bu at the same timalemosation went along with a strong
intensification and specialisation of agriculture.

Controversies of the CAP have appeared alreatheimid 1960s. By this time the CAP has
become object of strong critics particularly beeaws the guaranteed prices and the coupled
subsidies that led to production levels often higbliperior to the domestic demand. In addition,
these price policies have contributed to an exeesgpending from the Community budget for the
agricultural sector. This regime, due to the exwesagriculture protectionism, penalised the
principal commercial partners of the CAP. Finathg first sings of regional imbalances in terms of
recipients of aid appeared. In reality, only a $mabportion of farmers benefited from the CAP
subsidies, while the rest of them have been fasergus difficulties. Another important effect of
the CAP policy was that the entrepreneurship clsoared the real market have become separated.
To remedy these problems the Commission has el@obsacomprehensive plan in 1968 that was
named after the actual agricultural commissionecc&i Mansholt. Although the Mansholt
Memorandum contained mostly recommendations thatldvbave contributed to an additional
modernization of the European agriculture, it wlas first try with a structural approach. The
following events that characterised the 1970s metlian increasing societal sensibility towards
environmental problems, increasing financial proidedue to the high CAP expenses. In 1972
three economic and social guidelines have beewndnted on the basis of which regional and
sectoral measures and socio-cultural directiveea@proved in the same year or forthcoming to
that. The regional and sectoral measures were: R&&%/72 the constitution of producer groups in
the fruit and vegetables sectors, Dir. 268/75/EBGupport of agriculture in mountainous and
certain less-favoured areas, Reg. 2355/77 to ingnaocessing and marketing conditions for
agricultural products. While the socio-structuratedtives were two, the Dir. 160/72/EEC
encouragement to cease activity, and the Dir. TBEHC qualifications for people working in
agriculture. Although these measures have conegthth some extent to the improvement of the
social structure conditions, their results weredwttisive.

In the meantime as the number of the member state=ased, the regional differences have
been more and more recognised. This has led tontreduction of three integral programmes in
1981 to remedy the structural problems of speeaifeas of Scotland, France and Belgium. In 1985
to help the less favoured areas of Spain, and laddy, Greece and France, the Integrated
Mediterranean Programmes (IMPs) have been intrati(iReg. 2088/85). In the framework of the

IMPs other sectors not only agriculture, but tamriservices, agro-food, fishery were also helped.
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By the mid 1980s when the Commission has publishedsreen Paper on the Perspectives
of the CAP” (CEE/COM/85/33), besides the increalsimyident budgetary problems connected to
agricultural price policies, the negative enviromta¢ consequences of the highly modernised
fordist agriculture have also become central caregiFranceschetti 1995). The role of the
agricultural and forestry sector, as strategichi@a énvironmental system being the main users of
natural resources, has become reconsidered. Then ®a&per itself, besides emphasising the need
to create jobs in the rural areas outside agricell{Maacz 2002), has made special reference to the
fact that the function of agriculture is not exohety of economic nature, but it is also connedted
the conservation and management of the rural naesaurces (Franceschetti 1995).

In 1986 the Single European Act (SEA) has cre#itedlegal basis of the future regional
policy being the reference base for the forthcondagelopment of the policies regarding the rural
areas. The SEA modifying the Rome Treaty has inited a new title (Title XIV) Economic and
Social Cohesion that states that the aim of the dBdll be to reduce the differences of the
development levels of the various regions, apply@pgcial actions to the lagging regions and with
particular attention to the rural areas (articl8)15

In 1988 the Commission has published the so-cabedors I. Plan. that included
recommendations for the coordination and conceaatraif the Structural Funds. It has suggested
the creation of objectives and objective areasraeioto ensure a more harmonized use of the
available instruments. In the same year the Comaomdgas published the document “The Future of
the rural society”. This Document has outlined riii&n lines for a future rural development policy
inspired by a territorial logic. Although, it hagdn considered as a highly ambitious plan and
though it had to wait another decade to becomasezhin the Agenda 2000, it has significantly
contributed to the forthcoming debate on rural dgweent. Inasmuch, that in coherence with the
indications of the Document, a new community itivi@, the Leader has been created in 1998 (Reg.
4253/88).

The first most important step towards a compreiwensiral development policy that takes
into account the multiple functions of agricultwas the approval of the 1992 MacSharry reform.
The Reform was on the one hand a response to Hilerges that were demonstrated by the rural
areas and by the crisis of the European agricultsegtor, and on the other hand, to the
international pressures of the WTO Uruguay Rounder&fore, the early recognition of an
agriculture with multiple functions in the Europednion has emerged as a response to a two-fold
challenge: one was the on-going profound crisitheagricultural sector and the rural world, the

other was the need to respond to the WTO obligation
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The MacSharry reform has foreseen the gradual ctexdu of the guaranteed prices
compensated by direct payments partially decoufstaa the quantity produced. The reform has
introduced the set-aside premium, inasmuch asnhbe case of cereals and other arable crops
payment of compensation was dependent on the witvadrof land from production. The reform
encouraged the extensification of the productionthmds by connecting the payment of
compensations to individual or regional ceilingsl @m the basis of a maximum stocking rate per
ha. Additional premia were payable when the stagkate was less than 1.4 livestock (Segré 1999).
An important innovation of the Reform was the idotion of the so-called accompanying
measures, which cover agri-environmental (Reg. EX)X8/92), early retirement (Reg. EEC
2079/92), and afforestation measures (Reg. EEC/2080These measures have contributed to the
formulation of a new agricultural development motielt was more sensible to the environmental
issues and to the problems of the socio-economieldement of the rural areas.

In the 1990s the CAP has seen new challenges ¢ogemn By this time the rationale of an
agriculture based on the fordist model has beanwsdy questioned by the society. It has become
clear that as a consequence of the intense modgomsconcentration of farms, employment in the
rural areas were not stabilised but strongly wealleithe CAP was not crating new workplaces on
the contrary, it “worked against employment” (Dalgaet al. 2003 p. 23). The development
imbalances among regions have increased. Farmeegions with less favourable geographical
location, natural and socio-economic charactegstiould not keep up with the requirements
dictated by the modernisation paradigm. At the saime, big modernised farms continued to
receive much of the CAP subsidies, as the politpvi@d the logic of rewarding the quantity
produced. This situation, that was lacking any meagm of equity and solidarity, was further
aggravated by the increasing environmental degdde.g. air pollution, green house gases,
degradation of the soil, destruction of biodivefsitaused by the highly intensified and specialised
agriculture. The legitimacy of an agricultural pglithat was ignoring problems of a considerable
qguantity of farmers, that created huge regiongpahsy and an increasing unemployment in the
rural areas, that subsidised big farms already editnge at the world market that were polluting the
environment and, what is more, have become incepabproduce safe food (food crisis in 1997
and 2001), has logically become questioned by deeety (Delgado et al. 2003; ). It was high time
for the Commission to recognise that the meaningad security has changed during the years and
instead of meaning adequate food supply, it gam@&gw meaning for the society in the form of
supply of safe and healthy food that is produceahienvironmental friendly way.

The crisis of the agricultural model created im@.9the challenges sought by the emerging

new societal demands, the complex socio-econonfiicudties of the rural areas, have called for
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the need to redefine the objectives of the CAP tandefine a new agricultural model. This model
was given a body in the new Common Agricultural &wal Development Policy elaborated by
the Agenda 2000 Document. This new Policy has Ineaimly based on “The Future of the Rural
Society”, the Buckwell Report (1998) and the Cork&cl@aration (1996), three reform documents
that at their time were neutralized by the agrafiaimby’® Although, the new RD Policy has
received considerable criticism (e.g. restrictetbrdion paid to the territorial imbalances, the
possibility to maintain certain coupled subsidiassole 10% of the CAP budget allocated to RD
measures), it is “the most radical and wide-rangefgrm of the CAP in its history (CEE, Agenda
2000).

The concept of the new European model of multifien@l agriculture has been officially
approved at the Berlin European Council (24-25 M&a®899). The Conclusions of the Council has
specified that thécontent of the reform will ensure that agriculaurs multifunctional, sustainable,
competitive and spread throughout Europe, includregions with specific problems, that it is
capable for maintaining the countryside conservitegure and making a key contribution to the
vitality of rural life, and that it responds to csumer concerns and demands as regards food
quality and safety, environmental protection anel sfeguarding of animal welfareThat is it has
been recognised and approved that agriculture tidimied to the sole production of food and
fibers but it accomplishes, by its nature, numeratiner functions, it provides commodity but also
non commodity products that are valued (and dendgnbg the society (it contributes to the
viability of the rural areas, to the safeguardhs tandscape, to the protection of the environment
and it produces safe and quality food paying attartb animal welfare).

Multifunctionality of Agriculture has thus beconti®e guiding principle of the CAP and it
has laid down the foundations of the RD Policy. é€TRural Development Policy and the
recognition of the multifunctional role of agricuite appear as the two faces of the same coin: one
has a positive character: the analysis of the seetmgnises its numerous functions; the otherahas
normative character: it establishes rules and asdsathe development of all those functions that
the analytical approach has recognised” (Magni@ostantini 2004, p. 80¥*

The newly established Rural Development Regulati@ouncil Regulation (EC) No.
1257/1999) and the national rural development @uogr created on the basis of this latter, have

become the concrete instruments for the consotidaif the European agricultural model based on

13 For more information on the destiny of these nefgpackages and their role in the formulation of fheral
Development Policy see Delgado et al. 2003.

1 1n original language: “Le politiche di svilupporale ed il riconoscimento del ruolo multifunzionalell’agricoltura
appaiono come le faccie di una stessa medagliadutipo positivo: I'analisi del settore riconoste sue numerose
funzioni, l'altra di tipo normativo: detta regole sostiene lo sviluppo di cido che il nuovo approcaiaalitico ha
riconosciuto (Magni and Costantini 2004, p. 80).
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multifunctionality (Delgado et al. 2003). The Regfivn besides incorporating several existing
structural measur&shas introduced a new and different type of seinsfruments that are not
directly linked to production. These are the sdechArticle 33 measuréSthat have been set up to
promote an integrated rural development and inwfaig to contribute to the maintenance of a living
countryside. These measures are the following:
* land improvement;
* land consolidation;
» introduction of agricultural management services;
* marketing of quality agricultural products;
» basic services for rural economies and populations;
» renovation and development of villages, presermadiorural heritage;
» diversification of agricultural activities and cawted activities, aimed at creating multiple
activities or alternative incomes;
* management of agricultural water resources;
* improvement of rural infrastructure linked to agttaral development;
» promotion of tourism and crafts;
* environmental protection linked to agriculture,dsiry and nature management, and
improving animal health;
» restoring the potential of agricultural productiofiowing damage by natural disasters and
introducing appropriate preventative measures;

» financial engineering.

In accordance with the Rural Development FrameviRegulation, Member States were required to

create a Rural Development Plan at the approdests.

> Reg (EC) n. 950/97 on agricultural structures (59/72); Reg (EC) n. 951/97 on processing andketiang of
agricultural products (Reg. 355/77); Reg. (EC) B2/97 on producer groups and associations (Reh/IRB Reg.
(EEC) n. 2078/92 on agri-environmental measureg, REEC) n. 2079/99 on early retirement; Reg. (EE@J0/92 on
forestry measures; Reg (EEC) n. 867/90 on proogssiidl marketing of forestry products; Reg. (EEC)1610/89 on
the provisions of regulation (EEC) n. 4256/88: depment of wooded regions; and Reg. (EEC) n. 42568 the
provision of regulation (EEC) n. 2052: EAGGF-GudesnSource: European Commission, DG-Agri, PPT on Rural
Development by Jean-Marc Hardy (2004).
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Chapter 4
Methodology

4.1. Research design

The research positions itself at the crossroad amfiab science, from theoretical and
methodological point of view and the agriculturalesice in terms of its research domain. The
research wishing to concentrate on actors (multifonal farming families) instead of the social
system, and to develop analyses that make sertbe @fays in which ordinary people understand
their lives and shape the reality and the sociatldydollowed theories ofmicro-sociological
analysis (symbolic interactionism, social constiarctof reality) (Calhoun et al. 2002). It has
applied the approach of social action of Max Wahasmuch it claims that individuals shape their
life as they are capable of conscious thought afidasvareness. “Human action is not simply a
reaction to external stimuli, but the result of tmeanings, theories, motives and interpretations
brought into social situation by the individual.c&d reality is a constantly emergent property not
something fixed and inevitable.” (Website of theistogical theory at Hevett, Annex 1). This has
implied the use of qualitative methodological amtres exploratory/interpretative- and
techniques such as personal interviews (oral hyistord observation.

The appropriateness of the choice for the qual@adpproach is justified mainly by four
reasons. First, qualitative approach is appropriditen a topic needs to be explored, as it is tee ca
with the topic of the present research. Secondgedine research intended to present a detailed view
of the topic ...

Third, qualitative approach was employed to studly individuals in their natural setting and to
emphasise the researcher’s role as an active leatme can tell the story from the participants’
point of view (Creswell, ). Finally, where investigpn relates to the perceived reality of people an
their behaviour, qualitative methods have been rtedoto be an effective way of conducting
research. Meaning and motivation do not lend théraseaeadily to quantitative analysis (Bertaux,
1981, Sas, 2003).

The works following thus thmterpretative approach of social researc@imed to understand

people’s action using a historical sense of undadshg (understanding actions in their social and

historical context) (Kemmis, 1991) and that it amktedges that there is no single objective reality
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and only one way of knowing it, but multiple re@# constructed by human beings (Rap, 1997).
This acknowledges that realities are multiple, tacsed and holistic (Lincoln and Guba, 1985).

The aim of the inquiry was to seek information abibe reality of the person or group being
studied. The research therefore sought informasibout the respondents’ own perceptions and
behaviour in relation with multifunctionality assélihood strategy. The exploratory/interpretative
approach lent itself to obtain this type of infotmoa. It has thus been taken into consideration tha
different perspectives will exists on MFA, and tiae finding of the sole true and undisputed
perspective could not have been the goal of thearek. Therefore, on the one hand, the goal was
the explore the different meanings people attridatéhe phenomena of MFA, and to understand
and interpret their private and social actions,ghractices and interactions emerged from them and
implied to turn towards MFA (in which manure). Sedly, it was aimed to specify and understand
the conditions under which MFA emerges at familyrfdevel and the reasons for specific sets of
actions and interactions of farmers (for whaasons). Lastly, the socio-economic context in twhic
farmers, as part of their livelihood strategies;ide to valorise the different functions of agricue
was also among the objectives of the researchlat wontext).

This research claims to investigate multifunctittgafrom the actors’ perspective. Farm
family households have been identified as the ahidnalysis. However, rural development is a
multi-actor process, the crucial role of farm hdudds in this process has been already underlined
by others (Knickel and Renting 2000; Van der Plaeg Renting 2000). As in the centre of the
research there are the farm families as main gatotsr-perspective has been used throughout the

research.

Figure 4. The four main approaches in studying Mulifunctionality of agriculture

Land use approach

Multifunctionality

Public regulation approach ) :
in Agriculture

Market reguhtion approach

Actor oriented approach

Source: Wiskerke, 2007

The research has claimed knowledge through soeradtuctivism epistemology (Rap, 1997;
Creswell, 2003) with the major purpose to articelabncepts, develop hypothesis by interpreting
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the conditions that give rise to the specific detations and interactions and processes pertatning
the phenomena of MFA. The goal of the researchan to rely as much as possible on the farmers’
views of the situation being studied. The epistagicial assumptions of the thesis therefore hold
on that the individuals seek understanding the avarlwhich they live and work, and that they
develop subjective meanings of their experienagesither words, that they socially construct the
meaning of their situation (Creswell, 2003). It mgdhat these subjective meanings are formed
through interaction with others and through higtairand cultural norms that operate in individuals
lives (Creswell, 2003).

Due to its exploratory character, the researchotsgnided by the aim of representativeness
but by the possible contribution to an improved emnstanding of the research problem. As a
consequence, elements like specific geographiced, aor the homogeneity of farms were not

considered important distinctive factors during slkeéection of the farms.

Triangulation of methods has appeared to be usethinique in order to be able to provide
a detailed in-depth picture as it is required mase study-type-presentation of research resudts. A
a result, the research process was not linear. gtnteissues and obstacles during research process
influenced and contributed to the ongoing modif@atof the methodology and the techniques
applied.

4.2.Research set-up and research techniques applied

4.2.1. Method and process of selection of farms

Multifunctional family farms constituted the umt analysis of the research. The method of
selection of farms was in this way purposeful. Tinenber of criteria for the selection of farms has
been significantly limited on purpose. As far as thbjective of the research is to gain a better
understanding on the characteristics in a widesesef the MF farms, widening the number of
sampling categories would have hindered to undwmistl the possible relevant factors that
characterise family farms engaged in multifunctl@wgxiculture. The criteria that have been applied
were that farms needed to be multifunctional amdilfgrun. To define multifunctionality the
concept of deepening-broadening-regrounding deeeldpy the Rural Sociology Group of the
Wageningen University has been applied (section.23.1 Therefore, that not the same
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type/size/categories of farms have been selectédaalysed is backed by the belief that as starting
point in the study of MFA it is better to take a old range and diversity of farms (see also
{Renting, 2007 #39}. Certainly, the final compositi in terms of e.g. size, type of activities o th
farms interviewed was significantly determined e ttype of farms that have demonstrated
availability and willingness for collaboration.

It has been important to gaining access to farfemigh gatekeepetd Furthermore, in all
three cases | applied also the snowball technibpterviews have been carried out after obtaining

the permission of the participants.

4.2.1.1. Research areas

Field research was carried in the Netherlands antygiry.

The Netherlands

For practical (financial and logistic) reasongnfa situated in the Region of Gelderland
(where the Wageningen University is located) hagenbidentified as the wider population from
which the sample of farms has been drawn. A listuging approximately 500 multifunctional
farms was made at my disposal by the Rural Socyoaigpup of the Wageningen University. After

a first review of this list, family-run farms havmeen selected an(
contacted by email. This was followed by a soltaia by phone.
Farmers have been identified also through the sathwdchnique and
trough websites of, for example, social agricult@atekeepers (Henk
Oostindie, Maarten Fischer) had also important rwoie finding

farmers. Finally, twenty interviews have been eafrout between <%
April and June 2007.

Map 1.
The region of Gelderland.
Source: Wikipedia

" Gatekeeper is an individual who is a member dfaw insider status with a cultural group. The gegeler can be the
initial contact for the researcher and leads teeaecher to other informants. (Creswell).
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Hungary

Data were collected in seven counties of Hungéhe research initially planned to use the
list of the winners of the Agricultural and Ruragilopment Operational Programme (2004-2006).
However, the preliminary research carried out imghry in the period of June and September
2006, has shed light on the fact that this lisid¢mot be the basic or the sole source of the piaden
farms to be interviewed as an important numberefwinners were actually not farming. As a
consequence | have applied the same method aslin Ithave looked for farm addresses on
websites and brochures offering multifunctionalnfaservices (organic farming, open cellars,

typical production, farm tourism, etc.). At the erlD0 emails have been sent out asking for

availability for the interview. Out of thes
100 farmers twenty-four answered. Tk Borsod-Abaii-Zemplén
snowball technique was applied also |i
Hungary. Finally, nineteen interview
have been made in counties Barany
Bacs-Kiskun, Fejér,  Jasz-Nagykur
Szolnok, Pest, Somogy and Veszpré
between September and November 2007.

Map 2
Counties of Hungary
Source: Wikipedia

4.2.2. Data collection, recording and storing

Information has been gained from multiple souraes mainly through two types of activity
that of desk research (text analysis) and thatetdl research. Extensive forms of data collection
have been applied such as analyses of scientifeurdents, articles and political statements,
development reports. Information collected duriegldresearch has been recorded in the format of
literature review. Field research data and inforomahas been recorded in filed notes, through
interviews and general observation protocols.

To comprehend the crucial motivations for the défe kind of rural livelihood strategies
and the strategies themselves developed by thelyfafaims in order to respond to the

socioeconomic challenges episodic-narrative ingsvsi (Flick 2002) utilising the life story
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approach have been carried out. The interviewsskataround the issues that were central to the
research purpose. These issues were the following:
* Point of departure:
- family background of the respondents (agriculturabn-agricultural, childhood
experiences or memories connected to the rurdbijvor
- motivations for taking up farming
- the initial activities at the farm immediately aftaking up farming
* Transition toward MFA
- the story of the farm and the farm household incigd
- the life of the farm and the farm household proottte turn to MFA
- the reasons for MFA
* Current situation
- the current activities of the farm
- the current composition of the farm household
- future prospective including
- plans for the future in terms of new activities
- intention for ceasing agricultural activity

* Interpretation of MFA and relations with the RD Paly

Intervention with questions was made only whenassuere not covered with the life story
unfolding. Questions were of no fixed order. Howewan interview guideline was employed to
help the interviewer (the researcher) to maintha focus of the interview (Bertaux 1981). It was
aimed to have a more open-ended interview as gdessibthat interviews could tell what they say
or do in their life setting.

Nineteen-twenty interviews have been carried ouwach study area. Each interview was
carried out in the home settings of the interviesye¢ means at the farm where they live.
Interviewee and interviewer we were sitting in frof each other often with a cup of tee or coffee.
Taking into consideration the framework theory bé tresearch, that of Sustainable Livelihood
Framework (SLF), the goal was to collect informatiatilising the logical framework of the SL
approach, on the one hand on the assets thatfanmdles can activate to formulate their livelihood
strategies, on the other hand, on the socio-ecanamil institutional context that influences the

availability and quality of these assets. Intensdasted between one and a half and four hours.
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An initial trust was built by making a point of daming the origin of the idea of the
research, what are the main research questiong,isvgaing to happen to the interview when it is
completed and explaining what it is for.

