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Chapter 1
Introduction

1.1 Setting the issue

One of the most apparent processes which have atBasad urban-rural
relationships in Western societies during the fstyears is the expansion of
urban areas (UN, 2008; EEA, 2010). From the spd#aaklopment perspective, it
causes a high degree of changes in land use addctaer. However, physical
urban growth only represents one perspective ofnigation, which can be
understood in terms of land use change, as welhagrms of lifestyle and
functional changes (Basile & Cecchi, 2001), whichynor may not result in
physical urban growth and land use change. Indagsigal encroachment is only
a limited part of the urbanisation, nor do the tie=oof cycles of urbanisation,
suburbanisation and counter-urbanisation (Champi®®)1; Antrop, 2004)
completely describe current urban-rural relatiopsi{Madsen et al., 2011). In my
thesis | especially focus on the above mentionedrsk aspect of urbanisation,
that is on functional and lifestyle changes takpharce in the countryside.

Following Primdahl et al. (2010), | argue that théersecting dynamics of
structural changes in agriculture and urbanisatieed to be studied in order to
better understand changes in rural landscapes.

Changes in population composition, demands foreggn and houses out of
city centre, changes in agricultural business sires have contributed to make
urban-rural borders more and more permeable pHisiaa well as socially.
Transition, mixture (or hybrid) and change — of plagion, land use, property
structure — became key notions underlying urbaatmiscourses.

The agricultural landscape component of these dwngas often been
considered as a reflexive backdrop to urban dewedop. Concern has been
perhaps most broadly apparent in the attentioréourban side of the issue, to
urban sprawl containment and the expressed aspirdr smart growth (Goetz et
al., 2010). Other complementary concerns for udatian have often dealt with
the loss of amenity and visual qualities of ruraas, which have been valued for
the recreation of urban populations: for instandae the planners' main purpose
for London's Metropolitan Green Belt was urban aomhent, its merit for many



people has been not only related to the contralriedn development, but also for
the maintenance of the 'rural character' of thddaape (Munton, 1983).

Most of the literature on the impact of urbanisatemd growth management
focuses on broad understanding of the importandbeophysical boundaries for
urban containment, which, however, resulted to lbo¢ always effective in
avoiding unsympathetic or non-essential developpariflicts and contestations
between development interests and different loctdrests (Harvey & Works,
2002). Concerns for landscape amenity and visualitegs as well, with a focus
on green space preservation for urban people, tegresented an important issue
in academic and policy circles (Caspersen et &l062 yet, they only slowly
spread to farming landscapes where agriculture raguptive and economic
activity represents a significant component. Thaswlso due to the agricultural
over-production that strongly characterised the téfescountries food system
during the past decades.

Nowadays, concerns over agriculture and urbanisagtart to deal with the
loss of agricultural productivity as well, as thesult of the conversion of
productive land from agriculture to other uses. Td@ncern is increasingly
expressed in terms of long-term food productionepbal, within the food
security and land security discourses (EEA, 2010).

Other consequent and similar concerns are relatechéanges in landscape
structure, environmental and ecological problems tiu urban encroachment,
land fragmentation, land neglecting and so forth.

In the following sections | will illustrate how uwahisation impacts on
agriculture and farming landscapes. | roughly a@pdie that urbanisation in
periurban areas and in the rural hinterland maytridnre to the weakening of
agricultural viability over time in a number of way

Urbanisation acts on agriculture in a complementaay with other forces
such as changing values regarding lifestyles, eynpémt opportunities, market,
family structures, and so on (Bryant, 1984; Brya2@11). Nowadays, at the
extreme, several forces might be interpreted asptamentary. For example,
complementary relationships stem from the effectladfour withdrawn from
agriculture due to urban labour demand; in thisecase effect could be the
decision of landowners to contract out the land ag@ment to retired or local
farmers. Similarly, difficulties to keep farmingawmically viable may combine
with 'hidden urbanisation’, i.e. functional chamgel conversion of buildings (van
den Vaart, 1991), pursued by the landowners or éeners themselves, in order
to capitalise on development opportunities. Anotegample stems from the
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effect of the influx of new types of rural inhalita/landowners, similar to
counter-urbanisatignvho may perform very different land managementuatés,
ranging from active land stewardship, ecologicataetion and production of
vegetables for self-consumption, to contracting @md management or land
neglecting.