Each interview was audiotaped or registered digitahd transcribed. However, | did not
use only the recorder but | did make notes asrttexviiew was progressing. It was useful to note
especially important ideas that were emerging dustory telling. Notes were important when a
thought came to my mind in connection to what Irdeend | wanted to remember it later. After the
interview | could return to these thoughts anddiit my reflection. Interviews were transcribed by
me. Transcription was done immediately after tHerinew or in a later stage. Transcription done
by the researcher herself/himself has the beritit can recreate the scene of the interview and
bring a flow of complimentary ideas (Goodson, 2005)

The fact that interviews have been carried outqeatty has enabled me to record also non-
verbal communicative information. This has eased thore precise interpretation of what
respondents intended to say. It was the case fampbe in Hungary where | have discovered

significant difference in the interpretation of th@ncept of “standing on different lags”.

Life story as the main data collection approach

“L'analisi dei fattori componenti la civilta contada e stata fatta dai cultori interessati secondwérie
direzioni — storiografica, economica, sociologiednologica, letteraria, politica... - ma la culturliana
sconosce la storia autonoma dei contadini, il Ipra intimo comportamento culturale religioso, coftel
suo formarsi e modificarsi presso il singolo pratagsta.

Chi volesse, pertanto, assumere il singolo contadadome protagonista della sua storia, dovrelgbe
impostare la ricerca secondo la via piu diretta batervista e del racconto autobiografico.’
Manlio Rossi Doriaj,

Prefazione per la ‘Contadini del Sud’ di Rocco ®tlato,1954, p. 8

Interviews have been carried out on the basitwi@fcharacteristics of the life story method
(Miller 2000). I have retained the life story appeh suitable in order to be able get informatiaat th
covers the elements of the livelihood frameworksupposed that unfolding, deconstructing
respondents’ life stories | could have obtaineawaerarching view of the different elements playing
important role in the livelihoods of these peoflke accounts of the past and present events in fact
have provided a rich source of material about tle@nntauses and driving forces that led their
livelihood strategies towards MFA. Life stories wetherefore the fundamental source of

information for the present work. These were celyanot the lives themselves of these people but
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a partial, selective commentary on lived experieteets of lives, literary artefacts that “seeked t
recount what these lives were like” (Goodson, 200128.).

4.2.2. Interview data analyses

Analysis of the interview data has been a highlynplex and challenging process.
Considering that at the beginning of the field e#sk | have had no thought about what the
respondents would say, categories of the posside/ers could not have been developed prior to
the interviews took place. Respondents’ accoumdviedd the design of free talking, therefore ideas,
memories, opinions, experiences have not appear@demporal or logical order, but as these came
to interviewees’ mind. Armed with my theoreticalpnceptual, and field knowledge | have
constructed the main driving forces behind MFA Iipteting respondents’ accounts.

Interpretation has been unfolding following the wrded theory approach of Strauss and
Corbin (1990). Categories have been developed erbasis of the procedure of thematic coding
(Flick 2002). The main themes identified have bakgned to the principal foci areas outlined in
the paragraph 4.2.2.

Farmers have been grouped on the basis of the dmsinguishing driving element, which
played the most important role in their decisioosturn towards MFA. These elements could
emerge from their personal values, the socio-ecan@ontext, the policies and institutions, the
livelihood resources base, etc. In order to be bleetter determine the principal driving forclke t
information regarding farmers’ interpretation of Mmas also been used. Furthermore, having
carried out the interviews in the natural contexthe farmers, at the farm itself, it has enableg m
even if only at a limited extent, to verify conneas between what the respondents said and what
he or she actually does.

Due to the particular historical background, whea Hungarian interviews were processed,
| had to make permanent attention to makparated motivations that have lead to the takefup
agricultural activity from those that have led toetadoption of multifunctional model of
agriculture.

The IMPACT research framework (FAIR-CT-4288 ‘Thec®-economic impact of rural
development policies: Realities and potentfdis)as useful for the analysis of the driving foregs

the level of policies and institutions.

18 Towards a methodology for the analysis of Polictetfaces: An Impact framework. Guidelines for B Policy-
Practice Impact Frameworks. RD Policy-Practice leag®P1) Framework for RD in general in Country. RBlicy-
Practice Impact (PPI) framework for field of actjvin Country.
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4.2.4. Presentation of research results — case syud

Research results are presenteccaise studyformat, which has been found as the most
appropriate for the type of research | have coratlidCase study format is justified by the type of
research questions of the thesis, “why” and “hathat favours the use of case study strategy (Yin
2003). Furthermore, the importance of the contdxdatings that are assumed to highly influence
the phenomena of the study further underpins tipedience of the case study framework.

The multiple cases (three country case studies}emted are rich in context and are
narrated through techniques such as a chronologyagr events followed by an up-close detailed
perspective about the most important incidentsg@ed, ). Although, due to the importance of the
contextual setting, the three cases are analygearagely, in a subsequent chapter a cross-case
analysis is also provided aiming to provide a cléamework at the first sight of the main
differences and/or similarities that characterise three cases. The case studies represent the
interpretative phase of the research containing“®sons learnt from the case” (Lincoln and
Guba, 1985).

Each case starts with the description of the secaomic and political context of the
country and if it is the case, the small geogragdharea subject to the analysis (Province of
Bologna, Region of Gelderland). The interpretatdrine socio-economic context has been based
on the logic of periodisation. The agricultural teecand the rural areas in these three countries
show significantly different development trajecési Therefore, besides the requirements of the
applied analytical framework the socio-economic political context has been illustrated also for

this reason for each country.

4.2.5. Boundaries of the research: limitations andifficulties

Generally | would say that reaching farmers was rttaen difficulty | have encountered
during the research process. These difficultiesewesinly economic, logistic, and language-related
(English knowledge of Dutch farmers, | don’'t spdaikich). It has also been a challenge to find
multifunctional farms as such as there are no blase or collection of multifunctional farms exists.
Although an interview lasted generally at lease¢hhours, in the case when the interviewee could
dedicate only one or one and a half hour to therigw, it was difficult to grasp all those non-

verbal and in-depth information that appeared toriortant when | was analysing interview data.
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4.2.6. Interconnectedness of the different researahethods and concepts

By closing the chapter of methodology, | would like put emphasis on the
interconnectedness that exists among life storglihoods framework and the case study approach.
Expressions of MFA are always specific in time apdce and therefore need to be studied within
their specific contextual setting. The importandetlee context is emphasised by all the three
methodological techniques that | have applied. liteestory approach underlines the importance of
social origin as the initial context of a persohe tvulnerability context is one of the main
components of the SLF, while the case stAdya matter of fact, through the telling of the &f
story elements of SLF have been crystallized andsth were at the and presented in the case

study format.
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Chapter Five

Driving Multifunctionality in the Netherlands

5.1. Challenges for the Dutch countryside: socio-enomic situation of the Dutch

rural areas and the role of agriculture in the natonal economy

From a Dutch policy perspective rural area isrdsdion the basis of population density and
land use. According to the Dutch Agricultural Ecomes Research Institute (LEI) over 60% of the
area covered by the Netherlands is defined as.rBwal areas are areas with fewer than 100
addresses per kh{on the basis of postcodes) and with less than bO#t-up areas (LEI 2006).
Although this delineation of the rural areas se@&seful for planning and policy purposes, social
construction of the rural by the society in geneygpears much more relevant for Dutch farmers’
livelihood strategies. While scientific works finidoften difficult to attribute the suitable meagin
to the concept of rurality or rural space, ordinpepple “have an undefined capacity to sense the
difference between urban and rural areas” (Haard 2006). This difference is mainly perceived in
the experience of the natural beauty, landscapétsiral and gastronomic traditions, quietness and
security (Frouws 1998; Haan 2001; Dam, Heins €2G02).

The entire territory of the Kingdom of the Netlaerdls (the Netherlands) covers 33 87Fkm

(Ministry of Agriculture 2000). The country has a tota)™® fmHsrases

o

population of 16.3 million (Statistics Netherlan2607). fnston) T .PW' -
With its 450 inhabitants per Kit is the most densely e '. :,,._m o
populated EU member state. One third of the couistry """ ; e

situated at or below sea level with mostly coakialland

OVERMSSEL

and reclaimed land (polders) and with some hills

southeast. A characteristic aspect of the Nethdslas its

flatness. — :

The Netherlands is administratively divided |nw,-:m.'.m “gm,.-.,.,.._ :
twelve Provinces: Drenthe, Flevoland, Friesland/gfmn), e . ' )
Gelderland Groningen, Limburg, Noord-Brabant (Norg =& ¢ ' v v 9

Brabant), Noord-Holland (North Holland), Overijsse -«
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Utrecht, Zeeland, Zuid-Holland (South Holland). TReovinces are further subdivided into
municipalities(gemeenten)As of today there are 448.

The Province of Gelderland (area of the Dutch cdsdy) is the largest province in the
Netherlands with an area of over 5 1002kMhe Province is made up of four regions (Veluwe,
Achterhoek, Arnhem-Nijmegen and South-West Geldellavhere more than 1.9 million people
live. In general, Gelderland is considered onéhefdountry’s main tourist destinations with plenty
of facilities for woodland, recreation parks andatuecreation. The Veluwe is known as a popular
tourist centre with its dense woodland and expaase®oorland. The Arnhem-Nijmegen area is the
most urbanised one out of the four regions and taltk the economic heart of the Province. The
South-West Gelderland has a notable natural lapésteat gives home for its famous fruit farms.
Lastly, the region of Arhterhoek is mostly knowrr fits rustic farmland that encourages the

development of agribusiness.

5.1.1. The Dutch agricultural sector

The Dutch Agricultural Economics Research Instit(lt&l) divides the Dutch agricultural
complex into two main parts (LEI 2007a): the fiisicludes the economic contribution of
processing, delivering and distribution of domedigsed agricultural raw materials, while the
second part represents the contribution of proogsslelivering and distribution of foreign based
agricultural raw materials (like cacao and tobacdd)e remainder of the agricultural complex
contains the activities from gardening, agriculksexvices and forestry.

During 1995-2004 the share of the foreign raw nialtérased component in the value added
rose from 34% in to 39%, whereas the importancéhefdomestic raw material based complex
declined from 62% to 52%. This shows that the sbatbe foreign raw materials increases over the
years, but the share of primary agriculture andi¢wture is showing signs of gradual decline (LEI,
Agricultural Economic Report, 2006). At the sammadj there is still a strong dependency of the
Dutch agricultural complex on exports. The Dutchi@gdture contributes around 7% to the total
value of agricultural production in the EU-15 ahdsithe biggest agricultural exporting country in
Europe and the fifth biggest agricultural exporierthe world (Renting et al. 2006). In 1998 about
60-70% of the Dutch agricultural production was @xed to markets inside and outside the EU
(Brouwer and Berkum 1998).

The Dutch agro-complex still has an almost 10% eslarthe national economy and of the
national employment, but both proportions are gadigueclining (LEI 2006a; LEI 2007a).
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Table 1. Gross value added and employment of the Balh agricultural complex, 2001 and 2004

Gross value added Employment
(EUR billion) €)) (1,000 labour units)
2001 2004 2001 2004
(estimated) (estimated)
Agricultural complex (b) 40.5 40.4 714 651
Share in national total 9.4% 9.3% 11.1% 10.1%

a. Incurrent prices.

b. Based on domestic and foreign agricultural raw nete(including gardening, agricultural servicéwestry,
cocoa, alcohol and tobacco).

Source: Agricultural Economic Report of the Nethads, 2006, LEI.

Farm size
The average land surface of the Dutch farms is B@.3Although, this is not much larger

than in the EU-15, as a consequence of the modgimizimperative the average economic size of
the Dutch farms in 2000 was 5 times higher thathenEU-15 (84.1 compared to 16.7 Economic
Size Unit) (Renting et al. 2006). However, as Renet al. (2006) underlined, it has to be noticed
the important differences within the Dutch farmesizAccording to their size Dutch farms can be
divided into three groups. The first group includkesse highly modernised with an average 100
ESU or more (also called mega-faff)s These farms account for two third of the Dutch
agricultural production and occupy around halfleg total agricultural land (Renting et al. 2006).
Though their number tripled between 1994 and 20@4 tstill amount to just 1.5% of the total
number of farms (LEI 2006a). The second group caseprthe medium-sized family farms (50-100
ESU and 12-50 ESU), while the third groups inclutlesse small farms (3-12 ESU) that are
cultivated part-time or at a hobby basis (Rentitgale 2006). The number of medium-sized
businesses increased between 1990 and 1995, bbebasdeclining again since then. Since 1990
the number of small businesses declined the mgstlnbost half (LEI 2006a).

Over the last 15 years the structure of the prina@nycultural sector has undergone significant
changes. In general the number of farms in the étkethds has declined by around 3% per year;
since 1990 36% of the farms have closed down. S2068€, the decline has been stronger than in

previous years (3.5% versus 2.5% per year).

19500 DSU (Dutch size unit) is used as a referemiet for mega farms, equating to approximately 82@ry cows,
12,500 pigs, 160,000 laying hens, 340 ha of araloieé or 3.5 ha of horticultural greenhouses.
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Table 2. Total number of agricultural holdings peryear

Year Number of farms

1992 120 125
1995 113 202
1996 110 667
1997 107 919
1998 104 873
2000 97 483
2001 92 783
2002 89 580
2004 83 855

Source: CBS 2008; (Jukema and Van der Waal 2007).

Farm income and labour

income accounted to slightly less than 35,000 e(lrB$ 2006a). However, the income distribution
is highly differentiated if we consider that in ZD0@round 14% of farming families had a negative
total income and an equally large group had annmecof more than 100,000 euros (LEI 2006a).
What is more, in recent years, around one thirtheffarming families had an income lower than

the minimum threshold derived from the social sggwschemes, which is equal to 22,300 euros

(LEI 20064a).

2005 a total of 236,000 people worked in the adfucal and horticultural sectors, which is almost

20% less than in 1990 (LEI 2006a).

Table 3. Number of workers per year

Regular workers, Family Non-family
total workers workers

Year

1992 290819 229817 61002
1993 290166 228852 61314
1994 281999 220921 61078
1995 276162 214952 61210
1996 281937 217730 64207
1997 282480 214537 67943
1998 286379 206495 79884

In 2004 the total income per farming family wasO@®) euros, out of which farm family

The number of family members working on the farme Ao declined steadily since 2000. In
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1999 270207 199426 70781
2000 282099 194352 87747
2001 268007 186132 81875
2002 258169 178395 79774

© Statistics Netherlands, Voorburg/Heerlen 2/13/2G

The five major sectors of the Dutch agriculture

The major sectors of the Dutch agriculture are mnease horticulture and mushroom
farming, open field horticulture, arable farmingagsland-based livestock production, and intensive
livestock production.

In 2004greenhouse horticulturgogether with mushroom farming had a 22% shardén t
value added and a share of 17.5% in employmenthieragro-complex as a whole (based on
domestic raw materials). Greenhouse horticulturdesonly sector of which area has grown from
7,370 ha in 1970 to 10,540 ha in 2005 (LEI, 200&inly due to the increasing energy price, costs
have increased significantly resulting in a genéadll of family farm income in the sector. The
average total income per family on horticulturaldiags amounted to around 39,000 euros in 2005
including off-farm income (LEI 2006a). Approximte&0% of the families working in greenhouse
horticulture had a negative total income in 200&1(R006a). However, the sector employs more
personnel in respect to the other sectors; the rurabemployees increased until 2000, but has
since fallen significantly. The number of enterpsidas declined rapidly (by 5.5%) since 2000 and
also more rapidly than in the other sectors.

Theopen field horticultureconsists of open-air vegetable cultivation, fiattivation, bulb
cultivation and tree cultivation. In 2004 it hadlzare of nearly 8.5% in the added value and almost
10% in employment within the Dutch agro-complex.tiBghares are gradually decreasing. The
number of holdings with open field horticulture hdeclined by 70% since 1970 and also the total
area has decreased by 6% (LElI 2006a). The areapen-air vegetable cultivation and bulb
cultivation has been falling recently. As far ag thlevelopment of incomes is regarded, farm
income has increased by 2005 since 2004, with xbheption of tree cultivation where the income
remained stable (LEI 2006a).

In 2004 the share of tharable farming complex in the total added value of the whole
agricultural complex was less than 20% and apprateiy 18% of the total employment (LEI
2006a). The number of arable holdings has decresigadicantly since 1970 from almost 90,000
to less than 26,000 in 2005. Though the averag#eafamily farm income doubled, it is still under

20,000 euros, furthermore, around a quarter oathble farming families had a negative income in
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2005 and only one third had a total income of nthea 50,000 euros. However, this total income
includes incomes from outside the farm as thiiesdase in approximately 60% of the farms (LEI
2006a).

The grassland-based livestock farmingonsist of dairy, beef cattle (except veal calves)
horse, sheep and goat farming. The sector iglstilmost important within the entire agro-complex.
In 2004 the sector had a share of over 28% ofdte added value and almost 33% of employment
(LEI 2006a).

In terms of numbers of farmdairy farmsconstitute the biggest sector in the Netherlands.
However, numbers of cattle have declined by 25%esiti990 and there has also been a slight
decline in the number of grazing cattle, the petags of grazing cattle is still high (85%) (LEI
2007a). Today approximately 4.8 million grazingraais are kept on about 1.34 million ha of
farmland (LEI 2006a). Although, there has been lamoat 50% decline in the number of farms
since 1990, with a relatively stable 4% declinehegear, in 2005 there were still 23,500 holdings
with dairy cattle (LEl 2006a). At the same time ftih@ry cattle has declined to a little over 1.4
million following the introduction of the milk qua in 1984 (LEI 2006a). Generally, the average
farm family income in the dairy sector improvedrnrd4,000 euros in 2004 to 60,000 euros in 2005
(LEI 2006a). In recent years, there have been ssigrgficant investments, particularly in milk
guota. However, some of the value of these invastsne 2006 was lost due to a considerable
reduction in the milk quota price. An average fahus lost several Euro tonnes. In dairy farming,
work is almost entirely performed by family membeBetween 1996 and 2004, the number of
employees declined by almost 30% to 58,000 (LEI7200

The intensive livestock productiorconsists of pig farming, laying hens, poultry for
slaughter and veal production. In 2004 this seltat a share of 22% of both the added value and
employment within the agricultural complex (LEI B2). The number of pigs has increased to 15
million by 1997 from 6 million in the early 1970dowever, in the following years the introduction
of the manure policy resulted in a reduction of ping population, which stabilised in some more
than 11 million in 2005. The number of pig farms hikeclined by 55% since 1990. The number of
farms with pigs (i.e. including non-specialisedniia) has even declined by 70%. As a consequence
of the decline in the number of intensive livestgmkduction the scale has further increased. In
2005 an average pig farm had almost 2000 animaispaced with 540 animals in 1980 (LEI
2006a). The chicken population has been decreasimug 1999 due to the manure policy, and
outbreaks of infectious diseases. Veal productostill growing: in 1995 there were 670,000 veal

calves and more than 800,000 in 2005. As far asmiecis regarded, both pig farms and broiler

64



farms have increased their income, farm incomedaging hen farmers generally remained

negative, while the incomes of veal farms has tledecreased between 2004 and 2005.

Table 4. Change in the number of agricultural holdngs per type

1990 2000 2004 2005
(estimated)
Total agriculture and horticulture 124,900 97,48( 83,890 81,850
Dairy farms 39,550 26,820 22,280 21,330
Pig farms 9,200 6,060 4,19 4,290
Layer farms 7700 660 550 57(
Broiler farms 620 540 380 37(
Arable farms 16,260 13,750 12,63D 12,360
Glasshouse horticulture holdings 10,240 7,900 6,390 6,090
Mushroom farms 790 520 350 32(
Open ground vegetable farms 2,500 1,460 1,13 1,080
Bulb cultivation 1,750 1,340 1,12 1,060
Fruit farms 2,810 2,210 1,84 1,810
Tree nurseries 2,930 2,810 2,59 2,520

Source: (LEI 2006b).

5.2. The Vulnerability Context of the Dutch farmers

5.2.1. Agricultural modernization era — The periodof certainty

Farming has been heavily intensified in the post-period when mixed-farms have been
turned to specialised farms: the Dutch countrysmmediately after the Second World War and
just before the start up of the modernisation pgeogas characterised by the presence of mixed
farms with pigs, dairy and beef cattle, and pouding cultivated both cereals and vegetables.

Following World War Il the Dutch agriculture entdrénto a heavy development, with
increasingly decreased use of labour and land,vétid substantially increasing use of external
inputs and capital (Wiskerke 1995). Between 1950 &890 the use of non-factor inputs (e.g.
inorganic fertiliser) has grown at an average @tel.3% per year and the use of nitrogen has

shown the most important increase (Brouwer and iBark998). When it comes to the stimuli that
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has contributed to the realisation of this levelspkcialisation and intensification, Brower and
Berkum (1998) list the “easily accessible and stabternal market” together with the guarantee
prices of the CAP market regimes, the increasing Malues due to the scarcity of available land
(and therefore to the “increased opportunity cdstadding agricultural land for nature purposes or
managing it extensively”), and the more favourabtize of inorganic fertilizers, pesticides and
animal feeding than that of factor inputs.

The Netherlands has been by no doubt one of the eag®r countries in Europe that has
fulfilled with excellent results the initial aimbé Common Agricultural Policy. (see chapter x.) The
Dutch agriculture became “the most productive amensive agricultural production systems in the
world” (Renting et al. 2006). Intense productionfadd has become a national interest. The most
industrialised farming types became horticulture arensive animal husbandry. Modernization,
intensification, and enlargement, the only condsido be able to stay in the business, have become
dominant convictions among farmers and all thoselued in the agricultural sector (Renting et al.
2006). Farms have grown even to more than 100 E&lUe@ached a milk quota of 4-5 million kg
per year (Oostindie 2007).

The number of pigs has increased to around 15amiby 1997 from almost 6 million in the
early 1970s, which was facilitated by the cheapartgd feed concentrates and by the favourable
trading situation created by the internal marketo(Bver and Berkum 1998). What is more,
following the decrease of cereal prices due todéeeal regime introduced by the Mac Sharry
reform, intensification in the pig sector has ferttimproved due to the lower feed costs (Brouwer
and Berkum 1998). Due to this volume of intensifma of pig production pig manure as a
previously valuable fertiliser has turned to beaagkrous waste product.

Besides the pig and dairy sectors, horticultureearglass has been another sector that has
undergone of major intensification and modernigatith serious negative environmental effects.
In 1998 nearly 90% of the total energy consumptidrnthe agricultural sector was related to
horticulture under glass though this covered o8ty df the utilized agricultural area (Brouwer and
Berkum 1998). Today greenhouse horticulture isaasible for 85% of the energy consumption of
the whole agricultural sector and thus for a mgjart of CO2 emissions (LEI 2007a). The
emissions of CO2 from horticulture under glass eéased, in absolute values, from 6.9 million
tonnes in 1989 to 7.5 million tonnes in 1995 (Brenwand Berkum 1998). Until 1997
intensification of the production of a number ofjeables and fruits was boosted in reality by the
intervention and the border measures of the CAR(Bev and Berkum 1998). In the case of some

vegetables intervention price was so high thatctualy served as an incentive to increase
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production, and although following the 1995 GAT Tregment a system of entry prices has been
introduced, it still maintained a considerable potibn level (Brouwer and Berkum 1998).

From the point of view of the social developmenttbé rural areas one of the most
important consequences of the modernization eratheasignificant decline both in the number of
farms and the number of agricultural labour. Thenber of farms dropped sharply from 301,000 in
1960 to 145,000 in 1980 and further declined t@88 in 2004 (Renting et al. 2006 (LEI 2006b)).
Employment in agriculture has followed similar patis, it has declined from 505,000 people in
1960 to 236,000 in 2005 (Renting et al. 2006; LADI6).

5.2.2. The Dutch farming sector in crisis: The pend of uncertainty

The 1980s and the 1990s have brought noteworthggesainto the world of the Dutch
agricultural sector. Though for a long time modsation could ensure a secure income for the
Dutch farmers, by the mid-1990s they had to en@userious economic difficulties besides the
increasing negative social effects of modernisatéma the growing societal aversion against
farmers.

By the 1980s the negative environmental effectdhefintensive agricultural practice came
to light, which have resulted in a general slewthg non-farming society from agriculture in
general. Agriculture has become one of the majarrcgs of pollution, mainly in terms of
deterioration of water quality and emissions to #we (Brouwer and Berkum 1998). Aversion
towards farmers has been boosted by the pig disgabe 1990s and consequently by the animal
welfare questions and food scandals (Renting €2C4l6). In fact, the deterioration of environment
has been one of the main issues of concern oftgogiiece the mid 1980s (Brouwer and Berkum
1998).

In 1997 the Netherlands was hit again by a segpr@emic of classical swine fever (CSF).
During the epidemic 429 infected herds were kibed approximately 1300 hers were slaughtered
pre-emptively, in addition around 10 million pigseme killed for eradication reason (Stegeman,
Elbers et al. 2000; Pluimers, Akkerman et al. 2002)

The Netherlands had suffered also from the FodtMauth Disease (FMD, in DutciMKZ),
that broke out in March 2001. The most affectec avas the Province of Gelderland where also
the first symptoms of FMD were reported at a farithwnilking goats and veal calves at Oene
(Pluimers, Akkerman et al. 2002). A total of 26nfigr became affected during the FMD outbreak,

67



out of which 20 in the Province of Gelderland, 4he Province of Overijssel, and 2 in the Province
of Friesland (Pluimers, Akkerman et al. 2002). Mupalities that were the most hit on the basis of
the number of animals culled wer€oorst, Epe Barneveld, Oldebroek and Heerde, all
municipalities situated in the Province of GeldedgPluimers, Akkerman et al. 2002). Initially,
ring vaccination of all susceptible animals wittinkm of an infected herd was introduced as
standard procedure. As in the Noord Veluwe theadisavas spreading more rapidly and was more
dispersed than it was expected, vaccination héwe t@pplied to a ring df0 kmof an infected herd.
This is how the vaccination was applied in therersarea between the ljssel River and the forests of
the Veluwe (Pluimers, Akkerman et al. 2002). Suppiree vaccinationwith the outcome that all
vaccinated animals had to be slaughtered, wastedlas strategy.

While farmer’s organisations were usually satisfigth the fast eradication of FMD, in the
farming community it has evoked completely diffdremotions and it has left deep tracks in them.
On the one hand, farmers demonstrated strong aesestand disagreement against the killing of
healthy animals for eradication reasons. On theratland, their farmer identity became seriously
damaged, in some cases causing also the totalnaion of farming, or a complete change in their
breadwinner activities.

The repetitive food scandals have intensified thenemic difficulties that have been
persistent already for several years in the Dutpicaltural sector. The so-called the “price-cost
squeeze” (Ploeg and Roep 2003), was the resulh@one hand, of a long-term process, exactly
that of modernisation, and on the other hand, ofierous additional factors. These latter were the
decreasing producer price for agricultural prodymtported to have fallen by 22% between 1985-
1993, Renting et al. 2006), concentration trendtheéprocessing and retail sector, the increasing
price of labour, energy and land, increasing regménts for high quality standards by the
agribusinesses, and finally the newly introducegltations on animal welfare, environmental and
food safety regulations (Renting et al. 2006). Ehelements have all contributed to the increasing
costs farmers had to sustain and the consequergadecin there overall farm income. Furthermore,
the environmental and spatial planning regulatiotr®duced in the 1980s have later contributed to
the price-cost squeeze.

According to the Agricultural Economics Researclstitnte of the Netherlands in the
coming years farm income is expected to be nedatinBuenced amongst others by the:

-strong position of the Euro compared with the alothat inhibit export to some countries,
-threat of avian flu,

-rising energy prices (LEI 2006b).
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Besides its historical significance, agriculturabdernization has been important to be
overviewed also because of its role played in thergence of rural development practices. In fact,
the inhuman aspects of this phenomenon, obviowslddition to the painful economic reasons,

and its consequences were often at the deepnéss wiotives that drove farmers towards change.

5.2.3. Society and agriculture

The Netherlands is one of the most densely popdiland highly industrialised countries. This
significantly affects the nature, the importancd #me use of the countryside. The function and the
importance of the Dutch countryside have been uvedhlby the society to a significant extent.
Today already around 55% of the Dutch populatisedioutside the 20 main urban agglomerations
and this proportion is foreseen to increase inftltere as non agricultural workers continue to
migrate into the countryside (Ministry of Agricutea2000; Commission 2003). This gives rise to
an important tension between the predominantly urbaciety claiming right to the use of the
countryside and the traditional farming societyo{fws 1998; Dam, Heins et al. 2002)

Urbanization accompanied by a growing general rfeechature and recreational areas is,
however, not the only factor that enlarges theleiot people demanding for land. As the coming
decades is expected to see a strong increase agéeg of the population (Ministry of Agriculture
2000) this will also increase the number of peapé&ming for recreational and tourist services.
Besides ageing, the need to prevent further detiomdaf nature areas and landscapes (in order to
counterbalance the high environmental pollution xsd of biodiversity), furthermore the alarming
environmental challenges (e.g. climate changejgisea level) will also require additional land to
be converted into nature areas or to be used by#ter management systefisThis increasing
demand for land will increase the competition betmvéarmers and the other actors of the society.
More and more people will claim for the decreasangount of land that traditionally was used by
agriculture.

Distrust and concern for food production
(Pluimers et al. 2002puring the CSF outbreaks between 1997 and 1998yubkc in the
Netherlands was frequently confronted with teledipectures of slaughtered animals. During that

period, more than 10 million healthy animals wdeaightered to eradicate the disease or to solve

animal welfare problems on overstocked farms. Rasi® against these eradication techniques

2 |n the period 2000-2003 80 farmers decided toedasir farming activities every week. The mains@awas that
the government started to buy up land and as dtregansive cattle farming in particular was reddc Source:
http://www.cbs.nl/en-GB/menu/themas/landbouw/pdilEs/artikelen/archief/2008/2008-90101-wk.htm
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increased. The feelings were even stronger duhiegFMD outbreak. The slaughtering of sheep,
lambs, goats and cattle to eradicate a diseasekgewgreater emotion than when this occurs in
pigs. The public does not accept that trade coresemps prevent the use of vaccine for eradication
purposes Eradication measures not only affect tirecwdtural community, but also have far-
reaching consequences for most economic and stigities in the endangered areas.

It was difficult or impossible to convince farmensd the public of the necessity to slaughter
vaccinated animals which were perfectly healthy pratected from developing the disease (they
were not protected from infection). Politicians ahd public at large are very strongly opposed to
large-scale slaughtering of vaccinated animalsfirtae outbreak of FMD.

New consumer demands

Dutch society’s needs and expectations towardswdgre in general, food production and
rural areas has been characterised by significhahges especially starting from the 1980s
(Oostindie, Roep et al. 2006). Under the presstirramlernization, associated with amongst others
environmental pollution, landscape degradation;oaving concern of the quality of rural areas has
taken shape in the 1980s. This has raised peogm@'sciousness that the “rural” is a limited good
(Haan 2001). The number of those claiming rightstie access to these areas has grown. Needs in
the rural areas are multiple including residenegreation, nature, and infrastructure, and it is
demonstrated by multiple actors such as farmetizens, consumers, and real estate developers
(Oostindie, Roep et al. 2006). Increasing clamdi@en space is well demonstrated by the fall of
the Dutch rural area by approximately 90,000 hestaver a period of ten years as a result of
development and urbanisation (LEI 2006a). As a eguence the area of land for agricultural use
(except greenhouse horticulture) has decreasethinst4% and the areas of woodland and natural
areas increased in size (LEI 2006a). The arearofléad declined from around 2 million hectares
to just over 1.9 million hectares during he perl@90-2005.

Besides demand for the green space demand albedithier diet seems to increase. While
the share of expenditure on food and beverageenergl in the total consumer expenditure have
been gradually declining (LEI 2006a), significahifss have taken place in the consumption of
foodstuffs. For example, the consumption of margaand full cream milk has declined while that
of semi-skimmed milk, cheese, pork, poultry and evimas increased Purchases of fruit and
vegetables increased in 2005 for the first timgears (LEI 2006a). This can be interpreted as a
sing of demand for healthy eating.
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5.3. Transforming processes

5.3.1. Policies

The analysis of transforming processes has thetaiplace multifunctional agriculture in
the sphere of policies and institutions that sufgshror on the contrary, impeded its emergence.

Though, due to the dominant approach to agricdltdeelopment, rural development
concepts have long been ignored, nature and lapesgalicies were introduced as early as the
1970s as a response to the emerging environmergblems and the subsequent battle between
farmers and environmentalists. The first significgolicy plan introduced was the so-called
Relation Pape(Nota relatie tussen landbouw en natuur- en landpbeaoud, 1974-197%n the
relationship between agriculture and the consesmabf nature and landscape (Brouwer and
Berkum 1998) Renting et al. 2006). This aimed teigleate ecologically valuable areas as nature
reserves to be taken out of agricultural use, anthérmore, it offered the possibility for farmeos
receive compensation payments in the designateas arecomplying with ecological restrictions
and environment friendly management activities (Reret al. 2006).

The milk quotaintroduced in 1984 has had a critical effect om Butch agriculture. 1984
therefore can be signed also as one of the mosortamg milestones in farmers’ livelihood
strategies. The introduction of the milk quota bassed a drastic decrease in the number of cows.
The dairy herd of milking cows has fallen to 1.6lion cows in 1996 from 2.37 million in 1985
(Brouwer and Berkum 1998). The number of dairy herd998 was equal to the herd in 1939
(Brouwer and Berkum 1998). The limitation on theduction of milk has not only provoked the
decrease of the number of milking cows in gendrat, the significant decrease of agricultural
holdings: most of those who had no sufficient numbiedairy herd or did not have sufficient
financial resources to increase their milk quotaseel farming. Those farms with fewer than 30
cows have practically disappeared (Brouwer and iBark998). However, as it will be presented in
the forthcoming parts of the present theses basdtleoempirical part of the research, this was not
the only possible solution for the new situatiorated by the quota system, on the contrary, the
guota has also contributed to the emergence oftyyevof activities at the farm.

Milk quota was not the only element causing hagsbr Dutch farmers in 1984 but also
the numerous legislations and regulations that diatethe protection of environment introduced
the same year. To control surplus manure productioe Interim Law on Animal Husbandry
(Interimwet Veehouderijvas introduced, that has been mentioned as the mmpeirtant one
(Renting et al. 2006). Other relevant regulatie@garded:
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- “limits on the maximum amount of animal manure ahdmical fertilizer to be applied on
different soil types;

- standards for the capacity and effectiveness ofungastorage;

- prescription of timing and methods of manure agpian.

- obligation for manure accounting;

- obligation to demonstrate how manure surplusesliaposed of when the maximum

application limits upon the farm land are reach@enting et al. 2006, pp. 59).

Prescription of timing and methods of manure aapion included the obligatory injection
of cattle slurry manure into the soil instead oplggmg it to the surface. Nonetheless, all theelist
regulations have required serious investments tgdes, injection of animal slurry meant the most
important costs mainly due to the heavy machiniegythis activity needed (Wiskerke et al. 2003).

1987 was the year when the first measure of amitapt set of measures aimed to reduce
the levels of ammonia emissions by livestock famas introduced (Renting et al. 2006). Since
ammonia is considered to be a major contributorat¢adification, the “ecological directive”
(Richtlijn Amoniak en Veehouderigttempted to reduce the negative effects of acalibn on
ecologically valuable areas and landscapes limigxgansion rights of cattle farms depending on
their distance from the acidification sensitiveaar€Renting et al. 2006). The direct effect of the
directive, that is the limitation of expansion afttbe farms, has become another important element
influencing farming families’ livelihood strategies

In the Netherlands thiditrates Directive (91/676/EQ}¥ implemented as part of the Integral
Note on Manure and Ammonia Policy. This has intaatlia mineral declaration system for all
intensive livestock holdings with animal densityhieh exceeds 2.5 livestock unit per ha (Brouwer
and Berkum, 1998). In 1998 this system appliethtee-quarters of the dairy farms (Brouwer and
Berkum, 1998). A levy is charged on farmers if Huweptable losses of nitrogen and phosphate
exceed certain standards. In the Netherlands nif@ementation of theagri-environmental
measuresof the Council Regulation 2078/199have been arranged by thHeegulation on
Management Agreement@Brouwer and Berkum 1998). This Regulation can bestlered as a
follow up of the Relation Paper. The payments aeed on the logic to compensate farmers that
enter the management agreement for any incomeslassmpared to similar holdings without
management agreement. The management agreemeritincamongst others the following
restrictions: no grazing or mowing of grasslandllswed before June 15, no harvesting or rolling
before June 15, use of crop protection productsois allowed, ploughing up is not allowed,
fertilizer application on a 3-metre wide marginraidield boundaries is not allowed (Brouwer and
Berkum 1998).
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As part of the set of measures aiming at the reolucif the level of ammonia emission, in
1996 the so-calledstench-directive” (Richtlijn Veehouderij en Stankhindemas introduced “to
regulate potential nuisances from ammonia odouisatife farms for non-agricultural” inhabitants
of rural areas (Renting et al. 2006). This direstivad similar effect to that of the ecological
directive introduced in 1987 in terms of limitateoaf enlargement and intensification. The directive
limited expansion rights of farms on the basishaiitt distances from designated buildings (Renting
et al. 2006).

Following the FMD in 2001 important food hygienedasafety regulations and policy
measures to prevent the outbreak of contagiousaliseases have been introduced.

Besides environmental and food-hygiene policy, taggely sectorally-basedpatial
planning policyhas also fulfilled important role in the livelindstrategies of the Dutch farmers.
Due to the small dimension of the country and tigh ldensity of population, regulation of space
and the activities allowed to be engaged in a gi&ea has always had vital importance in the
Netherlands. This is also the reason why in theh&lnds the first national spatial policy
framework was initiated much before (in the 19808 in other European countries (Renting et al.
2006). The Regional Spatial Plast(eekplah (calledzoning planby the farmers interviewed) is a
further specification of the national guidelineslanis elaborated by each of the twelve provinces.
The lowest level of the spatial planning is the royality and therefore each municipality has its
own spatial plan, calleBestemmingsplatRenting et al. 2006). These spatial plans reguidtere
cities and villages can extend and designate dmraagriculture, nature and recreation. Spatial
plans are subject to review in every 10 years. Téeyvery strict and in fact in a considerable
number of cases they meant an important obstacl&afmers for two reasons. One the one hand
because they limited farms in their growing in samel on the other hand because the designation of
the use of the specific areas impeded farmerskindgaup activities other than agricultural.

However, in 2006 a new Spatial Policy Document ssroved by the Dutch Parliament that
considerably expands the possibilities for residékrand small-scale industrial functions (LEI
2006a).

Policy for Rural development

In the Netherlands rural development type politi@ge not been of significant concern until
the beginning of the last decade. One of the maasons for this has been that the government
supported mainly and nearly exclusively the modstion model, including intensification, and

scale enlargement of the agricultural sector (Rengit al. 2006).
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In today’s Netherlands the existence of multifumicéll agriculture is a fact that can not be
gainsaid. This happened so, however, not necesshahks to government policies but to the
actions undertaken by the individual farmers who riecessity or for personal motivation have
started to valorise resources of their main agtiother than primary production, having created as

a consequence additional livelihood resourcessourees of personal satisfaction.

Rural development programming 2000-2006

During the 2000-2006 periods the available Europgaion instruments for funding rural
development have been catalogued into the so-calle&ural Areas Programn{EU-programma
Landelijk Gebied) This Programme besides the Dutch Rural Developm@rogramme
(Plattelandsontwikkelingsplan — POR)cluded Objective 1 measures within the Strudtéand
Programme (for Flevoland), four Leader+ programrremth, east, south, and Rand$tidthe
Interreg llIb and the LIFE Programme (Ministry ofyéculture 2000).

The Dutch POP is a horizontal rural developmenh avering the whole territory of the
Netherlands due to the broadly similar problemsughout the country. The plan was based on the
one hand on the established government policy andhe other, on the Regional Operative
Programmeg¢Rurale Ontwikkelingsplannen — RORS)the Dutch regions. Hence, the POP includes
measures of both the national government and messfithe provinces. While the approach of the
State is based on the existing state aid scherhesprovinces have opted for the programme
approach. In this sense the provincial programmesbhased on the provincial policy documents
and the funds are earmarked in the provincial bisd@éinistry of Agriculture 2000).

Although the Dutch official documents put the leaing of agriculture among the most
important priorities of rural development (Ministoy Agriculture 2000, p. 2), looking at the figures
of the following table we can notice that the fingh allocation and the policy documents are
inconsistent. Measures that are designed to fineneadening activities (mainly priority 4 and 5)

do not even count for thé"per cent of the total funds.

2 The RandstadRim City i.e. a city at the rim of a circle, with emptyase in the centre) is a conurbation in the
western part of the Netherlands. It consists offthe largest Dutch cities (Amsterdam, Rotterdarhe Hague and
Utrecht), plus their surrounding areas, with 7.8iam inhabitants (wikipedia).
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Table 5. Financial allocation per priority (million Euro)

Key priorities Total public EU contribution % out of total
expenditure expenditure

1. Developing sustainable agriculture 312.76 113.62 29.%
(innovation, processing and marketing, training,
LFA, organic farming)
2. Improving nature and landscape 386.45 141.81 36.5
(agri-environment, reparcelling, afforestation,
forest management)
3. Sustainable water management 107.92 41.58 10.2
(combating water depletion, water recovery,
optimising sewer system)
4. Promoting diversification 32.3 8.0 3
5. Tourism and recreation 32.70 16.35 3
6. Quality of rural life 62.30 27.96 5.8
(health care, public transport, rural
infrastructure, historical buildings)
Other actions 140.64 67.59 13.3
Total (*) 1 057.39 417.04 100

*Including technical assistance.
Source: (Commission 2003).

The full official POP is available only in DutcAccording to the authors of the Dutch Rural

Development Plan the document is so complex thigt gbnsidered “not particularly accessible to
the layman.” | find this incorrect towards the lagg/mand maybe because of this type of attitude |
can understand why farmers said that they did ndetstand or they do not know the POP.

“There is explicit scope for private initiativesM{nistry of Agriculture 2000, p. 3) — this sentence
makes me think that however the priority is notegivo private initiatives but for public initiatise
and then the farmers told me the truth.

Although by today rural development including miultictional agriculture has gained a
major domain amongst rural and agricultural pobicydelines, further modernization remains still
one of the policy options in the Netherlands asag wut of the current difficulties agriculture Has
face (LEI, Renting et al. 2006).
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5.4. Findings and Discussion

5.4.1. General characteristics of the interviewedafmers and their farm

The average age of the interviewed farmers iset8sy The youngest farmer is 38 years old

while the oldest one is 60.

Table 6. Number of farms by age class of farmers

<35 years old <45 years old <55 years old <65 ysanld

Number of farm 0 6 11 3

Out of the 20 farms 14 are grassland-based lickdrms, one is an intensive livestock, one
is horticulture and three are fruit farms. One outhe grassland based livestock farm can also be
defined as mixed farm inasmuch as besides thedag it is involved also in squash production.
One farm could not be defined in none of the typdaoms since that farm has ceased all the

agricultural activities.

Table 7. Number of farms per sector and per size

Arable Horticulture Fruit Grassland-based livestock| Intensive livestock
farm farm farm farm

Total number of 0 1 3 14 1
farm

<1 ha - - 1 - -

1<5 ha - 1 - - 1

5<30 ha - - 2 4 -

30<100 ha - - - 10 -

>100 ha - - - - -

As far as the sex of the main farmer is regardedy; in case the main farmer was a woman.
In 2002 at national level out of the 128 038 hadd28 215 (22%) were women (CBS).