These examples would suggest that the managemalteraye for agricultural
landscape under urban pressure is twofold.

First, the range of forces affecting rural areaveseto develop a number of
functions, spanning from agricultural production residential and recreational
uses, which leads us to ask: what are the imptinatfor agricultural land use?
The increasing urbanisation of the countryside rmakeners focus on new
interests, sometimes at the expense of traditiagatulture. Indeed rural land is
supposed to provide, and is increasingly valueterm of, goods and services
other than the agricultural ones (Munton, 2009¢viius studies have proved that
land use pattern, i.e. landscape structure (larel ared landscape elements)
changes more slowly than the functions on the ptigsedo (Marsden & Munton,
1991; Busck et al., 2006; Bomans et al., 2010). él@x, the socio-economic
processes affecting rural areas around the Westemd countries (number
increase of owners engaged in other activitiestaadelated decrease of full-time
farmers) may determine changes in landscape steuahd environmental effects
in a medium-long term perspective.

The second challenge deals with the raise of divesst of relationships
between land management, land ownership and farniiimg issue is particularly
complex and involves a number of situations that lead to different landscape
outcomes. Landowners develop their holdings acogrth their interpretation of
constraints, options, and their own values (Lowalet 1992). Concretely, the
landowner, the land manager and the professiomalefa(full-time or part-time
farmer) may or may not coincide with each othemdtavners are sometimes also
land managers or/and farmers. Landowner who reliesource of income other
than the agricultural one may decide, for instane,contract/rent out the
management of his land, and to reduce the labgutiand seek simple farming
or management systems (Lobley & Potter, 2004; Mun2609). A recent trend in
Western countries is the increase in the number'litdstyle’ residential
landowners as people from non-agricultural backgdsupurchase usually small
farm holdings (Lobley, 2002; Bohnet, 2003; Gill &t, 2010; Milburn et al.,
2010). In this case they may act as hobby farméis actively manage and grow
the land for different reasons — the liking for kegical restoration, landscape
'beautification’, food self-sufficiency ideas —tbey may conceive the countryside
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just as a place to live in (Primdahl, 1999), aneékée¢he land uncultivated or
contract out its management. Finally, challengeskeep the land farmed or
managed is posed by expropriation of property sighthen land rights are (still)
not expropriated. Expropriations of private owngrstepresent relatively radical
types of interventions on private land, taking plan grounds of public interests
in the specific area (usually for infrastructurevelopment): the high degree of
uncertainty presumed to occur in advance of theciBpeinfrastructure
development can represent a shortening planningdr for farm investments
(Sinclair, 1967; Bryant, 1984; Qvistrom, 2007).

According to these two points and the relevantditee (Primdahl, 1999; van
den Vaart, 2005; Bohnet, 2008), it seems evideat lHndowners play a crucial
role for landscape dynamics as they are the kegraatvho take decisions on
landscape structures and functions — termed asdapd management decisions
throughout this thesis(or, alternatively, as land management decisions):
landowners develop their holdings according torthrgerpretation of constraints,
options, and their own values (Lowe et al., 1992 argued that the meaningful
engagement of private landowners is an importapttirto successful policy
delivery, as it holds the promise of revealing p®irof agreement and
disagreement between the policy maker and those withdbe the subject of
policy intervention (Primdahl, 1999; Cocklin et,&007).

Open market

policy agenda Sustainability

policy agenda
Agrnicultural

structural Urbanisation
developments

I Landowner-land manager-farmer «—
A

Management

A\
— Local landscapes <«

Figure 1.1Keydrivers affecting rural landscape (Inspired by Pdaml et al.,
2011, and modified by the author).