The majority of the interviewed farmers have aistea medium level agricultural educational
background. Five out of them have attended highegllagricultural schools and four of them have

non-agricultural background.
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Table 8. Number of farms by educational background

Medium level

agriculture school

High level

agriculture school

Non-agricultural education

Medium level High level

Number of farm 11 5 2 2

5.4.2. Why farmers go multifunctional?

5.4.2.1. The role of social origin

The first most evident element that distinguisties interviewed farmers was their social
origin. | mean for social origin the social backgnd from where the farmer comes from. This
background is characterised by specific sociaratt®ons defined by the specific context or culture
in which these interactions take place. Interastiamong family members or between individuals
and the society are emerged as of equal importartee.origin, circumscribed essentially by the
family as the smallest unit of the society and tudtural context, is therefore decisive in the
shaping of the individual’'s values, attitude antddeour.

Shucksmith (1993) uses Bourdieu’s concephalbitusor disposition-to-act to explain the
differences in farmers’ behaviour, values andwadts. “The concept of habitus invokes a process
of socialisation whereby the dominant mode of thduand experience to which they are exposed
are internalised by individuals, especially in thearly years but also through continuing
experiences and social interactions” (p. 468).

On the basis of the social origin the intervieviaaners could be divided into two groups.
One group is constituted of farmers who come frarmfng family. The other group is made up of
farmers who have non-farming background. Farmetls non-farming origin can also be labelled
as new-entrantsin consideration of the fact that they have hadhing to do with farming
previously that is they do not have values or behaviforms imprinted by farming traditions. On
the other hand, I labelled farmers with farminggoriasresistant farmersOn what criteria | based

my choice | will explain in the next paragraphs.
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The New-entrants

In the Netherlands out of the twenty interviewadnfers there were four who had a non-
farming origin. Besides their family background ytheave another common characteristic that is
they were born and grown up in town.

Research data reveals that new-entries are vitdllyenced by their social origin as far as the
type of activity they undertake. Socio-culturalttas, such as childhood experience and memories,
personal conviction, ideology shaped by the faroiythe external world can all be elements that
affect new-entries in their preference. In two saes element was the environmentalist movement
of the 1970s. Being emotively affected by the gremmwvement Klaas and Jaret as soon as they
could they broke with the urban life and move te tountryside to conduct a rural way of living

that seemed much coherent with their life philoso@oth of them farm in organic way from the
very beginning.

“We were conscious about life, earth, environmeigslies, and the social issues. We wanted to

change the world. | looked for another way of l[faerefore | choose agriculture as an alternative

way of life.” (7:18; 32:53).

In the other two cases respondents have not nedeleence to the environmental movements
but their decision was also drove by their degrdiving in rural ambient. René has realised his
childhood dream when he started to cultivate geajgbmake wine out of it by himself. They

associated farming with a specific type of livingdanot with a job.

The Resistant farmers

If I wanted to describe resistant farmers in apd&nway | would say that resistant farmers are
those ones who have always been farmers and sanre@etheless of the manifold obstacles they
have to face. That is they do resist and continite farming. In order to be able to give more
details on the characteristics of the resistannéas | invoke Van der Ploeg’s (2007) concept of
resistance and autonomy.

Resistance of the third kind as explained by Vean Bloeg (2007) refers to the “direct
intervention and alteration of the processes obuaband production, which is omnipresent in

today’s agriculture” (p. 3). This means that resise can be formed by reorganising labour and
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production processes. According to Van der Plo&§72, “resistance often seeks autonomy” (p.
1.). Resistant farmers seek to re-gain or mairgaitonomy, that is to say their independence and
self-regulation. It is worth resisting if one careate autonomy. And the state of autonomy
strengthens resistance.

In the case of resistant farmers farming tradigoes back high in the past (to the end of the
1800s and beginning of the 1900s). They have alwayked at the farm since they were young.
Farming for them is the natural continuation of tamily tradition. In addition, farming for them
signifies freedom. This freedom is referred topbssibility to have their own business and to make
decisions on their own. Tradition, freedom andspmas are the most important words to describe

their motivation for farming.

“Itis in my genes. My father was a farmer. | gotrom him. You are a free man(16:18; 91:95)

“l was grown up with the idea of being a farmeridtmy passion.” (11:24; 70:70)

“My motivation was to have my own business, to nei@sions on my own.” (9:11; 38:39)

Another important aspect of the resistant farmetbat they born into a modernised farm and
when they take over the farm they follow the tygedevelopment path introduced by their
ancestors. This path-dependency therefore detesntimar way of conducting the farm. What
resistant farmers know about farming they had keatnthe farm, from their parents. Informal
learning though was not the only factor to diredistant farmers into the modern way of farming.
Institutions, in the form of schools, have also lheir role in that. Only two out of the sixteen
farmers attended not agricultural school. Mosth#m accomplished a medium level education
(MBO) and two of them did a higher level school ©)B

“We were trained that producing milk is the mospaortant”.
“In the school we learnt that we need to grow, nnilkre and have more cows and to use a lot of

antibiotics. We were schooled how to farm in a modeay”.

The modernisation model was therefore the evideuel to follow after farm takeover.
Modernisation in the case of these farms includeetiglisation and mechanisation, extension of

the farm size, increase of the number of livest@quisition of production quotas (milk quota
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from 400 000 kg to 700 000 kg, and building of &ddial barns and stables for the animal stock
and machinery. These activities in general requsigdificant investments by the farm. Investments

in most of the cases were financed from bank ctaditmeant a significant mortgage on the farm.

“l took over the farm in 1974. | had 25 cows andH20 And the old stable...And then | started to
grow. In 1974 | built one big stable for the milginows. In 1984 | built one big stable for the
calves. In 2001 | had 30 ha grass and 10 ha of mags75 cows and 75 calves. We were selling the
milk to the factory. We had 550,000 kg of milk qu@¥e were doing well, we were still growing.”
(17:8; 36:42).

5.4.2.2. Driving forces behind Multifunctionality

Controlled multifunctionality (CMF)

A fundamental characteristic of the controlled tilwhctional farmers is that they gain access
to land through acquisition at the land market aotthrough inheritance or buying it from parents.
This implies for two assumptions. One is that thaye the necessary financial resources, two that
the size of the land they buy will probably notlamer than what they feel to be able to manage.
All four of these type of farmers start with a fasmed between 500hand 1,5 ha. They use their
savings (income gained from off-farm work beforedaor family borrowing to cover the costs of
land acquisition.

While all the other farmers are also having a medievel

diploma mostly in agricultural studies, these fasmeere found to

De Wijkgaard

be better educated in as much as they are all gavianiversity
degree.

From the point of view of the research questiothes thesis

the most important characteristic of the new-engras that at the
time of their becoming a farmer they are contemplgrdbecome 22004
multifunctional. There is no time lag in undertakifarming and Appelwijn
shifting towards multifunctionality as the farmeddy at its birth iIS|  wsive  wwcesipgoran 7501

Wijnmakerij De Wijkgaard, Dorpsstraat 30, 4194 TD Meteren

multifunctional. This means that at the case of +emivies the

transition process from modernisation towards rfurititionality does not take place.
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CMF farmers start with well-defined ideas. TheyHdand not to farm but to farm in a
particular way. This way has to meet their personativation that underpins their engagement.
The two farmers influenced by the environmental emognts of the 1970s start farming in organic
way from the very beginning. According to Kostowdahningard (2003) organic farming as such
assumes the prevention of unfavourable conseque@cganic products can never be accused to be
dangerous for human health and therefore the ridload scandal is excluded a priori. Besides
exclusion of risk, organic farming is also a wayrefching higher prices and as such decrease
possible vulnerability.

René makes wine and other alcoholic drinks. He personalised his produce from the
beginning. He has created his own vignette and maket of the Betuwe Best initiative. He is
therefore producing a special product: artisanamgi product. He is selling his products at thenfar
and in small local shops.

Controlled MFA farmers could not suffer from tres$ of the “tradition” (in this case of the
collapse of modernisation paradigm) as they wekempart of this “tradition” in as much as they
have never shared the rules this tradition habkstad.

Controlled MFA farmers don’t have transaction sodthey have been controlling also their
supply chain from the beginning as they are invdlwg in direct selling at the farm or they
commercialise their products in local area-shops.

“I sell the beer in other shops as well, but nosipermarkets, in area-shops, in ‘landwinkels’, so
in small shops.” (6:35; 109:109).

| sold the vegetables directly to different shapthe area. | sold only to small area shops, like

Natuur Voeding. These are shops that sell orgarodycts of the area.” (7:17; 66:66)

Table 9. Multifunctional activities at the start of farming (or risk defusing operators):

Deepening Broadening
Farm 1 Organic farming CSA
Farm 2 Organic farming Short food supply chain {igha

proximity)®*

Farm 3 On-farm processing Direct selling

22 short food supply chain (SFSC) is used in the nmgpitientified by Marsden, Banks et al. (2000). Theee main
types of SFSC are: face-to-face, spatial proxiraitgl spatially extended.
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Resistant farmers

Modernisation has resulted in the nearly complefgagation of the farm enterprise and the
food supply chain and as a result farmers havetipadly lost any contact with final consumers.
Farmers were less concerned with the mobilizatibomternal resources. As a consequence farm
output was highly dependent on a few specific markéan der Ploeg, Renting et al. 2000). What
is more, the industrial type agricultural produntiesulted in a large scale production of uniform
bulk products that meet minimum quality criteria fobd safety but had no any relation with
sustainable production methods or regional provesaet alone importance dedicated to taste and
flavour (Renting et al. 2006).

Resistant farmers (re)construct new linkages witlrkets from which they have been
disconnected or which were inaccessible for theminduthe modernisation period. They do this
through creating short food supply chains or offgrservices where their performance can be
directly valued by the consumers.

Resistant farmers express determination to regathmaintain control and to develop their
capacities that are necessary to do so (Van degPRenting et al. 2000). They try to limit the
costs livelihood strategy change means. That isayp they choose those solutions where the
transaction cost is the lowest.

Resistant farmers can be divided into two furtlygoups on the basis of their risk

management behaviour. These are the responsivim@mpdecautionary farmers.

Responsive multifunctionality (RMF)

A majority of the Dutch interviewed farmers (12ncbe said to be engaged in a responsive
multifunctionality. They are those farmers who h&een directly hit by the negative effects of the
modernisation paradigm both in terms of the pricstsqueeze and the shock caused by the food
scandals. They have indicated economic difficulissthe basic motivation for change in their
livelihood strategy.

The price-cost squeeze (Ploeg 2003) hit farmetsvonwaves, in the middle of the 1980s
and afterwards in the middle of the 1990s. Whatoismon for all the 12 cases is that the main
influencing factor, that is of the economic obstunvere in each case accompanied by other

elements that played a crucial role in farmers’iwaditon going multifunctional.
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Due to the increased cost of external inputs &edstagnating agricultural prices farmers
have found themselves in a situation where the murobtheir livestock did not provide enough
income. Further extension of the farm and the mseeof the livestock might have been an
instinctive choice of these farmers continuingi@dernisation practices but the accompanying .

Growth was impeded basically by three elementse @as the milk quota regulation
introduced in 1984 resulting in a significant ceoastt in production quantities. Secondly, by this
time various regulations regarding spatial planriiage been introduced in the country as a result
of the increasing. Another element that still reigaspace was urbanization, that is the increasing
need for space by the growing population. As tH®anrareas were expanding the space available
for agricultural purposes (e.g. grazing) has sthtte decrease. Expansion and the increase of
livestock were not any more a realistic solution.

At this point these farming families, lived unibw exclusively from traditional agricultural
production, needed to introduce new elements im@ tivelihood strategy. How they did this and
what type of new elements they have employed washenone hand determined by external,

contextual factors and on the other, by their ih@bd resources.

Precautionary multifunctionality (PMF)

Unlike responsive farmers, precautionary MF fasm@o not fully loose control over their
resources and endowments but their awareness pb#stble uncertainties arises beforehand. They
are able to foresee the risks and being awareeanf ffossible occurrence they make preventative
arrangements. They perceive risk before. Here aweasshows its importance. This is also the
reason wherefore they have not been not directlyohiany shocks or crisis. They have thus
managed to mitigate the level of their vulnerapiby rendering themselves less dependent from the
markets for external input. They see the probabdit flowing into risk ad to avoid that they
diversify their activities. Diversification meanstioducing activities over which they have the full
control while they still continue with the othertiadies over which their control has been
decreasing.

Precautionary MF farmers are able to preventrb&lence of risk in so far as they are able to
recognise how the external environment changesn@dsain the external environment include on
the one hand the emergence of uncertainty and emwttier hand it conceals the opportunities on

which risk defusing operators can be establish&tle “can reduce the occurrence of some
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detrimental outcome, or alternatively increase tifdtavourable outcomes, only if we have such a
causal model” (i.e. model of how the environmerdrges) (Kostov and Lingard 2003, p. 467).

Unlike RMF farmers precautionary farmers launchv rectivities at the farm but without
being forced to decrease neither their farms sizelreir livestock.

In the case of PMF farmers risk can be avoideditayed.

The role of societal demand

When analysing Dutch farming families’ livelihoodrategies, society occupies and
important place. Public opinion, societal demanaisd the conflicts of interests between the
farming community and the non-farming society ate edements that played a role in the
formulation of farmers’ livelihood strategies. Hdiae image of the countryside including its main
actors, farmers, has changed (van Dam et al. 2082)influenced farmers’ livelihood strategies.
This implies for the important role that agricuéfulfils in the Dutch society, the increasingicia

for green space and the increasing societal demands

“But you also have to take care of the people abyou. When you are in the neighbourhood of a

big city you should try to think what the peoplentvd 0 do something with the chances at the place

you live. So if you live in a place where there atet of people you can use that chance to do
something with that.” (9:47; 167:173)

Table 10. Main MF profiles of the interviewed farms

Controlled MF Precautionary MF Responsive MF Total
Deepening 2 5 11
Broadening 3 6 9
Regrounding 5 11 2

The role of livelihood resources

One implication of the risk management in ruralelepment is the possibility to have control
over one’s own recourses and the outcome of tleures use. Multifunctional farm households re-
configure the way they use rural resources (Kniekal Renting 2000). Their livelihood strategies
is characterised by the continuous moulding oféhesources on the basis of the function a given
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resource is called to fulfil. Resources that in anement loose their function in a subsequent
moment becomes upgraded or revalorized (KnickelReting 2000) as for example in the case of
old and empty stables that are converted into gracgommodation or farm shop. Previously
unconsidered resources are put into use such axd&onple the experience in working with elderly
people or the cultural capital of an area.

Basing activities mainly on internal inputs or gesces is one form of regaining control.
Regaining control therefore calls upon the conoégndogenous development (Van der Ploeg and
Saccomandi 1995). And here at this cross road tmeept of multifunctionality, endogenous
development and risk management meet.

Considering that endogenous resources are swgdattors, farmers can build original paths
of development trajectories (Brunori, Rossi et28l05). An important decisive factor of originality
is therefore the subjective/particular charactertted endogenous resources that distinguishes
farmers from each other and enables them to pdrserheir offer.

Farm units that with the crisis of the modernmatbecame superfluous acquire new roles and
became important elements of the new livelihoodtsgies. Grazing land that becomes unused
following the cease of dairy farming is convertatbicamping area. Empty stables are altered into
group accommodation or pension for horses. Thelabibiy of these capitals facilities the
provision of new services at the farm. In case oawuailability of infrastructure construction

requires further investment and therefore the aaoep of risk.

Resistant farmers tend to employ family labour. fdsponsive farm has been found to be
pluriactivé”®. However, also in the case of the new-entrantg onk out of the four farms can be
defined as such. In this case the spouse of tha faainer has its own job off the farm and the

income earned contributes to a significant extenhé household’s livelihood.

Table 11. Labour division among the different typeof MF farms

Type of MF farm | N of active family members N of employees | N of volunteers/stagier
Full time Part time Full time | Part time

Controlled

1 1 5-6

2 1

3 1 1 1 1

Precautionary

5 2 2 1 1

6 2 1

7 2

8 1 1 1

23| speak about pluriactivity when one of the famitgmbers has his or her job off the farm and teerite he or she
earns contributes significantly to the householdislihood. In this sense pluriactive income enabthe farming
activity to be maintained.
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Family labour has been found crucial also as fathasfuture plans of these households are
regarded. As a matter of fact, families try to @avassuming employees and so the family labour

force capacities confine the extent of their atiggi

“If you plant more trees you need other machines atour. And we did not want that.”
(2:14; 74:74).

“If I produce much more | need other people to help. But | don’t want this because | can not pay
salary for him/her. But | don’t even want to gravotbig. | want to remain small. So | grow until |
can do the job alone. This is my limit.” (6:46; 1684).

“And we try to fix all the work between the twaust... and with the help of students. Because of
the cost and problems around employees. When vdepseple we call them in. In summer season
we have a lot of work here, but during winter thereaot so much work around.” (11:40; 131:133).
“If you want more activities you need more peopléwe don’t really wan tot have more
employees. It is important to look at the factorkvo(9:38; 134:136)

Farmers are aware of their capabilities and sKillee explanation for why two farmers who
face the same problem and have the same endownterdse two different type of activities (one
for example the on-farm processing the other camaihg) appears to be eradicated in their mindful
decision based on their personal abilities. Itl$® gossible as Shucksmith (1993) says that “many
options potentially open to farmers may never léossly considered because they are literally
‘unthinkable™ (p. 468). What is unthinkable forrfaers is guided by thelrabitus
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“No care farming, no education farming, no campingthen you have to be nice 24 hours a day
and | am only nice Friday afternoon when my shappisn.” (14:41; 152:152).

“l followed my own intuition and not courses.” (B3; 207:207).

Rural development practices and Synergy at farm emtrprise level — another way to increase

control and decrease uncertainty

On-farm processing is not “only” a creation of addsalue. It is a risk reduction in the sense
that what is produced by the farmer itself he carsire that that food is meeting with the necessary
hygienic requrements. Direct selling contributesthe reduction of risks by internalising the
market. The farm itself becomes the market wheeepitoducts are sold. On the one hand, this
market is much more under control for farmers wharmer can establish the prices and can alter
them on the basis of his or her rational judginghef demand. In this way he/she avoids the risk of
selling his produce on unfavourable price. On tligeio hand, direct selling brings immediate

income, which contributes to the reduction of fic@ahuncertainty at household level.
“At the farm you have immediate income, at the imacyou have to wait for the price. At the farm

you can say this is my food and this is the pri¢2.23; 105:117)

“The farm and the care activity belong to each otl@&ne thing alone is almost impossible.”
(1:25; 103:105).

“We never thought to stop agriculture, it is an ionfant part of the farm, people like it. People
enjoy looking around what you are doing. It is pafrthe strategy.”
(11:64; 219;219)
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Table 12. Synergy at farm household level in the Neerlands

Activity 1 Activity 2 Activity 3 Activity 4 Activity 5 Activity 6 Activity 7
Controlled
1 Organic Community - - - -
Nieuwe Ronde farming supported
agriculture
2 On-farm Farm shop Workshop Processing for - -
Wijkgaard processing other farms
3 Organic On-farm Farm shop Care Nature Packaging,
De Terp farming processing conservation| trading and
storage
Precautionary
5 On-farm Farm shop Workshop Groups Open day -
De Woerdt processing
6 On-farm Farm shop Horse pension| Boerengolf - -
Diervoort processing
7 B&B Care - - - -
Doorgange
8 Children - - - -
Catrien groups
9 Children - - - - -
lise groups
Responsive
4 Care Farmers’ - - - -
Het Ach market
10 On-farm Farm shop Group Workshop Catering Care Nature
Hoekelum processing accommodation protecion
11 Camping Fruit trees - - -
12 On-farm Farm shop Open days - -
liseelord processing
13 On-farm Farm shop Workshop B&B Terrace -
Hoenderik processing
14 Children Adult groups Care Cow-hugging Nature -
Marente groups conservation
15 Donkey Stroke farm Terrace Children - -
Koperen renting groups
16 Organic On-farm Farm shop Groups
Biologisch farming processing
17 On-farm Farm shop Terrace Groups
Arie processing
18 Care Homeopathic - - - -
Wilgenhof treatment
19 Recreation Direct selling Groups Breeds - -
Vosselhoeve | (Boerengolf,
archery)
20 Camping Care Terrace Nature and - -
Kooise Social work for Landscape
people under conservation

punishment
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Respondents were asked to give an estimate ofettoemtage of their current income deriving from
the various sources such as purely agriculturaltifumictional or pluriactive.

Table 13. Year of start MF and the % of income fromMFA

Type of MF farm % of income from the different sources Year of starof MFA
MF activities | Agricultural activities | Pluriactivity
Controlled
1 100 - - 1996
2 50 - 50 1997
3 99 1 - 1984
4 100 - - 1995
Precautionary
5 50 50 - 1988
6 ? ? - 1997
7 10 90 - 2005
8 1 100 - 2000
9 1 100 - 2005
Responsive
10 100 - - 1985
11 35 65 - 2004
12 50 50 - 1987
13 60 40 - 1999
14 20 80 - 2001
15 80 20 - 2001
16 85 25 - 1996
17 60 40 - 1999
18 10 90 - 2004
19 20 80 - 2001
20 70 30 - 1995

If 1 list the percentage of the income earned hwy year of starting MFA, previous findings
(Van der Ploeg and Renting 2000) become confir@aherally if MFA has been recently started
the income arising from it is lower than when MFasthbeen started much earlier and that is benefit

can be expected to grow.

Table 14. Year of start MF and the % of income fromMFA

% of income from the different sourceq Year of start of MFA
MFA | Agriculture Pluriactivity Year
99 1 1984
100 1985
50 50 1987
50 50 1988
100 1995
70 30 1995
100 1996
85 25 1996
50 50 1997
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1997

60 40 1999
60 40 1999
1 100 2000
20 80 2001
80 20 2001
20 80 2001
35 65 2004
10 90 2004
10 90 2005
1 100 2005
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Hungary
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Chapter Six

Driving Multifunctionality in Hungary

6.1. Challenges for the Hungarian countryside: sogteconomic situation of the

Hungarian rural areas and the role of agriculture n the national economy

Hungary occupies an area of 93,0402ki®n January 1, 2006 the number of inhabitants
amounted to 10,077 thousand. According to the Nemvgdry Rural Development Program (FVM
2007) in the programming period 2007-2013 the exsitint with a population density not exceeding
120 persons/kgor having less than 10,000 inhabitants are consitieural areas, excluding the
settlements of the Budapest agglomeration, butithicy the outskirt territories. In this way rural
areas in Hungary cover 95% of the country’s settletsy 87% of the territory and 45% of the
population. According to the OECD classification%2f the total area of Hungary is rural
including 74% of the population.

Out of the total country area of 9.3 million ha, %% (5 million 817 thousand ha) is
currently under agricultural cultivation. 48.5% psough land, 10.9% is grassland and 3.1% is
orchards and vineyards. 21.4% of the country’s aedilised by the forestry management, of that
19.1% is forested (1 million 777 thousand ha) (KB07; FVM, 2007). The highest proportions of
agricultural areas are situated in the Northerrd &outhern Great Plain (22%-23%) while the
proportion in the Region of Central Hungary is o (FVM, 2007). 41% of the total agricultural
land is cultivated by corporate agricultural entige* while 31% is cultivated by private farfis
The remaining 28% was in other, and in half nagnicultural use (KSH, 2007).

The contribution of agriculture to the GDP, investits and employment was around 4.5%
in 2006. As the following table shows, the roleagfriculture in employment and GDP has been

continuously decreasing in the last decade.

2 Agricultural enterprise is a business unit withvathout legal entity excluding private entreprerseand private
farmers (KSH, 2006).

% Pprivate farm is a holding operated by a househuidived in agricultural activity or an individudlusiness with a
tax identification number (KSH, 2006).

Note: Though the KSH uses private farms to defitvidual holdings and individual enterprise, |feneed to use the
“individual holding” as it expresses better thefeliénce between individual enterprise and corpaaterprise.
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Table 15. Role of agriculture in the national econmy

Role of agriculture (agriculture, forestry, fishery) in
Year employment | GDP | investments
Current prices (%)

1995 8.0 5.9 2.9
1996 8.3 5.8 3.5
1997 7.9 5.2 3.6
1998 7.5 4.9 3.6
1999 7.1 4.2 3.3
2000 6.6 4.6 4.7
2001 6.3 4.5 5.5
2002 6.2 4.0 5.5
2003 5.5 3.7 6.1
2004 5.3 4.1 4.3
2005 5.3 3.7 4.9
2006 4.9 3.7 4.2

Source: Me#igazdasag 2006; KSH, Budapest, 2007.

In 2006 out of the total employed, 4.9%, that i4 #®ousand people worked in agriculture
(agriculture, forestry, and fishery) (KSH, 2007)cofrding to the labour statistics, in 2006
agriculture alone employed 94 thousand people, misiel.4% less than in the previous year (KSH,
2007).

The drop in the number of agricultural workers @mected to the decrease of the agricultural
enterprises: in 2006 there were 53 769 agriculterderprises (individual/private and corporate
together) which is 4.5% less than in 2005. In addjtthe use of labour force has decreased both at
the big and medium sized enterprises, but mosifgigntly at the small enterprises with less than
10 employees, as the number of these enterpriseddtaeased the most (from 32 434 in 2005 to
31 606 in 2006) (KSH, 2007).

The share of food economy in consumption and exglwtvs a decreasing tendency as well.
Although, the foreign trade balance is still pastiit has been significantly decreasing since 2004
that is after Hungary’'s accession to the Europeaioy due to the increasing consumption of

import goods. In 2005 households spent one fodrtheir expense to food stulff.

Table 16. Role of food economy in the national ecomy

Year Share of food, beverages, tobacco in Balance of
(%) foreign trade of
food, beverages
and tobacco
(billion HUF)
consumption export

1995 .. 20.3 227.6
1996 30.7 18.4 2447
1997 30.4 13.0 295.6
1998 30.3 10.5 314.8
1999 28.2 8.0 273.3
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2000 27.6 6.9 302.2
2001 27.7 7.9 374.8
2002 27.0 6.9 308.9
2003 26.6 6.9 303.2
2004 26.1 6.0 223.1
2005 25.1 5.8 181.1
2006 5.5 214.5

Source: Me#igazdasag, 2006; KSH, Budapest, 2007

In 2006 in agriculture the monthly gross averadargavas 111 978 HUE, the net average
salary was 82 110 HUF at organisations with moa@ #hemployee. These data show an increase of
8.9% and 7.5% respectably since 2005 (KSH, 2007).

In Hungary the two main sectoral groups are aréslming and animal husbandry, with an
increasing dominance of the first one. Arable faxgnincludes mainly cereal (wheat, barley, rye,
maiz), industrial crop (sunflower, sugar beat, japeguminous croppotato, lucerne, vegetables
and fruit production. Though the production of edsan 2006 was 11% less than in 2005, it is still
above the average production level (KSH, 2007).evages and fruit production has increased in
respect to 2005 with 15% and 18% respectably. Ther® been an increase also in grape
production, which was 10% higher in 2006 than i020

The decrease in the volume of animal husbandrydhcy the quantity of livestock (bovine,
sheep, and poultry) has been decreasing since Z8@4nly exception was the swine sector, where
the corporate enterprises have increased the nuailibeir livestock. However, those individual
holdings have at the same decreased their swiok.sto

Although, the procurement price of the agricultymaducts has been increasing to a lesser
extent than the agricultural input expenditure,2B06 the agricultural scissors was positive in
Hungary with 4.6% (KSH, 2007).

Today (2005) in Hungary 7900 corporate agricultwaderprise and nearly 709 thousand
individual holdings operate. Since the 2003 agtigal census the number of corporate enterprises
has not changed while the number of individual mgd has decreased by 8% (KSH; 2006).

Table 17.Number of agricultural holdings (2005)

Year Individual holdings | Corporate agricultura Total
(includes households enterprises
and individual
enterprises)
thousand
1972 18415 6,1 1847,6
1981 1529,6 1,4 1531,0

261 Euro = 250 HUF
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1991 1395, 2,6 1298,3
2000 958,9 8,4 966,9
2003 765,06 7,8 773,4
2005 706,9 7,9 714,8

Source: Magyarorszag m#gyazdasaga 2005; KSH, Budapest, 2006.

Demographically the rural areas are characterigeghlunfavourable age-structure due to an
overwhelming percentage of the ageing populatiare @ the lack of subsistence opportunities, in
the last decade migration from the rural areasih@nsified (Marton, 1999; Kovacs, T. 2004;
FVM, 2007).

Although, the contribution of the agricultural sactto the national GDP has been
continuously decreasing since 1995, agriculturé stpresents a decisive role in many rural
families’ life as often being their sole sourcdigélihood. Though industry and service sector have
been growing dynamically in Hungary in the last tdecades, it has been concentrated in regions
with considerable development potential leavingcadiure for the already less prosperous rural
areas as the only economic activity to rely on tfegir subsistence. This situation characterises
mostly those areas with critical employment cowndisi and lack of jobs, such as the Northern Great

Plain, and the dwarf villages mainly of the Westand Southern Transdanubia regfdns

6.2. Vulnerability context of the Hungarian farmers

Triple collectivisation: 1945-1968
The post-socialist Hungarian policies on land testin and property de-collectivisation

have resulted in a fragmented property structuhés Was however an inevitable consequence of
the fragmented farm structure that preceded thmlgicera (Kovacs K., 2000). The pre-socialist
farm structure has been developed by the 1945 rafodm (Decree 600/1945 of 17 March 1945)
when estates over 575.5 ha were expropriated. Al®@% of the 3,222,800 ha of expropriated
land was distributed among 725 thousand claimavits, were predominantly agricultural workers,
farmhands, and the owners of dwarf estates (CsakLarman 1997; Estok, Feher et al. 2004). The
remaining 40% became property of the state, vilagyed co-operatives. The new owners received
an average of 2.93 ha. “The plots of dwarf holdecseased on average from 0.8 ha to 1.1. ha only”
(Swain, ). The 1945 land reform therefore causedyaificant change in the production structure,

and ownership relations in agriculture.

%" The six NUTS2 regions of Hungary: Central Hunga®puthern Transdanubia, Central Transdanubia, \Weste
Transdanubia, Southern Great Plain, Northern Grksan.
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In the period of 1945-1948 an intensification psxéook place in agricultural (Kovacs T.,
1997). Animal breeding and goods production wasniyadone by larger farms of more than 20
holds® but smaller farmers of around 10 holds were alsmiycing for the market (Kovacs T.
1997). The total number of families growing vegétabtobacco, grape and fruits grew to around
300 thousand. This was the period of the so-caladitional multi-dimensional peasant type
farming that is mixed farming with different livesk (poultry, pig, and cow) and crop cultivation.
They were characterised by being involved in omfgorocessing of their products and the
commercialisation of these at the local markethdligh, the majority of these farms still based
their production on manual work and draught anim#isy paid attention to market demands.
Kovacs (1997) describes them in the following walhey were doing a professional job with
intelligence, diligence and ambition in the spioit venture. They were ambitious, intelligent
peasants...” (p. 118-119). Two further charactesst€ farmers of this time shall be mentioned
here. One is that they shared their experiencegiicultural work from generation to generation.
And the second is that the land reform gave hopbdse people in a better future, and people “had
individual perspectives and common will” (Kovacs9I9 p. 118). Altogether, nonetheless half of
the agrarian poor still did not receive the landwioich they were entitled, and the number of
unviable farms has increased, the 1945 land refoamied out on historical justit® has provided
the landless recipients with the “opportunity t@tme owners and independent farmers” (Estok et
al. 2004, p. 225.).

This opportunity has been later taken way by thieefd collectivisation that was practically
launched already in 1949, when the current Hungdeéaders made commitment to collectivisation
following the expectations of the Soviet leaderstdpvacs 1997;(Estok, Feher et al. 2004). The
first collectivisation era lasted until 1953. Altigh at the beginning of this period a considerable

amount of peasantry demonstrated resistance tectiwisation, by the economic year of 1951-1952

%81 hold corresponds to 0,5754 ha.

2 1t corresponds with Shanin’s definition of peasatSwain, referring to Teodor Shanin’s work “Irtumtion:
peasantry as a concept “in T. Shanin (ed) PeasamtsPeasant Society!“2dition, Oxford, Basil Blackwell, 1987.
Mostly or exclusively family provides the labourthe farm. Mostly the farm provides for the constiopneeds of the
family and the payment of its dues. Their econoaditton is closely interwoven with family relatiorfsamily division
of labour and the consumption needs determineitieéiood strategies. The family farm constitutee base of the
“peasant property, production, consumption, welfa@cial reproduction, identity, prestige, socidpiand welfare”
(Swain, p. 2).

% Between the two World Wars land was prevalentlynesvby the big landowners. Around 20% of the adpical
workers (1.8 million peasants and farm workers) hagroperty at all. They worked as servants anfemnds. 0.1 % of
landowners owned 30% of all land, and 85% of alinff@ontrolled only 19.4 % of land. This means tinatre than 80%
of the rural population lived in poor conditionshély were able to carry out only subsistence farnaing had no any
chance to buy land. (Kovacs T., 1997; Cséaki andniagr, 1997; Takacs J., 2005). This situation has lsbanged by
the 1945 land reform.
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the burden® on peasants grew so dramatically that farmersnisaditernative to entering the co-
operatives (Kovacs T., 1997; Esték et al. 2004 ppgevative members had to submit all but 0.85 ha
of their land (Estok, Feher et al. 2004). Thes® @@&uld be cultivated independently in the form of
household plot. The increasing hardship has resudtenong other things, in a tremendous exodus
from the land leaving approximately 570 thousanduhaultivated farlag) (Estok, Feher et al.
2004). As a consequence of the recognition by p¢sshat their elemental attachment to the land
and previous lifestyle was hopeless, they surreténeir land to the state. Peasants seeing no
future for individual farming encouraged their cinén to look for work outside agriculture (Estok
et al. 2004).

The second collectivisation era was launched in51f@Howing a two-year-period (1953-
1955) of eased situation for farméfsThis was due to the fact that at the turn of 19985 West
Germany joined the NATO, which resulted in the @aging need of the Soviet Union of the
development of the heavy and military industry twas mainly financed from the draining off the
agricultural income (Esték et al. 2004). As a cousmce, the previously cancelled burdens on
peasants have been re-established and in someticagdsve been increas&d.

The second collectivisation era was ended by t 18volution and war of independence.
In the following two years policy was directed I tbelief that tension could be the best alleviated
if concessions were delivered to the villages. tieali leaders in seeking of compromise with the
society have alleviated among others the followalgigations: compulsory delivery system,
compulsory sowing plan, forced marketing, agria@tunarketing contributions.

The third collectivisation (full collectivisatiorgampaign was launched in 1958, however at
this time it has been done in the “Hungarian fashidHowever, the political leadership was
constrained to re-launch collectivisation as thei&dJnion put the completion of reorganisation of
agriculture back on the agenda; they have alsogreésed that the Hungarian co-operatives have
developed in a manner that was considerably diftedrem the Soviet (kolkhoz) model (Estok et al.
2004). This has resulted in a situation when caatpes though were forced to follow the Soviet
style, they managed to disguise their particulatiaitives and conceal them under new names

31 Deprivation of the right to the free use of thisind, expropriation of the devices of productiomtraduction of
taxation and punitive sanctions, increase of thepudsory delivery quotas, land reallocation to o®stindividual
farming. The wheat kept for planting and makingaorevas taken away from peasants. Those who cotlfiiifibtheir
obligations were prosecuted, imprisoned or takdatiour camps (Kovéacs T., 1997; Estok et al. 2004).

%2 This situation was the consequence of the willesgnto ease the outstanding economic and sockibtethat has
been created in the entire socialist bloc afterdbath of Stalin. Political leaders was concerngdhle alleviation of
tensions and appointed Imre Nagy to introduce charbat could ease the livelihoods of peasants 46®v ., 1997;
Estok et al. 2004).

% Delivery and tax burdens were increased, the theae ban on leaving co-operatives was reintroduaad income
of wage and salary earners was reduced (Estok 204, p. 242).
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(Estok et al. 2004). One of the most important @futhese initiative¥' was the introduction of
share-cropping (or share farming) with a familydzhgivision of plotsészesmuvel§sThis meant
that co-operative members were given a direct sbitke crops that they cultivated. In this way
members had bread grain and forage to feed theisdimld animal stock for the entire year. The
fact that members become interested in crop ctibinebrought advantage for the co-operative as
well, as in this way the labour intensive crop nmance and harvesting were carried out well
(Estok et al. 2004). Another important featurehad tollectivisation in Hungarian fashion was that
while in the past the basis of collectivisation whs poorer, landless peasants, this time first the
influential and experienced farmers were approaemetlpersuaded to join the co-operative. In this
way between 1959 and 1961 “more experts were cliadnmto agriculture that at any time
previously” (Estok et al. 2004, p. 252.). It wasrooon that a local farmer became the president of
the co-operative and this, as it was hoped by thigiqal leadership, often contributed to the
acceleration of the increase in co-operative membarthe first three months of 1959 the number
of co-operative members has increased from 200stmalito 500 thousand, then by the beginning
of 1960 it rose to 900 thousand and finally by bHeginning of 1961 it amounted to 1.2 million
(Estok et al. 2004).

The right to household spot has been re-establi$h&d-operative members were entitled
to a maximum of 0.57 ha, which has played an enasmole in the self-sufficiency of the members
(Estok et al. 2004). By this time, when within othecade collectivisation took place three times
peasants understood that individual farming wasradéd only provisionally. Their loss of hope has
contributed to the emerging survival strategies faav the male workforce (men of working age)
seeking employment outside agriculture. During tlaist period of collectivisation around 350
thousand people left agriculture and sought empétnm the industry sector, rather than accept
the low and insecure income at the co-operativesstiy only one member (mainly women or an
older member of the family) of the family joinedetlco-operative that enabled them to retain the

right to the household plot.

Household farming became extremely important fastlaer reason. This was the policy of
the socialist era regarding rural settlements gsel&s socialism saw development in industries and
cities, it promoted municipalities with industry leigger population. This has inevitable constrained
development in the rural areas. Kulcsar and Javat. €2000, p 5, 6, 7, 9.) describes the procéss o

34 Others were for instance that co-operatives wagtedter independence and wished to regulate ititeinal affairs
on the basis of their capabilities; and co-opeeathembers requested a regular and appropriate extomoughout the
year instead of the income calculated on the ldgise work units.

* It was practically demolished in the most fierc#lectivisation era of 1955-1956.

98



village destruction as follows. “Rural economiegevieft to die on the vine. Below a set population
threshold, villages and farms were regarded tortsEonomical, and thus were not supported. This
idea resulted in generating plans for village degion. In 1948 the Hungarian Workers Party
officially declared that farmsteads (Tanya) shobtl merged into villages. Tanyas were at the
lowest level of the hierarchy of settlements aretefore they were sentenced to destruction in the
near future. Rural areas became therefore heagpgmbdent on agriculture. More than one thousand
municipalities lost their schools and the lengthraiflway lines decreased by more than two

thousand km.”

The industrial style agriculture — The productivist era (1968-1980)

Although the number of co-operatives grew signifttaby 196£° nothing was like this as
considers their productive performance. The aver@aggcultural production between 1960 and
1965 barely reached the average levels of 195818668 (Estok et al. 2004). The hardships faced
by the co-operatives were inherent to a complextetasons. One of these was the lack of labour
force and motivation. Due to the low and insecamime increasing number of people was leaving
the co-operatives. Those who remained worked owlyasionally, the minimum required and
without diligence. As Estok et al. (2004) describaithough the regime could force the peasantry
to join the co-operatives, it could not make thefigent and painstaking in their work” (p. 255).
The second was the permanent financial difficulbroperatives had to face was due to the
siphoning off of income from the co-operatives I tstate price policy. Thirdly, in part as a
consequence of the second reason, co-operativesdlaguipment and without sufficient financial
resources they were unable to make investmentsaehimes. This has led to the need of importing
food as the country’s needs could not be suppliech fdomestically grown grain (Estok et al.
2004). Having recognised the unsustainability @& $ituation reform mechanisms have started in
1963, where regarding the agricultural sector madation appeared as the solution.

The New Economic Mechanism was introduced in JgnLi@68. The main objective of this
reform was to alleviate the problems of the planeednomy and broaden the efficiency of the
economy. Though mechanisation in agriculture sfadieeady in 1966, a significant increase in

modernisation of the agricultural sector has baendhed in 1968’

% 1n 1961 there were 271 state farms, around 4,p00peratives and almost 165 thousand individuah$aregistered.
The co-operatives owned almost 70% of the countpftaigh land (Estok, J., G. Feher, et al. (2004istdtly of
Hungarian Agriculture and Rural Life - 1848-20@ldapest.)

37 Mechanisation took place practically in three v&a\iE964-1968, 1968- 1975, and 1976-1980.
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Modernisation included basically four areas: medstion, the use of herbicides,
pesticides and artificial fertilisers; amalgamatafrco-operative lands; and specialisation. Asafar
mechanisation is concerned, due to the heavy machirestments by the end of the 1970s grain
harvesting and trashing, maize harvesting, suger-tzaxd potato harvesting reached 100%
mechanisation (Estok et al. 2004). The use of bl and pesticides became widespread and
complex artificial fertilisers also appeared. Ferthore, artificial fertilisers became the principal
means of soil replenishment: by 1975 the use dicat fertilisers grew by three and half times
compared to 1967 (Estok et al. 2004). By that t#8é kg were used per ha. In parallel with this,
the use of natural process of soil replenishmerst sugpressed and the strategy of mass production
was thus built on chemicals (Estok et al. 2004)thia early 1970s the amalgamation of the co-
operative lands has started in order to createnithestrial style farming with large areas of land.
This has resulted in the decrease of the numbeoltdctive farms from 2,441 in 1970 to 1,338 in
1980 with an average area of 4,000 ha (Estok e2(#)4). Lastly, specialisation, together with
amalgamation, has contributed to the significantaase of the average area devoted per farm to
one culture. Furthermore, the number of crops predihad strongly decreased. In the livestock
sector, huge-capacity specialised animal farms hlagen created. “The minimal industrial
concentration in cattle farms was 300 animals, iy farms 3,000 animals, and for laying hens
20,000 birds” (Estok et al. 2004, p. 274).

The results of modernisation became visible sodeld¥ of cereals grew to 11.4 million
tons in the first half of the 1970s from 7-8 millitons of the previous decades (Estok et al. 2004).
This dynamic increase in crop production has cretite foundations of development for livestock
keeping and meat production. By the end of the 43 0ngary produced 2.7 billion of litres of
milk while this figure was 1.9 billion at the beging of the decade. Egg production and wool
production have also considerably increased. Huawgagrarian exports tripled between 1965 and
1975 (Estok et al. 2004). According to Estok et(2004), measures in terms of per capita were as
follows: Hungary ranked fiftff in the world in grain production; second in whpeiduction (after
Canada); and fourth in terms of meat productiote(ddenmark, the Netherlands and Australia). In
terms of eggs produced in mass-scale Hungary bettes=cond after the Netherlands.