The combined effects of structural developments agriculture and
urbanisation are expressed in diverse way withiferdint types of landscape

system, and are mediated through the responseatiindes of individual actors.
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Given the importance of local landowners, the snatality policy agenda
(land use legislation and spatial planning) and ritagket policy agenda along
with agricultural policies (Figure 1.1), do not iagt landscape management
decisions in only one way everywhere, since looalad, economic, cultural and
institutional context will impact on land managemeractices. This means that
the overall drivers of land use change have todmn sn a more local context,
which is subject to spatial and temporal (contextuariability (Jongeneel et al.,
2008). It is therefore useful to take landowneegiisions as a point of departure
when a deep understanding (and forecasting) ofirtiacts on landscape is
required, for instance when designing and implemgntpolicy related to
agricultural landscapes. This and other problenisbei addressed and discussed
throughout this thesis

On the background of these lines of argumentationghis thesis | try to
undertake a more detailed look at how landownepe®ance rural landscape and
how they conceive landownership and farming, thalsng decisions on land
property. The research questions | address are:

* how and why do landowners differ in their attitudesards agriculture, land-
based investment choices and in their involvermreatiive farming
(landscape management decisions)?

» what are the main implications for public planniagd regulation?

| carried out interviews with landowners of the eadudy area, given their
prominent role within the research aims and deslgnthe next chapter the
methodological aspects of this research are predent

Throughout this thesis | will use the terms ‘landew ‘farmers' and/or land
managers as interchangeable when they coincideeaith other (which will be
specified in the text).

The research focuses on how the decision makit@naowners is determined
by economical functions and social meaning of lahde research problems
raised by the investigation seemed to be relevamard system change studies
and policies: explaining the changes in socio-eognosystem may help to
understand the conditions that determine land baage.

For example, in periurban areas or, more generalgreas characterised by
the shifts in the use of land areas from traditidiaaming activity to highly
dynamic land uses, the concentration of produatioma few large full-time farms,

or the attitude of absentee landowners (often iuithan' background and 'urban’
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source of income) to contract out land managentemte increasingly emerged
throughout the Western world countries (Zasada,1R0lt is also clear that

landscape decisions are increasingly less relatedagricultural production

(Marsden & Munton, 1991; Busck, 2002). Thus, insheg@ attention needs to be
paid to non-production values of the agriculturahdscape (consumption and
conservation) along with the landscape effects. Winauld be the effects on
agricultural landscape structure in the long run?

In order to answer this and similar questions, amdavoid drastic and
unexpected land use changes (such as landscape géoisetion, land
abandonment and the likely urban growth), reseasche well as planners and
politicians need to firstly understand the rati@sabehind landowners' decisions
and to design policies accordingly.

1.2 Some definitions
1.2.1 Urbanisation

Urbanisationmeans urban expansion — as expressed by the t¢arfcefan
sprawl — and land (usually agricultural land) canption for recreational
business and residential purposes (Primdahl & $edff2010). More broadly
speaking, it can be interpreted as a process thates various kinds of pressure
affecting the countryside (Bryant, 1982), or acaugdo Primdahl and Swaffield
(2010) as consumption of agricultural land for useler than agricultural
production.

Antrop (2000: 258) defines urbanisation as “a galtand sociological change
caused by the transformation of rural life stylegoi urban like ones”,
acknowledging thus the importance of the socio-enon characteristics of
different areas and the patterns of urban-ruralratiign to interpret recent land
dynamics.

The tangible aspect of urbanisation, i.e. spatiawh, is often associated with
urban spraw] which has been defined by the EEA (2006) as pitngsical pattern
of low-density expansion of large urban areas, umaarket conditions, mainly
into the surrounding agricultural areas” (EEA, 208% Agricultural landscapes
are deeply eroded by urban development. The ecanbasic for agriculture is
very often weaker than the investment power of &tdlal and urban sectors
(Caspersen et al., 2006; Abrams & Gosnell, 2012xdie this, agriculture is still
the largest land-user in most OECD countries (OEZIID3).



Urbanisation is driven by a number of socio-ecormofactors, as fully reported
by the European Environment Agency (EEA, 2006; ERBA10). The loss of
agricultural land is very often related to diffusgrawl of residential areas, sport

and leisure facilities and highway constructieggitngere-dareport

A rich literature documents the urbanisation protdeand challenges taking
place in the countryside, which are increasinglpjstted to urban pressure.
Indeed rural landscapes in many developed countréa® been experiencing
major transformations. On the one hand, the expansf urban areas into the
surrounding landscape entails the transformation lasfd use, population
composition and business structures, on the otaed these trends conflict with
demands for food production and recreation.

This is especially true iperiurbanareas which represent dynamic landscapes,
areas of tensions and conflicts, with frequentteasof interests as many, often
contradictory, demands are made on limited landuees.