The modernisation of agricultural production wasvheer a privilege exclusively of the
large co-operative farms. Notwithstanding of thmsthe background of the dynamic development
of the co-operative production, one could found #mall household plots contributing to
significant extent to the increased agriculturabdurction. As for crop farming, household plots

produced 25% of the co-operatives combined tot@bnme despite of owning only 12% of the co-

3 Following the USA, Canada, Australia and Denmark.
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operatives agricultural area (Estdk et al. 2004)er€ was a unique division of labour between
small household plots and large collective farmgbilevlarge farms concentrated on the highly
mechanised branches of plough-land production,ntibee labour intensive vegetable, fruit and
grape production as well as poultry rearing, eggdpction, pig farming and calf rearing were
suited to household plots. As Swain () says ont@fthings on which Hungary’s relative agrarian
success was based was the “judicious intermingifigrge and small-scale production techniques,
and the development of the appropriate labour typg® with them” (p. 2.).

In this agricultural production quantity was thejomaobjective, mass-scale products were
produced, where quality and efficiency were not agsb the priorities (Csaki and Lerman 1997,
Estok et al. 2004). Production ignored soil chamastics as well as the protection of origin of the
products ((Dorgai 1999). The capital-intensive gitowf the co-operatives was ended by the harsh

economic circumstances of the 1980s.

Crises in the agricultural sector and the emergencef the second economy: the 1980s

By the turn of 1978-1979 a major turnaround ocalirethe Hungarian economy. By this
time the country’s total outstanding debts had ledc8 billion dollars and it became evident that
the country was unable to repay the interest asthliments on the loans it had taken out (Estok et
al. 2004)*° Signs of the country’s complex economic crisesabee evident also in agriculture by
the mid 1980s. By this time a considerable nungaeyund 500) of the existing 1300 cooperatives
run into debt. In addition, as the majority of thexsed bad soil, their production capacity could
always only be maintained at a sufficient level.isTituation was intensified by the initial
deterioration of machinery. According to Kovacs(I997) by the middle of the 1980s the rate of
the worn-out machinery grew to 15%. Furthermorepperatives’ situation was weakened by the
fierce pressure of the industrial lobby on politieaders, whose components feared their privilege
obtained in the period of heavy industrialisatid®30-1960). Economic stagnation became the
norm.

As a consequence of the intensification of therirtband external pressuf@sthe draining
out of agricultural income has increased. This aesompanied by a dramatic cut in agricultural
subsidies, the decrease in the proportion of stapgort in co-operation investments, new tax

burdens on co-operatives, and doubling social g#gauwntributions (Estok et al. 2004). In general

39 Word Bank, Structural adjustment.
“0 Following the events of 1968 in Czechoslovakia, tungarian reform was evaluated increasingly unfaable by
the Soviet leaders (Estok et al. 2004).
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a restrictive monetary policy has been introduceduding amongst others budget restrictions and
the limitation of imports.

The tightening economic restrictions and the ingirgg draining of income forced the
cooperatives to start to live off their assetsadidlition, co-operatives in trying to increase fargi
results put emphasis on creating an ownershipastesf workers. As a consequence a particular
system of organisation and interest emerged in wvirmmework co-operatives started to lease out
land since the early 1980s (Kovacs T. 1997; Estéal.e2004). In 1981 large farms leased out
9,100 ha of plough-land, in 1987 the figure wasl@@,and by 1991 it reached 310,200 ha (Estok et
al. 2004). Initially only plough land was leaseatelr on also more than half of the grape-growing
area and 40% of the orchards of large farms was/atdd by small producers.

This is how, as the result of the economic retsbms, the co-operatives’ need to rationalise
farming, and the deteriorating living standardshe&f population, emerged the second economy that
soon became a general trend and became integtabfpidae (rural) families’ livelihood strategies
(Csatari, 1997; Elek and Nemes, 2000; Brown ancc$ér, 2001; Estok et al. 2004). Since in the
rural areas there was no alternative, additionadnme was earned at the private household farm or
at the leased land. By this time the scope of pboi was not merely production for own
consumption, but and increasing number of famese involved in commodity production for the

market.

Box 1. The development of household farming and itsnportance in the livelihood strategies

of rural population

Co-operative members after performing a certainuarhof work per year on the collective
farm were entitled to a household plot of 0.57Alghough, the persistence of these plots were seen
as provisional by the political elite, their rote both the livelihood strategies of the populatoa
in the national production capacity has only insegathroughout the decades instead of decreasing.
Household plots originally were intended to enstime self-sufficiency of co-operative membeérs
and to provide a supplementary income. After thé0$they increasingly produced goods for the
market.

The role of household farming was thus far morenigant than it was supposed for| a
number of reasons (Kovacs 1997; Kovacs 2000;(Esteker et al. 2004):
1. It created a transition from individual farmibhg the new work organisation of the collective
farms.

2. It played a stabilising role in the successeflarge farms.
3. It had a highly important role in the agricutliproduction becoming a significant factor in the
production of national income and in the countmpgort capacity. In the 1960s some 40% of|the
country’ agrarian output was produced from scareetye than 10% of the agricultural area.| In
animal husbandry the proportion was 70%. In 198% & the vegetables, 50% of vine and 53% of
pigs were produced in small farms.

4. It supplemented the income of co-operative membe
5. With the increasing marketing of products, ifecdd an opportunity for making money and
contributed to social elevation. It representedrgd extra income for families.
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6. It functioned as a holding force on the popolati
7. It provided a sphere of autonomous decision ngakind individual responsibility, since besides
production farmers had to be concerned with tradermation exchange. Therefore, the household
farming has contributed to the preservation ofréage level of enterprise spirit and practice.
8. It contributed to the smooth land privatisation.

Agricultural workers spent nearly four times as mtime on agricultural work on the small
farms (in the evenings and at the weekends) asialffi worked in the co-operatives. They were
not interested in the management of the co-operathe most important for them was to have |the
possibility to work on their household plot. In th870s besides the co-operative members, |also
blue collar workers and teachers started doingifegnThe number of these farms was around 60
thousand in the 1980s and reached 100 thousahé ahange of the political system. In the 1990s
60% of the Hungarian families were involved in agliural production and two-thirds of these
surpassed the levels of leisure time gardeningy Sbkl around 60% of what they produced.

Kovacs (1997) divided into the following three gps farmers involved in househald
farming:
1. Livestock breeders: they grew fodder-crops omM@Cha of rented land and had their own
machinery and they provided services for otherschees sorted out from cooperative were
purchased by families and were occasionally regaire
2. Viticulturist and gardeners. They were producamgl storing wine themselves. They were also
selling their products sometimes on foreign markets
3. Greenhouse farmers. The rate of farmers who preducing for the market was more than 15%.

People were doing household farming because theyeddo live better and there were |no
other alternatives especially in rural areas fdtigg extra incomes than private household farmjng.
According to Kovacs T. (1997) these people wereedadvom poverty by their diligence: in the
middle of the 1980s one-tenth of the rural socigas poor, “if these traditional farmers had not
dealt with private farming one-third of the rurakcgety would be poor now (1992)” (p. 123).

Change in the political system, privatization and pverty: the 1990s

The dismantling of the one-party system and thestamation of the economy started in
1988. This latter included the passing of the lawbaoisiness organisation that made possible to
create new forms of enterprise such as limitedngaship, joint venture, limited-liability company,
and joint stock company. The 1989 law on the tramsétion of business organisations made the
transformation of the socialist company system ipdes#n the coming years (Estok et al. 2004).

The Hungarian economy and political system hawedrto a dead-end by the end of the
1980s. In 1990 the reform process started. Thewagrral sector similarly to the other sectors of
the economy had no alternative than moving tow#rdsmarket based privatized agriculture. This
included the privatization of land and producti@ssets, and the restructuring of the large-scale
cooperative and state farms. Privatization servisd &€ compensate a large segment of the
population that had lost their property due toexdivisation.
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Box 2. Land restitution and compensation policy

Hungary opted for compensation rather than regiitudue to the fact that at that time only
one third of landed property was legally owned tsyformer owners, a small fraction of lapnd
belonged to state farms and the majority was tltBvidable property of the cooperatives (Kovacs
2000).

The land restitution and compensation was based faumr compensation laws.
Approximately 2 million families, who lost land tmselves, were entitled to compensatipn.
Besides, co-operative members and employees hawitgnd in the past could also claim for land.
Land privatisation was partial and market frien(byvain, 1994). Partial compensation was carfied
out by the issuing of compensation bonds (thatnanicial instruments) and not by restitution| of
former property. Those owners of the past who nésferthe co-operative or who died and their
children worked at the same organization and tla#id belongs to there, had also the right to
reclaim their land. They were not concerned by deereasing value (Kovacs 1997). Full
privatization could not take place due to the seww®monomic and financial situation of the country.
Those who received compensation bonds were entidegharticipate in the privatization
agriculture and purchase land. Compensation borets tvadable and exchangeable, this offered
alternative to land purchase. The purchase of Veasl based on a bidding process. The majority of
land auctions took place during 1993-1994. Notladlland was reclaimed. By 1996

Although land privatization was rather smoothHngary the move to private farming for a
lot of people was in a sense a return to nothimga(§, transition from collective...). Those people
who worked 20-30 years in the co-operative had Ipeactically deprived of the ownership feeling.

From the point of view of endogenous rural develepthtoncept, considering land as a pure
object of privatisation, the privatization procesas seen by some having a principal role in|the
atrophying of the villages (Marton, 1999).

Rural areas have generally been described as tive lowsers of the system change. The
transformations in the agricultural sector and galhein the economy have significantly affected
the every-day life of people living outside the italpand in some extent outside the major cities
(Elek and Nemes, 2000). The crisis phenomena hierefit intensity in the different regions;
however the most significant was the one betweettaBest and the rural settlements. The regional
differences became particularly serious in theh®ri-eastern part of the country. Hungary was at
this time characterised by a prolonged economic niiosa, decreasing living standards, high
unemployment, significantly decreased social ségumvidening income differences and the
disappearing of numerous jobs (Andorka 1999; L&9% Kulcsar, Javor et al. 2000; Brown and
Kulcsar 2001). Unemployment in Hungary reachedpiggak in 1993-1994. As a consequence,
poverty increased. As reported by Andorka (1999)him 1980s there were one million, in 1992
there were one and a half million, in 1993 two arfthlf million while in 1994 there were three and
a half million people living on an income inferiof that necessary to the minimum subsistence
level. 8.6% of the population of Budapest livedowverty, while the figure in the rural settlements
was 25.3%, almost three times more than in thetalapity (Andorka 1999; Brown and Kulcsar

2001). That rural Hungary found itself in an ecomand social agony had several reasons:
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- Employment has declined dramatically as co-opegati@nd industries have been
dismantled and there has not been new workplacestezt (Dorgai 1999; Laki
1999). Two-thirds of the large farm workplaces wabelished with 650 thousand
agricultural employees becoming jobless betweerD 48l 1994 (Estok, Feher et
al. 2004).

- Many of the displaced workers who lost their jobtla¢ urban industries were
village residents who had been commuting betweeir tome and workplace.
When industries were closed or downsized they metlirto their villages. They
further complicated the already difficult situatioh their settlements contributing
significantly to the number of unemployed peopl€ul¢séar, Javor et al. 2000;
Brown and Kulcsar 2001). This is how it could happdat in certain rural
settlements unemployment has reached even 40% 1R881).

- The limited economic growth, including the new emmic opportunities were
concentrated around the capital or the larger <cifleulcséar, Javor et al. 2000;
Brown and Kulcsar 2001).

- In the rural areas previously health, children attler social services were
provided by the collective farms. With the dismanglof the co-operatives and
with the decreasing role of the state in the maisutee of the social safety net, this
gap has not been filled and rural families haveobex increasingly vulnerable
(Kulcsar, Javor et al. 2000; Brown and Kulcsar 2001

Since no new employment opportunities were createdthe forthcoming period,;
unemployment has become permanent in the rurak.afe@onsiderable part of the rural society
lived on unemployment benefits and other allotmeatsa very low subsistence level. As natural
consequence, poverty created serious psychologradllems, alcoholism, increasing number of
suicides and crime among the rural population (Akad 999).

Here we shall return for a moment to the on-goprgcess of land restitution and
compensation. To see clearly the linkage betweereasing (rural) poverty and land privatization
will be important when | will analyse the motivat®for farming. Generally land privatization has
been described as resulting in a very fragmentadttste of land ownership creating a huge
number (960 thousand) unviable (farm with lass tBdra) farms (Estok, Feher et al. 2004). This
shows that even if the size of the land that onddcolaim back was most of the time very limited,
people frightened of a possible unemployment angbirarishment saw in those few ha of land at

least a minimal source of self-sufficiency and pg@dhsome income.
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6.3.Transforming policies and structures

In Hungary prior to 1998 spatial developméet Uletfejlesztési politikapolicy tried to find
remedies for the development, infrastructural arine differences of the rural regions. In 1990 a
new ministry, the Ministry of Environment and SpatDevelopment was established, but its
importance was recognised only around 1992 whenetjenal differences become sharply visible
and crises areas have been developing (Elek an&e&l2600). From the point of view of regional
and spatial development, the 1990 Act on Local Gawents had outstanding significance
resituating economic and institutional independeiocical municipalities, paving the way for the
decentralisation process (Petrics 2003).

Rural development as such was mentioned for tts¢ tiime in the XXI Act of 1996 on
Regional Policy and Physical Planning. This Act basn designed in line with EU requirements
and besides creating the multilevel system (nakjoregional, county and micro-region) of
territorial development and the institutional syst@f decentralisation, it also established the
foundations of the bigger (NUTS2) regions (Pet#083).

Between 1990 and 1998 there was no unified ruratldpment policy in Hungary, and this
is well illustrated also by the fact that rural deapment type measures were administered in this
period by seven different institutions such asNheistry of Agriculture, Territorial Development
Fund, Central Environmental Fund, Central Waterd;uational Employment Fund, Ministry of
Public Welfarg(Nepjoéleti Minisztérium)and Ministry of Industry and Commerce (Elek anehids
2000).

Following the 1998 elections, the institutions, o@ses and responsibilities for
regional/rural development were moved into the nBWnistry of Agriculture and Rural
Development (MARD). The Unit for Rural Developmdhibgrammes together with the Office for
the National Development Plan and European Furgidarthe Prime Minister’'s Office became the
main responsible for agriculture and rural develeptrpolicies.

In order to integrate the national agriculturalipo and to some extent to prepare the
country for the Sapard programme, in 2000 the MARI3 launched a special rural development
programme, the VFQVidekfejlesztési Céléiranyzat) The goal of VFC was to give opportunity to
the micro regions to elaborate a socio-economidyaisaof their area and to develop a strategy or
an operative programme for the implementation afettppment measures based on the principal
needs of the local population. The introductio’VbfC has been considered as a response to the late

“1 For a comprehensive description of Hungary’s rpadicy before 1990 see Kulcsar, L., K. Javor,|e{2000). Rural
Policy in Hungary: Challenges Raised by the Protspef EU Membership. European Rural Policy at@nessroads
ConferenceAberdeen.
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implementation of Sapard. With this initiative 200cro-regions for rural development have been
created. By the beginning of 2001 micro-regionsspnéed 150 operative programmes including
approximately 6750 projects to be accomplishedha forthcoming two years. In the end, 2796
projects have been financed from VFC in a total irh0.5 billion HUF (40.3 billion EUR) and
have been distributed in four areas for developmeugricultural structures, diversification;
improvement of the villages and conservation of theal heritage, and development of human
resources (Petrics, Segreé et al. 2007).

Hungary, similarly to the other Central-Eastern dp@an countries was eligible for the
Special Accession Programme for Agriculture andaRDevelopment (Sapard). In 1999 the Unit
for Rural Development Programmes was formally apigol as responsible for the management of
Sapard. Nevertheless, due to late accreditatidgheoHungarian Sapard Agency and the postponed
adoption of respective national legislations, thegPamme was launched only in the second half of
2002. The first contracts were stipulated in Ma20®3 and the first payments were accomplished
in May 2003. This meant a huge delay in the implatiaagon of the programme and played a
decisive role in its limited success. In the fivgb years of the Programme 8836 projects arrived ou
of which 2677 were financed for a total sum of @ailbon HUF. According to data from the end of
2006 (MVH 2006) with the assistance of the Sapamyamme approximately 4300 workplaces
have been created in the rural areas. Nearly 70%hede were related to the measure of
“Improvement of the processing and commercialisifighe agricultural and fishery products”.
Diversification had a marginal impact with its cobtition to the creation of only 43 jobs or 1.1%

of the total.

Table 18.Distribution of SAPARD funds between the measures5U and national)
(2000-2003) (EUR)

Measures SAPARD distribution Financial distribution
resources 2000- (%) framework (%)
2003

Investments in agricultural holdings 79 524 173,( 37,27% 98 529 734,( 32,11%
Processing and marketing of agricultural 69 374 263,( 32,51% 76 453 547 ( 24,92%
and fishery products

Improvement of vocational training 0 0,00% 0 0,00%
Agricultural production methods designed 0 0,00% 0 0,00%

to protect the environment and maintain the
countryside

Operation of producer groups 0 0,00% 0 0,00%
Renovation and development of villages, 10 648 003,( 4,99% 22 586 497,( 7,36%
protection and conservation of rural

heritage

Development and diversification of 1816 544,( 0,85% 51 713 597,( 16,86%

economic activities, providing for multiple
activities and alternative income
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Development and improvement of rural 5171359,0 24,24% 57 232 476.( 18,65%
infrastructure
Technical assistance 289 615,0 0,14% 289 615,0 0,09%,
Total 213 366 195, 100,00% 306 805 466, 100,009
Source: FMV 2006.

Probably the most important effect of the Sapamh@mmme was that it has contributed to
great extent to the administrative preparation tfer forthcoming period (Kulcsar, Javor et al.
2000), while it had limited results as far as ttmpiovement of the quality of life of the Hungarian
rural areas are regarded (Chaplin, Davidova &0l4) .

Hungary, according to Council Regulation (EC) No6@/2999 laying down general
provisions on the Structural Furdsegions and countries covered by Objective 1 gnesp a
strategic document, National Development Plan (NB#?)the planning period 2004-2006. One of
the operative programmes of the Hungarian NDP & Afbriculture and Rural Development
Operational Programme (ARDJH,

The general aim of ARDOP is to provide supportdomore competitive and sustainable
agricultural sector (including agriculture, fistesiand food processing) and by promoting an
integrated development of rural areas, based omnpeovement of the income level and the job
opportunities of the population. The Hungarian ARD@cludes the following three priorities
Priority 1 - Establishment of competitive basic er&l production in agriculture; Priority 2 -
Modernisation of food processing; Priority 3 - Digment of rural areas; and Technical
Assistance.

The main objective of the priority titled “Develogmt of rural areas” is to promote the
realignment of rural areas. Within this to redube economic and social disadvantages in rural
areas; to improve the quality and conditions @& &hd income positions of rural population; and, as
a result, to diminish the aging and depopulatiorsmohll settlements, the further deterioration of
human potentials, i.e. their migration to (urbargag with better infrastructure facilities, and the
further erosion of the landscape and the imagbefural world.

As far as the importance of the priority is regardee again have to observe that despite the
awareness of the serious socio-economic problentkeofural areas, the highest importance has
been given to investments in agricultural holdinfisis measure aims at the modernization of the
agricultural production, but at the same time ithis highest labour force ex. Importance given to

the different measures is shown in Table 19

“2 1t is one of the five operational programmes thgto which the Community Support Framework (containihe
financial commitments of the EU and the Member eStatated to the development programmes for the béerState)
established by the European Commission has bedarimepted.

108



Table 19. Importance of measures by resource allotan, ARDOP

ARDOP public participation total Ratio
Priorities and measures € %
Priority 1: Establishment of
Competitive Basic Material Production 241,094,964 57,0
in Agriculture
1.1. Assistance to investments in
] 223,457,337 51,3
agriculture
1.2. Structural Assistance in the Fisheries
" 5,730,918 1.4
Sector
1.3. Setting up of young farmers 7,317,506 2,8
1.4. Assistance to vocational further
- . 4,589,206 15
training and retraining
Priority 2: Modernisation of Food
) 591,968,945 14,0
Processing
2.1. Improvement of processing and
) ) 59,196,894 14,0
marketing of agricultural products
Priority 3: Development of rural areas 112,008,511 26,5
3.1. Expansion of rural income earning
o 16,059,395 6,0
possibilities
3.2. Development and improvement of
) ) 52,944,640 12,5
infrastructure related to agriculture
3.3. Renovation and development of
villages and protection and conservation 23,848,626 3,5
of the rural heritage
3.4. LEADER+ 19,155,85( 4,5
4. Technical Assistance 10,535,711 2,5
Total 422,836,084 100,0
FIFG from total 5,730,918 1.4

* EU + national fund (75%-25%, in the case of FIF6&6%--23.4%).
™ All measures are financed from the EAGGF Guidare&isn

Source: Report for the European Commission onrtigementation in 2005 of the ARDOP, FVM 2006.
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6.4.Findings and discussion

6.4.1. Why farmers go multifunctional?

6.4.1.1. The role of social origin

Although it could seem senseless to distinguighHhngarian farmers by their social origin
that is whether they are form a family with farmimignon-farming traditions, this division has been
done also in the Hungarian case as | have discovirat this characteristic can indeed be
significant in some dimensions of the responddifesand livelihood strategies. Therefore the first
division of the farmers was done on the basis o thiterion. Certainly, due to the historical
background of the Hungarian agriculture and rurahgs, some explanation is essential when the
farming origin in the Hungarian context is treated.

The farming traditions in the case of the Hungarespondents can not assume the same
meaning as in the case of the Dutch and ltaliaméas where generally the farming origin looks
several decades back into the past and where theultigral families have seen the continuous
succession of the farming traditions from one gati@n to another. In Hungary instead family
farming practices could not persist in time as thaye been break off by the socialist agricultural
regime. This also underlines the lack of classpath-dependency in the Hungarian case. For the
same reasons historical resistance is also midsomg the Hungarian reality. What has though
persisted in time is farmers’ memories of how otfoe farm was managed by their parents or
grandparent8® These memories have come out when they have genmotivation in the turn
towards multifunctionality or when they have atteetpto give their own interpretation of the
MFA. These memories were with no exemption conmetbethe peasant type farming that were
still alive at the beginning of the 1950s and tiat been preserved at the household plots - where i
was possible to have. At these farms multiple &t were carried out sometimes including also
on-farm processing done mainly with family labosewand with the involvement of mainly internal
inputs preferably without or limited use of chentscaVhen these respondents were asked to start
telling their life stories including where they weetome from they have underlined their childhood

experience connected to this particular farm life.

*31n two cases they were their parents and in dfivee cases the grandparents. Logically the fivstrespondents are
over nearly or over 60 years old (63 and 66) wthitother two respondents are nearly are or less3b years old (46
and 50).
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“My parents were old-fashioned peasants. They hadhals, cows and horses... they have grown
their own food ... They sold it also at the marketaintg dairy products. So my parents did also
processing. | could get into touch with the peadidéatalready as a child. The old peasant farms
conserved the land. There were a lot of differeitvéies like cereal, fruit, vegetables growing,
wine making, and animal husbandry. They also dican work. They sewed their own clothes...
And if there was a necessity they also sold theidpcts.”(Terjeki)

Some of the MFA farmers had non-farming originoails Hungary. While in the case of
Italy and the Netherlands respondents with non ifagnorigin could be characterised to have
chosen farming mainly for life style consideratiansHungary this conclusion can not be drawn.
The reason is explained by the particular econ@nlitical situation that characterised Hungary at
the eve of the regime change between the mid-188asthe 1990s. As | will show in the next
paragraph where a subsequent division of the farmvas made on the basis of the reason of their
farming activity, farming has served as remedyni@any respondents who had been struggling with

economic difficulties or have lost their job withet collapse of the socialist system.

While in the ltalian and Dutch case social origiauld have been connected to the
motivation for farming in the case of Hungary tbannections could not be found. The motivations
for the start of agricultural activity have emergadch complex in Hungary. Respondents could be
grouped into three main groups.

The first group (9 respondents) is made up of &ésnwho have started farming for reasons
connected to their subsistence. These reasonsma@e or less serious depending on the situation
that has inclined them for the change in theirlihaod. On the basis of the gravity of their sitaat
they could be further divided in two groups. Therere respondents who have started farming
because they had been struggling with economiccdiffes and in order to maintain their families

they needed an alternative income source to intedaaily budget.

It was clear that if we continued living from owlary we could have lived only from one
day to another... It was not enough to make somagswvi The greenhouse farming was excellent

for this.” (i.d. make savings). Nemes

In the other case respondents have lost their jobnvthe socialist political system has collapsed
and when, as a consequence, the multitudinousngodown of factories, cooperatives and

institutions have started.

111



“In 1993 the place where | worked has been closadrd At that time everything was closed down
in Hungary. | was 48 years old .... And we thougat tte could not make ends meet with one
salary... we still had to help our second son to btlae degree ... and we too had to live

somehow...In the city we did not see any possibitigathorine)

The second group is made up of five farmers. Theaye started their farming activities for
some type of life style consideration. For thredgh@m the motivation was to conduct a healthier
life than they previously did. This consideratioashmatured in them following some health
problems that they had to face. In one case thmonetent has decided to move to the countryside
and start farming in organic way after it was dissred that she had cancer. In the other two cases
health problems have emerged from the type oftjifesthat respondents have been conducting
before starting farming. In both cases the respatsdead suffered from back problems due to their
professional work (mathematician and programmene Of them has chosen farming because he
saw in this activity the possibility to realise hpgrsonal ambitions (to produce cheese) and to
conduct and independent life where he can be his lmvgs. The fifth of them has decided to get
engaged in farming also for and independent lifestyowever her motivation was rather complex.
This family has decided to return to the countrgsial order to conduct their life in dignity. This
signified among others to be independent on foquplsu eat healthy, and maintain the family

cohesion that was to be lost due to the tense wgnkiythm they had in the city.

We wanted to change our lifestyle. And by arourg739e have matured our desire for
independence. .. It was not easy to support thatuspand was sent to Iraq when there was the
war going on...He had no alternative... otherwise halvbave been fired... It was not easy that
my husband was never at hothe was a truck driver) It was a harsh life... | had to struggle with
everything alone... Then my husband left the comfmarfgmily pressure but he was also crock.
And then we started this... In 1986 there was a lsnga/ing and the whole city was blocked for
three days... And we saw how defenceless the urlmgtepare... We tried to re-balance this

defencelessness.” (Rendekne).
The third group contains those farmers from wha@rming is considered as a natural

process conditioned by their childhood experienfciuaning and their devotion to the agricultural

life style.
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“I liked to work in the vineyard very much. | ustedhelp in our peasant farm regularly... | liked
the land, the animals, the forest and the rura.liflt has not occurred to me to do something else...

| wanted to do forestry, or animal husbandry ortiarture.” (Opperheim)

Table 20. Motivation for farming among the Hungarian respondents

Subsistence Life style considerations Traditions
- tointegrate income - to conduct a healthy life- to continue farming traditions
- to generate income - to conduct and

independent life and
realise personal
ambitions

- to conduct and
independent life with
dignity

6.4.2. Driving forces behind Multifunctionality

Driving forces at the level of the individual

This group of farmers contains those responderdsn fivhom the principal motivation for
multifunctionality can be connected to their perdotonsiderations. Therefore, the driving forces

that make them turn towards MFA are generatededt ithdividual level.

Convinced farmers

Convinced farmers are characterised to have begandby their personal motivation in
turning towards multifunctionality. They are chamatsed by a controlled multifunctionality, that
is, at the time of their return or acquisition bétland they immediately start to be engaged in a
multifunctional type of agriculture. The reason fois is principally embedded in their fundamental
personal values, which is often conditioned byrtlsecial origin. As a matter of fact, three those
farmers having childhood memories of their pargnésidparents peasant farm can be found in this
group. In addition, they have tried to re-buy time-@ime family land, or at least establish theinfa

in the proximity to the place where once their figtaifarm used to bé*

**In Hungary it was nearly impossible to get baciatly those parcels of land through privatisatieat bnce was in
the families’ property. (WHO SAID)
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“We started in organic... There now it has been jigars that the vineyard was not sprayed. The
cooperative had no money for it... And then | haaadid that here we will not use artificial

manure... We have been using manure ... yes... but hatasapeople used to do in the past, as

my father and grandfather did. Yes indeed we watttesthow that it is possible to cultivate the land

without loading it up with chemicals”. (Bathroine)

“We farm in organic way from the beginning. ThissA@orn inside us... Because we called this

traditional farming... This for us is protectingetlenvironment... this has always been natural for
us... we grew up in this. Neither our parents usemhgbals. We did not even think to farm in
intensive way. Standing on several lags was whateaed also at home... It was how people

farmed in the past.” (Rendekne)

“Standing on several lags” or “holding more ironsthe fire” (Kiss 2000) is a typical Hungarian
way of saying when a family has multiple incomerses in order to be able to make ends meet.
“Standing on several lags” is considered by thesmérs natural (they saw this as the normality
when they were children) and, what is more, th@k lat this situation with affection. When they
speak about standing on several lags they refét tmathe peasant type farming and they do not
speak about this in economic terms (so that therakVvags serve to ensure sufficient income
sources) but in terms of a complex set of favowainditions. In their view “standing on several
lags” is indeed the harmonious form of farming tkeéps in balance the human beings with the
environment, create work for the family and ensaiteealthy life (including diet). All in all, they

consider the situation of standing on several fagstive and therefore required.

The other type of personal motivation is connedtethe desire to conduct a healthier life
than previously these respondents have done. Adthall of this type of farmers farm organically
from the beginning, in their case getting engag#d agriculture already signified a healthier
lifestyle in as much as it enabled them to rebaatheir physical activities. In the beginning the
motivation for production is to meet family needgldahen at a later stage when surplus is produced

these farmers start to market their products.

Convinced farmers are characterised by completiamn processing, that is they process
100% of their raw products. They sell their progufetice-to-face to consumers or directly at the

farm or at the organic market. It is also commaat they sell other organic farmers’ product. That
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is they are involved in short food supply chaind bwey are not involved in the traditional
commercial supply chain.

It was very distinctive for convinced farmers t® tedicated to the cultivation of rare plant
varieties (e.g. some old Hungarian pear varietypical Hungarian plants (e.g. kovidinka,
kadark&®), healing herbs (e.g. homoktévis Hippophae rhamnoides ) and also keeping
autochthonous animal breeds (e.g. racka birka, aleay. That is to say they are involved in the
production of niche products and at the same tinieth@ maintenance of biodiversity.
Autochthonous animal breeds make an integral datieofarm that is they are kept for their meat
which is sold in processed or unprocessed form.aAsatter of fact, the mangalica sausage
produced by one of these farms is a slow food gnasi

Besides being highly environmentally sensitiveytlage characterised also by significant
social and cultural responsibility. This responigipis in part connected to their desire to preser

the place where they used to live when they weildreim and where they live now.

Convinced opportunist farmers

Convinced opportunist farmers are also charae®@iy a strong personal motivation which
in each case connected to their personal convicggarding care of the environment and healthy
diet. All these farmers are engaged in organic ifagnmoday. However, on the contrary to the
convinced farmers when they explained their motwator becoming organic farmers, they have
also mentioned that they saw “opportunity” in ttype of activity and that they have considered it
as a “challenge”.

Though they avow themselves to be highly senstbvenvironmental questions and healthy
diet -which can be achieved through consuming acgproducts-, they start farming in organic
way only after they had come to know about thiss$bility” from the organic agriculture
organisation (Biokultura) or from some similar typé organisation (Human E’rtekmegorzo
Egyesiilet). | found this element significant anis thas contributed to my consideration that these
convictions might not take part of their basic wauas it was instead in the case of convinced
farmers. This certainly does not want to mean thay would be less devoted to for example
organic agriculture than the convinced farmers;disénction has been made only for the purposes

to underline the difference in the initial drivifgrces.

4 “Kadarka is an old red wine grape variety, mospylar in Hungary, where it was introduced with ffRerkish
occupation. It is an important constituent of thengarian red cuvée Bull's Blood of Eger or Szelg2§Wikipedia)
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“With this course(course on organic farming)new thing came to our life... the course has
strengthened my conception...and then we starteatrtoif organic way.”(Csanyine)

... In 1999 | have realised that there was need fohange... | have always been sensible for
environmental questions... and then the Bio-farmarsmstarted here in the area....”

(Kiss Kalman)

Another difference | have noticed is that whiletie case of convinced farmers the keeping
of autochthonous breeds was much like the normafity made an integral part of their household
court, in the case of the convinced opportunish&arthe animals were kept away from the nucleus
of the farm, they were there but they did not mpke of the every day life of the farm and the
farm household. They were kept not for their medtfor their being autochthonous. It can give the
impression that these animals are kept prevalé@tause some opportunity can derive from it for
example in the form of subsidies or societal irde(e.g. school groups visits, tourist visits).

Convinced opportunistic farmers were also preuwbtanvolved in SFSC, but in their case

the spatially extended supply chain was also ptesen

Table 21.The most distinguishingIF activities for convinced and convinced opporturstic farmers

Convinced | Convinced opportunist

DEEPENING

Organic farming X

On-farm processing

Traditional supply chain

Rare traditional plant varieties

Typical Hungarian plant varieties

XXX | v | X[X
1

Autochthonous breeds

SFSC

Face-to-face selling X X

Spatial proximity - X

Spatially extended - X

BROADENING

Peasant museum X -

Receiving people with disabilities, people in urdasable situation X -

Receiving school groups/adult groups with educatigurposes X X

116



Table 22. The most important livelihood assets Uized by type of farmer

Individual Societal Shock
Convinced Convinced | Opportunist Strategic
opportunist
Social origin X
Human capital X
Social capital X X X X
Cultural capital X X
Financial X X
capital
Type of MFA Controlled Precautionary Responsive
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Chapter 7

Conclusions

The principal aim of the research was to atteroptantribute to the knowledge development
and conceptualisation on multifunctionality in @gtture. The level at which the investigation took
place was the farm household. The researched d¢bhastics included motivations that drive
households to turn their farm enterprise multifumeal, interpretation of MFA by farmers and the
relation between multifunctionality at householddieand the rural development policies. The work
outlines the importance of research oriented tosantderstanding livelihood strategies that can

serve as a means to better design policy instruisnent

In order to answer to the research questions eadhrresearch objectives triangulation of
data sources, concepts and research techniquesam@igd. The following conceptual and
methodological frameworks have been applied intgemty:

- The concept of multifunctionality at farm entergrisvel

- Sustainable Livelihoods Framework

- Risk management in rural development

- Life story technique

- Episodic narrative interviews

- Constructivist approach (in order to attempt teliptet farmers’ motivation or the

other causal elements that drive towards multifionetity)

- Thematic coding

- Grounding theory

- Case study presentation

It has emerged that in order to be able to gite some degree comprehensive account of
the reasons that bring to multifunctionality resbdnas to recourse to the complex set of theotetica
concepts that have emerged on the long path cngsen rural development in general.

The research confirms the shift in farmers’ atktsi and farm management behaviour has
been taking place and therefore it can acknowldldgiethe transition toward PP is on-going. As the
results of the field research carried out in Huggdr has been confirmed that MFA can be a

trajectory of development also in Hungary, a NewMémber States with socialist past.
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The research has confirmed the need and importaintee combination of understanding
both structural endowments and the farmer’'s matwat and values when the aim is to explore
what drives to multifunctionality (Shucksmith 1993)

On the basis of the research result, the Sustainaelinood framework is proposed to be
extended with at least three elements:

- farmers’ social origin
- farmers” attitudes and values

- societal expectations as part of the vulnergbdantext.

Levels of the driving forces

On the basis of the interview results, driving Bsof MFA could be grouped at the
- Level of the individual
- Level of the livelihood resources (e.g. natural).
- Level of the vulnerability context:
- Macro-economic trends
Shocks
- Level of the society: societal demands
The grouping of the driving forces was based on st distinguishing provenience of the

principal driving element towards MFA.

The level of the individual

Driving forces for MFA at the level of the indiwidl emerge from personal ambitions,
motivations, and values. Particularly important Heeen found the social origin of a person
inasmuch as it influences to a great extent petsaiaes and attitudes. Farmers interviewed had
both agricultural and non-agricultural social anigiWhile in the case of Netherlands the type of
social origin (farming or non-farming) could beatitly connected to the motivation for uptake of
farming, in the case of Hungary this direct relasioip could not be found. While the Dutch farmers
with urban background have started farming forstifjee considerations - and were engaged in
controlled multifunctionality-, this was not theseafor the Hungarian farmers with non-farming
background. In Hungary motivations for farming wenech more complex due to the particular
historical background of the country, independenflywhether somebody had agricultural origin or

not. On the basis of the motivation for farming @ufarmers were named convinced new comers
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and resistant farmers, while in Hungary the motoret for farming could be grouped in the

following way:

Subsistence farmers Life style farmers Traditionafarmers

- to integrate income - to conduct a healthy life - to continue farming traditions
- to generate income - to conduct and independen
life and realise personal

ambitions
- to conduct and independen
life with dignity

Although the objective of the thesis was to expldriving forces for MFA and not for
farming, analysis of the motivation for farming atidé social origin took place because they have
emerged important factors in determining some efdhving forces for MFA. Exactly at the level
of the individual, overlapping has been found bemvenotivation for uptaking farming and
motivations for the multifunctional type of farminghis was the case of the convinced new-comers
in the Netherlands who were driven principally blyeit personal values (environmental
movements) In Hungary they were the convinced fasmehose motivation for MFA was
principally embedded in their fundamental persoradlies, which were often conditioned by their
social origin.

The following main type of farmers have been idedi based on the most important influencing
factors played a role in their turn towards MFA.

In Hungary: convinced, convinced opportunist, opyaist and strategic.

In the Netherlands: convinced new-comers, oppastland strategic.

However, social origin was determinant not onlytaking up multifunctionality but also in
not taking it up. In the case of the resistant Butrmers path-dependency hindered them in being
able to think out of the box and farm differenttgrh modernisation.

| suggest that the probability to offer the highgsectrum of services for society through the
valorisation of the highest number of functionsagficulture is the highest in the case of convinced
farmers where the adoption of the model of multhional agriculture is based exactly on farmers’

personal conviction.

Level of livelihood resources

As one of the Hungarian cases showed, the mativdtir taking up MFA can emerge also
at the level of the livelihood resources. In thiedfic case the quality of one the natural assets
(land) available for the household has made theplyapfarming model that could be based on the
specificies of the given natural resources. Gives d$carce productive quality of their land they

needed to find an alternative form of farming teaabled them to generate income on the basis of
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the resources they had. The only alternative tla@y was grazing livestock breeding. They found
the solution in autochthonous grey cattle breediadhis breed does not have specific nutritional
needs, such as cereals, they fit exactly to tha arfgere only natural plants are able to grow.
Responding to a specific problem with economic abtar, this type of multifunctionality was

grouped into the responsive category.

Level of the society

Societal demands can also constitute a drivingefdor multifunctionality. However, this
happens only in the case these demands are peatdepvihe farm households. Perceived societal
demands awaken interest in the farm household menieo recognise some —economic or other
type- opportunity in the existence of societal dedsa Multifunctional farm households that based
their decision on societal needs were categorisexpportunist farmers. From the risk management

point of view | have considered opportunist farmetsategy precautionary.

Level of the vulnerability context

Besides the driving forces emerging at the levelthe individual, elements of the
vulnerability context, especially macroeconomicntte and shocks, have been identified as the
other most frequently occurring driving forces. tilBan the Netherlands and Hungary agricultural
market trends including price decrease of agricaltproducts, the decrease in wholesale prices,
furthermore the need to use more efficiently preideccapacities were the main elements that
constituted driving forces for MFA. An importantfférence in time though has to be underlined.
While in the case of the Dutch farmers economitialities emerged mainly in the first half of the
1990s, in the case of the Hungarian farmers ecandidship was experienced mainly starting
from the end of the 1990s and beginning of 200@ wextent years (2006). Farmers generally have
attributed this increasing economic crisis to thtensified commercial relations with and finallgth
accession of the country to the EU in 2004. InNle¢herlands besides economic trends (the well-
known price-cost squeeze) shocks in form of aniepadlemics constituted the other main driving
force at the level of the vulnerability context.tidugh this shock has translated itself also into
economic difficulties, regarding that the causidgnent was the shock itself, the distinction
between economic trends and shocks have been Besiees the economic consequences, animal
epidemics and the following food scandals have edwsso an identity crisis for the farmers.
Considering that these farmers have become muttifumal after having been hit by economic

difficulties or by the shock caused by the animatiemic, they have been categorized responsive
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multifunctional farmers. In their case adopting tiiuhctional type of farming was the responsive

to the various difficulties that have challengeelittivelihoods.

Table 23. Level of the principal influencing factos in the turn towards MFA in the

Netherlands
Individual level | Societal level | Context and asset based level
Influencing factors Convinced Opportunist Strategic
Human resources (social origin, values X
Natural resources
Financial resources X

Cultural resources

Social resources

Societal demand X

Vulnerability context X X
Institutions/policies X
Type of multifunctionality Controlled Precautionary Responsive

Table 24. Level of the principal influencing factos in the turn towards MFA in Hungary

Individual level Societal Context and asset base
level level
Influencing factors Convinced Convinced Opportunist Strategic
opportunist
Human resources (social origin, X X
values)
Natural resources X
Financial resources X
Cultural resources
Social resources
Societal demand X X
Vulnerability context X
Institutions/policies
Type of multifunctionality Controlled Precautionary Responsive

The role of policies and institutions —the divide btween root causes and influencing elements

In my interview results policies and institutiodmsve not appeared as driving forces however
they have filled in important functions in form ehabling or constraining factors. The recognition
of the difference between the different factord tti@ve or influence decisions for the uptake of
MFA in terms of their importance played in the dgmn making process has raised the necessity to
make an significant division among them. This donshas been made on the basis of whether an
element had a primary-originating or a complemantafluence. Primary influences were called
root causes. These root causes often have beempaoeed by the complementary influences,

which pulled or pushed the farm households towd&#. One of the most visible examples for
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the distinction between root causes and complemewriuses can be demonstrated through the

case of the responsive Dutch farmers.

Root cause Complementary causes
Push factors Pull factors
Policies Contextual Policies Contextual elements
elements(societal (societal demand)
demand)

Production limits:| Urbanization Green money fgrDemand for
Milk quota organic production recreation

Economic hardship | Spatial planning Regional policieg
(Ruimtelijke favouring the selling
Ordening) at national of production quotas
level and Land use and diversification
Planning (Waardevolle
(bestemmingsplan)at Cultuurlandschappen).
municipality level.
Often called zoning
plans by the farmers.
Ammonia regulation

As the table shows complementary causes can nonlyepolicies or institutions but any other
elements of the livelihood framework. A factor tivatone given context and time was a root cause

can appear as a complementary cause in anothe@xtantin another time.

Directions of the driving forces

The driving factors can have a positive (enablasgyvell as a negative (coercive) character.
On the basis of their character (positive or negatidriving forces can be grouped also on thesbasi

of their directions, whether they push or pull.

Table 25. Direction of driving forces: push and pulfactors

Push factors Pull factors
Increasing scarcity of land Personal motivatioriyes)
Decreasing access to fertile land Societal demangréen space, clean air, and

healthy and genuine food

Declining farm productivity Higher return on labaarMFA
Declining returns from farming Higher return on @stments in MFA
Increasing price of farm inputs Supportive policies
Temporary shocks (animal epidemics, food
scandals)
Constraining policies (spatial planning)
Scarce natural resources
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Type of multifunctionality in terms of risk management

On the basis of the logic of the concept of risknagement in rural development elaborated
by Kostov and Lingard but taking into consideratitie specificities of the interview data, three
types of multifunctionality could have been ideietf on the basis of the risk management
behaviour of the farm households, that is to sasirtiperception, views, choice and action:
controlled, precautionary and responsive multifiorility.

To judge the risk management behaviour two bagie@ds have been taken into account:

-the extent of control over livelihood resourced arcome generating activities and their outcome
-the extent of awareness (level of the perceptfarsk)

The extent of control and awareness determine dlfte @f the transition towards MFA. However,
there is no liner relationship between high levekcontrol and awareness and a rapid transition
(controlled MFA) and vice versa. Equally a very lavel of control and awareness can result in a

rapid transition that results MFA (the case of cesgive MFA).

Figure 5. Relationship between farm household typeand types of multifunctionality in the

Netherlands

Type of farm household: Convinced new-comers Resistant

Opportunist  Strategic

Type of multifunctionality: Controlled Precautionary Responsive

Figure 5. Relationship between farm household typeand types of multifunctionality in

Hungary
Type of FH:  Convinced Convinced opportunist Opportunist rategic
Type of MF:  Controlled Precautionary Responsive

125



The transition towards MFA

The transition towards MFA can be interpreted mmte of intensity of the break of previous
life-style of the farmer/farm household. In theea$ controlled farmers this break happens rapidly
and also drastically in case they come from anmutizckground. Rapidity and drastic character of
their transition present themselves as a complgteire of their conduct of life in terms of locatio
of the living space and the income earning acésitiResponsive farmers’ transition towards MFA
is also characterised by rapidity; however in tlogise rapid action is a necessity as the perceived
shocks require immediate solution. Opportunist Eshtransition towards MFA can be described
by a more balanced therefore slower path.

Table 26.
Type of Intensity of transition towards
multifunctional MFA
farmer Rapid break with| Slow break with
previous life- | previous life-style
style
Controlled X
Opportunist X
Responsive X
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Annex 1.

SOCIOLOGICAL THEORY

MACRO-SOCIOLOGY
Study of Society as a Whole

1. Relationship Jetween Individual and Society

MICRO-SOCIOLOGY
Study of Individuals within Society

1. Relationship Between Individual and Society

STRUCTURALISM
Society Shapes Individuals

2. Hature of Sociology

POSITIVISM

tAuguste Comte, 1830')
Sociology is the study of "Social Facts” and
of the ways in which society influences the
behaviour of individuals.

3. Perspectives
CONFLICTICONSENSUS

[

MARXISM FUNCTIONALISM
(Durkheim, 1855-1917)
Humanist Structural (Parsons)
Marzism Marxism

(Gramsci, Willis) (althusser)

SOCIAL ACTION
(MaxVeber 1864-1921)
Individuals create society as they act

and interact in sncrlly meaningful ways
2. Nature of Sociology

PHENOMENOLOGY

{Schutz 1830', J.0ouglas 1960'si70's, Akinsomn
Social reality is constructed in the minds of
social actors. Sociology is the study of the
ways in which individuals interpret and
create their social world.

3. Perspectives

SYMBOLIC INTERACTIONISM
(G.H. Mead, |. Goffrman)

ETHNOMETHODOLOGY
(H. Garfinkel)

Sourcehttp://www.hewett.norfolk.sch.uk/CURRIC/soc/thedtyn
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Annex 2.

Questionnaire initially planned to be sent out to ptential respondents, but finally used as
interview guide.

Si chiede che le risposte vengano date dal /dalondutture/Conduttrice dell’'aziendal!

Si richiede che le risposte vengano scritte nedlgetie lasciate libere al lato
destro oppure applicare la “X” accanto alla/e opmie/i della risposta scelta.

1. Nome e cognome del condutture dell'azienda

2. Denominazione dell’Azienda

3. Sesso del conduttore: Femmina .....................

4. Indirizzo mail e recapito telefonico:

1. Risorse disponibili per I'azienda

5. Anno della fondazione dell’azienda

6. Sede dell’azienda (localita e comune)

7. A quale tipo di impresa appartenete?
e Impresa individuale

Imprenditore agricolo...........................
Coltivatore direttto ...............ccooveeiienn e
Imprenditore agricolo a titolo principale.........

* Impresa associata
Cooperativa..........oeviiiiii i

Societa (s.n.c.; s.a.s.; s.p.a.;S.r.L) .o
Altre forme associtive...........ccooeeeviiivicccenn.

8. Caratteristiche dell'impegno

dell'imprenditore e della sua famiglia tempo pieno ...........oooeieenns

part-time ...

9. Laziendaé ... di proprieta .............cooooeeen
inaffitto ..........ooviiii .
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proprieta e parte in affitto............

altro ...
(specificare)

10. Superficie totale dell'azienda e S.A.U.
totale (in ettaro)

..................... totale
Di cui proprieta propria: ....................
In affitto: ..................

Altro: oo,

11. Giacitura dell’azienda (pianura,
collina, montagna)

....... % SAU pianura
........ % SAU collina

........ % SAU montagna

12. Principali indirizzi produttivi

(barrare le caselle interessate, piu di u

risposta € possibile)

Cerealicolo ..................
n&itivinicolo..................

Olivicolo .........ccevveen s
Frutticolo.....................
Orticolo.......ccvvviininnnnn.
Vivaistico..........ccvvvnee

ARTO: o

14. Tecniche colturali adottate

Convenzionale
Biologico
Integrato

Altro:

15. Da quanti anni I'imprenditore svolge
attivita come imprenditore agricolo?

16. Come e perché é diventato/diventata proprietawi di terreno/ imprenditore agricolo?

La terra era sempre proprieta della mia famiglid@ereditata .....................

L’ho comprata perché mi piace il lavoro agricolo ................

Il mio lavoro principale € un altro ma mi piaceddaavori agricoli (per hobby)
L’ho comprata per usufruire dai vantaggi provenidat sostegni comunitari

Dove vivo non ci sono altre possibilita di lavordigeddito che non quello agricolo

Altro (La prego di specificare.)
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17. 1l suo parco macchine e sufficienti per esercitarelavori agricoli?
Si, completamente. .....................
Si, ma solo parzialmente, per alcuni la\fare qualche esempio.))....................

No, no ho macchinari. .....................

18. Se lei non ha mezzi meccanici come risolve la laxaaione della terra?
Lo faccio fare ai contoterzisti. ...........ovvvenn.n.
Affitto i macchinari. .............oo......

Altro (La prego di specificare).

2. Caratteristiche del forza di lavoro familiare

19. Quanti della Sua famiglia si occupano di agricoltua?
Solo io (il condutture/la conduttrice principale)..................
Anche mia moglie/mi marito. .....................
Soloioeimieifigh .....................

Tutta la famiglia partecipa nei lavori dell’azienda...................

20. Latipologia dell'azienda dal Si produce solo per consumo famigliare .....................
punto di vista dell’obiettivo della
conduzione Si commercializzano i prodotti non consumati in iglra

Si offre principalmente servizi (agricoli) .....................

21. Nel caso in cui oltre Lei anche + Lavori svolti da componenti femminitiella famiglia
altri membri della famiglia
partecipano ai lavori
dell'azienda, la prego di
descrivere come sono suddivisi i
lavori e i ruoli per sesso.

(Chi e che tipo di attivita svolge, Questi lavori quanto tempo impiegano in una settis?a

guanto volte alla settimana, ecc.)

+ Lavori svolti dai componenti di sesso maschilealell
famiglia:

Questi lavori quanto tempo impiegano in una seti@m?a
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22. Per quanti membri della sua
famiglia I'attivita agricola
assicura un reddito
soddisfacentél che vuole dire
che non deve avere altri
lavori/fonti di reddito).

Almeno per uno. .....................
Almeno perdue. ............ceeeennes
Almeno pertre. ............ceeveee.

Per quattroo pitl. .......ccoevevinis

Per tutta la famiglia. .....................

Altro:
23. Il numero delle persone che Totale:
vivono insieme a Lei nella
famiglia Di cui:
-in eta attiva: ... persona/e

(da 14 anni fino all’'eta della pensione)

- pensionato ... persona/e
-disoccupato  ............... persona/e
- altro inattivo .............. persona/e

(dei minorenni, altre persone a carico)

24. Il sesso dei membri della
famiglia (quanti femminili e
quanti maschi)

3. Diversificazione dell’attivita agricola

25. La prego di segnalare con una “X” I'attivita/leattivita che Lei/la sua azienda svolge. La pregoi d
segnalare_tuttele attivita da Voi svolte!

Allargamento delle attivita

Cura e gestione del paesaggio

Gestione della natura

Gestione riserve faunistico-venatorie

Apicoltura

Agricoltura sociale

Servizi di cultura, di ricreazione, di tempo liberg e di benessere

Coltivazione di piante energetiche

Agriturismo (ospitalita e ristorazione)

Turismo rurale

Laboratorio dimostrativo (attivita didattica)

Servizi agricoli (macchinari, commerciali, tecnici)
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Trasporto

Approfondimento delle attivita

Produzione di erbe medicinali

Produzione di erbe spezie e aroma

Frutteto / Fiori

Allevamento di polli, conigli, papere, ecc. (basseorte)

Produzione biologica

Produzione di alimenti e prodotti non-alimentari tipici e/o di qualita

Produzione di artigianato tipico

Trasformazione dei prodotti propri

Vendita dei prodotti trasformati e/o delle materieprime proprie
(La prego di elencare dove commercializza questigtti: in azienda, al mercatc
locale, in piu posti diversi, ecc.) (Filiera corte)

Membro di un’organizzazione collettiva dell'offerta (gruppi di offerta)

Possibilita della raccolta diretta in azienda da pee dei consumatori (pick-it
yourself)

Riposizionamento delle attivita

Ha un altro impiego oltre quello agricolo? Se si, & prego di descriverlo in
qualche parola.(Pluriattivitd)

La sua Azienda ha I'obiettivo di impegnarsi la menguantita possibile di
input esterni (forza lavoro, prodotti chimici, ecc)? (Farming economically)

Negozio rurale(piccolo negozio proprio per la vendita dei prodotopri)

Restauro e manutenzione vecchie costruzioni

26. Per quanto riguarda il reddito

dell'azienda, quale €& la proporzione tra il
reddito agricolo e quello proveniente dai
servizi offerti (dalla diversificazione)?

Il reddito della diversificazione di ativita in &rida
costituisce un percentualés( segnalargdel reddito
totale dell'azienda familiare:

Di miamoglie.....................
Dei miei figli....................
Dei miei genitori.....................

E’ stataun ideacomune.....................

Altro (La prego di specificare).
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28. Perché 'azienda ha scelto di occuparsi della val@mzazione di altre funzioni dell'agricoltura?
(quali erano le motivazioni, i fattori stimolanti, i bisogni, le esigenze, ecc.)

Per aumentare il reddito aziendale .....................
Per creare occupazione, motivando la presenzaende di familiari

Per I'uso piu efficace delle risorse e capacit&@nd in azienda.....................
Per assicurare il reddito aziendale.....................
Per motivi etici .....................

Altro (La prego didescriverlo).

29. Se lei dovesse ripensare ai suoi comportamenti pasiscome definirebbe la sua impresa?

Tradizionale attenta alla gestione delle risorseraali.....................
Interessata all'ampliamento della dimensione dasealla specializzazione in campo zootecnigo

Altro (La prego di descriverlo):

30. Vuole segnalare quali difficolta (se c’erano) hanicontrato nella valorizzazione delle altre
funzioni dell’agricoltura?

31. La prego di descrivere secondo Lei che cosa manala sua azienda per sviluppare di piu le
diverse funzioni dell’agricoltura (per esempio mananza di forza di lavoro interno, dotazione
finanziarie, accesso al credito, altro..)

32. Haricevuto qualche tipo di aiuto finanziario per wvalorizzare altre funzioni dell'agricoltura?

33. Se si, guande in che form&

Da fondi nazionali (anno ...... )

Da fondi nazionali, attraverso la Regione (anno ..)..c..........cco..es
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Da fondi europei (anno ........ )
Sia da fondi nazionali e fondi europei (anno ....... ) T

Altro (La prego di descCriverlo)..........cooiii i i,

34. Se non ha ricevuto nessun tipo di aiuto, quale eibmotivo?

4. Relazioni dell’azienda con il contesto esterno

35. Per avviare le nuove attivita aziendali quali soggé hanno contribuito in misura piu
rilevante, oppure le informazioni rispetto all'intr oduzione di nuove attivita dove sono
state prese?

36. Oppure con chi ha collaborato direttamente o indirééamente per acquisire e costruire
le nuove attivita)

(Si prega di scivere una X dopo tugti attori con cui I'azienda ha qualsiasi rappqrpiu risposta
quindi é possibile).

e Sistema produttivo locale

rapporti con altre aziende
con cooperative

con Circuiti enogastronomici
altro: .ooeeeeeeii

» Sistema politico-istituzionale
Istituzioni pubbliche nazionali, regionali, proviak, comunali
Organismi sindacali
Associazioni produttori
Associazioni agrituristiche (specificare quale):
Gruppi di Azioni Locali (GAL del Leader+)
Communita Montane
Organismi di Controllo
Organismi di Certificazione
Assocazioni della salvagaurdia dell’ambiente
Enti di tutela e di promozione
Consorzi

» Sistema sociale
AUSL
Mense scolastiche
Gruppi di Aquisto Solidare
Altro (da specificare)............ueuveeeieiiimmmeeeeeeiaeeeeeeeeenn,

» Sistema servizio
Agromeccanico
Trasporti
Credito
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+ Comunita scientifica
Universita
Istituti di Ricerca

5. L'evoluzione futura attesa in azienda

35. Lei pensa che ulteriori servizi, attivita Sl
multifunzionali possano costituire fattori
di sviluppo (economico e anche sociale) | NO.....................
per la sua azienda/famiglia?

36. Che tipo di attivita pud immaginare per la suazienda nel futuro?
Trasformazione di materia prima propria .....................

Vendita diretta .....................

Preparazione e vendita diretta di artigianato. ...............

Aprire un negozio rurale anche in collaborazione altri agricoltori locali
per la vendita dei prodotti propri .....................

Ospitalita ...............een.ee

Ristorazione.....................

Degustazione .....................

Agricoltura sociale.....................

Disegno di itinerari turistici e guida turistica .................
Fattorie didattiche .....................

Fattorie aperte .....................

Museo della civilta contadina..................

Altro (La prego ddescriverlo):

37. Ha partecipato a corsi di formazioni necessaper lo svolgimento di alcune dei servizi extra-
agricoli?
Sl

La prego di motivare la sua risposta. Perché si oepché no...
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39. Se lei/la sua famiglia smettesse I'attivita agola si trasferirebbe dal suo attuale domicilio?

40. Se Lei ha risposto si, allora dove si trasferirebl®

In una localita vicina ma piu grande. .....................
Nella citta pit vicina. ..........ccooovieiii i,
Nella periferia della citta piu vicina. ..................
Inunacitta grande. ..........coooviiii i
Nella capitale. .........cooviiiiii e,
Altro (La prego di descriverlo).

41. Lei & d’accordo con I'ambizione dell’Unione europeahe nello sviluppo delle aree rurali le
attivita non agricole o attivita leggermente connese all’agricoltura rivestono un ruolo sempre
pit importante? La prego di motivare la sua risposa (perché si o perché no).

42. Per Lei cosa significa il termine “agricoltura multifunzionale™?

43. Lei conosce la nuova strategia nazionale di svilpp rurale e il nuovo piano di sviluppo
regionale che sono in preparazione?

44. Lei é/sarebbe capace di preparare da solo/a un pretio europeo per ottenere finanziamenti
per avviare attivita extra-agricole?

45. Se Lei ha risposto con no, da chi potrebbe riceverguto per la preparazione del progetto?
Danessuno .....................

Da membri della famiglia .....................

Da un servizio della Regione.....................

Altro: (La prego di descriverlo).
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6. Dati anagrafici del I'intervistato

46. Anno di nascita

47. Stato civile
(pl. nubile, singolo, coniugato/a, divorziato/a,
vedovo/a)

48. Nazionalita

49. Titolo di studio Nessuno.........cvvvvvvnnnn.
Licenza Elementare .....................
Licenza Media ....cecovcvvvnnnen..

50. Ha qualche commento o domanda rigaurdo le domandestiquestionario?

51. C’é qualcosa che non Le é stato chiesto ma second® sarebbe interessante parlarne riguardo
all'argomento del questionario?
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Annex 3.

Grid for analysis of the interviews

Name of farm:

Structural information

Size

Ownership

Type of farming

Crop

Animal husbandry

Family members

Active family members (working at the farm

—

Employees

Characteristics of the conductor

Gender

Age

Level of education

Family background

Departure

Year of start

Resources

Human

Previous work

Natural

Land

Physical

Cultural (territory)

Social

Financial

Initial activities

Motivation

Transition towards MFA

Broadening

Deepening

Regrounding

Stop some agr.tagty

When

Why

Economic

Personal

Societal

Context

Policies

Structures

How

Human

Natural

Physical

Financial

Social

Difficulties

Current situation

MFA

Broadening

Deepening

Regrounding

Agricultural activties

Income

Interpretation of MFA

Plans

What is missing
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Opinion on funds

Opinion on policies

What policy could help

Opinion on RD Plan

Stop agriculture

Gender aspects
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Annex 4.

Social agriculture in the Netherlands

Social agriculture
Social agriculture is a unique form of providinge#or people in need. Care is provided at the feking the best out
of what the green environment, the quietness, theking with plants and animals can offer. The numbkthese
farms, most often called “care farms” but also &rdarms”, “farms for health”, has been increasatigover Europe
including the Netherlands and also lItaly (Di lacara Ciofani 2005a; Di lacovo and Senni 2005bYhinNetherlands
the development of this activity is so significdhat at national level it has become the most it@mirexponent o
multifunctionality at the farm (Hassink, Zwartbdla. Forthcoming).

In the Netherlands care farnfmorgboerderij)have a long tradition. Already before the inteinatfion of the
agricultural sector, it was diffused to “employ” farms that belonged to care institutions peoplh wieed of socia
care. Although modernization has swiped away mb#hese farms, initiatives for providing care la¢ farm has not
ceased totally. Solidarity and the anthroposophiopbphy have contributed to a great extent tordi@rth of social
farming in the country towards the end of the 19@ngs and Hassink 2006). Since then the numbeongy farms
has increased to 720 by 2006. In 1998 the numbea® farms was 75 (Elings and Hassink 2006). $éaiming in
the Netherlands enjoy a particularly high reputattbanks to the kind of solution it offers and th&e ranging
beneficial circumstances it offers for its clients one of the most important characteristics aecat the farm the
possibility to be involved in an existent produetizctivity is mentioned: it is very important fdremts to feel that they
are part of a real productive process and therdfofeel that their work is useful. Providing catethe farm does ndt
bring benefits only for clients, but it is also ary important possibility for the farm itself foumerous reasons.
Besides embodying an important alternative souféeocome, social agriculture contributes also te te-establishmen
of the relationship between urban and rural areasnstructing the image of farmers damaged by ¢gative effects
of modernisation. Hassink, Zwartbol et al. (forthing) describes the positive effects of socialagture for the farm
such as that “the combination of agriculture anceoceontributes to the diversification of agricuétliproduction,
provides new sources of income and employmentgonérs and the rural areas, reintegrates agrieuiiio society
and has a positive impact on the image of agriceilt(Hassink, Zwartbol et al. Forthcoming, p. 4)o# of the care
farms are family based farms (Hassink, Zwartb@ll eForthcoming).

—

Due to its relatively long history and the levélits development, care farming in the Netherlarglsvell
organised at each administrative level. At natidea¢l farms can refer to the National Support @efdr Agriculture
and CargLandelijk Steunpunt Landbouw & Zorghich is a non-profit organisation and functiossaafocal point for
the different actors of social agriculture suchtesgovernment, the client organisations, the tdiesocial workers and
the farms themselves. Besides the National Sufpemtre, another point of reference is the Assamiatif Green Care
Farmerg(Vereniging van Zorgboerenfounded by the care farmers and it is mainly airteeprotect farmers’ interest.
This Association is member of the Dutch Organizafior Agriculture and Horticulture (LTO). Besiddsese two big
organisations, as a natural process farmers ofteabléesh their study group locally where they ca@etmand discuss
their activities and learn from each other.

Services offered by care farms are enjoyed byde wariety of people in need. While at the begignimainly
mentally challenged and psychiatric patients béeeffrom green care, today the circle of clients kalarged and
includes people with addiction, ex-prisoners, peopith burn-out, long-term unemployed, and peopih Wearning
difficulties (Elings and Hassink 2006). Recentlfits been increasing to offer care services dtine also for elderly
people, for example elderly with Alzheimer’s dise#Elings and Hassink 2006).

Good organization of social agriculture includesper rules for financing and for the quality assure of the
service. Care farms are retributed from differemirses for their taking care of people and progdiffective service
with curing effects. Today there are four differspources of payment for care farms and howeveether still farms
that do not receive compensation for their worleitmumber has been decreasing. Farms can be paittlyl by a
health institution in case they work as part ot fhatitution. Another source of financing is thergonal budget of th
client (PGB) that is given to clients by the hedtftltitution but in this case farmer and client éalirect contract
without the interference of the institution. The @ a concrete sum of money from the governmedttha client can
decide how to utilise for his or her therapy. Thied method of financing for care farms is to héve so-called AWBZ
accreditation, which is the general insurance foecgal medical costs (Elings and Hassink 2006).afe darm with
AWBZ has the status of a health institution (Eliregsd Hassink 2006). Finally, farms can have paynfientheir
services cooperating with a health institution.this case the institution pays directly to the farnafter having
negotiated the price for the care services.

Since several years a quality system and a hdtlimas been elaborated by the National Support Ee@mnly
those farms that meet the requirements of the tgusfstem can be registered by the National Suppentre and caT

11%

be awarded the hallmark.
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Quality hallmark for care farms
http://www.landbouwzorg.nl
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