Recently the use of the term ‘periurban’ to descubbanisation of rural areas
has become more frequent. In line with Briquel &udlicard (2005), who take a
broader view, | use this term within my thesis dentify rural areas that are
subject to the influence of a nearby city or towsffen marked by the
development of hobby farms, second homes etc. Tihese developments are
also characteristic of counter-urbanisation, wtuah be defineds the population
migration from urban to rural areas (Antrop, 200Mpwever, the source of
development, which in the case ajunter-urbanisations migration from urban
to rural areas, might be different in peri-urbaeas: The emergence of periurban
areas can also be related, for instance, to themof hidden urbanisatior{see
page 4 of this chapter), or smburbanisationthat is the migration from the city
centre to the city edge (urban fringe).

Within this thesis | often use the terms ‘periurban’periurban areas' and
‘periurbanisation’ as synonymous of the general terbanisation’, to identify the
process of consumption of agricultural land for suseher than agricultural
production. Thus | will avoid to use the terms dajunter-urbanisation and
suburbanisation as the delimitation between urbahraral becomes a difficult
task involving a lot of uncertainty and it is varglikely that land zoning borders
remain a stable definition (Antrop, 2004).

General notion of 'periurbanity’ is often assodatnd paralleled with the
Italian ideas ofCitta Diffusa— i.e. diffuse cities — (Indovina, 2002). Accorglito
some relevant ltalian literature, periurbanity daen conceived as the result of
urban sprawl even in rural areas which are far ftbenurban centre; in this case
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the urbanisation is an endogenous process takate ph the countryside because
of development projects within rural areas, mignatof urban people, agricultural
marginalisation, etc. (Merlo, 1999; Esposti, 208hbozzo & Martino, 2004).

According to Pascucci (2007), periurban areas becphysical and socio-
economic spaces where both urban and rural featungprocesses coexist. When
analysing and designing policies, this requiresgto beyond the urban-rural
dichotomy and to consider places, increasingly idyiptaces, in a urban-rural
continuum. It is more and more felt that contemppraighly dynamic land
systems, not only those close to urban centreseben in the rural hinterland,
need to be approached and theorised as a wholasian urban-rural continuum,
since the 'urban' and 'rural' discrete spatialgmates may result to be misleading
in contemporary land use studies and planning (P4866; Bryant, 1982;
Saraceno, 1994; Champion & Hugo, 2004; Pascucbi/;2Bant et al., 2011).

The current attention to the urbanisation discauiseparticularly due to the
situation that countries across Europe are faamgelation to agricultural soil
consumption, both at the edges of the town andscénd in rural areas. Indeed, in
Europe, in 2000-2006 about 1000Krof agricultural, forest and other semi-
natural and natural land was covered every yeauryan and other artificial
surface (EEA, 2010). Among European countries,980:2005 Italy lost 17% of
its total utilised agricultural areas; Germany 18%b of its national UAA, Spain
3%, France 6%, The Netherlands 16% (Eurostat, 200¥grall, this trend of
agricultural surface reduction is accompanied bldihgs decrease and regular
agricultural labour forces decrease (Eurostat, p00he number of people
directly engaged in agriculture is diminishing, andal-based populations in
OECD countries are normally less than 10% of thal toopulation, with many
residents in rural areas working in services, syariand other non-agricultural
activities (OECD, 2003). This agricultural land weton is not always the direct
result of urban expansion, but is also the restila social and institutional
marginalisation, which may or may not cause physidaan growth (Torquati &
Giacche, 2011).

1.2.2 Structural changes in agriculture

The concept of agricultural structural changesdaariety of interpretation in
the academic and policy literature, sometimes besgd as synonymous of the
less sectorally specific concept of rural restrunoty Following Bohnet et al.
(2003), Potter and Lobley (2004), in this thesisise the term agricultural
structural changes to describe the adjustmentgybmizmde within existing farm
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households in order to cope with a changing padiegt market context. With the
term changes to farm structures | mean the recardigpn of the land holding

pattern due to the exit of farmers, land amalgamnadind the entry of newcomers
(Bohnet et al., 2003).

There are some common processes within agricutiwéestern countries too:
literature documents, for instance, that in EnglgB8dvills, 2001; Lobley &
Potter, 2004), Denmark (Primdahl & Kristensen, 208lveden (Stenseke, 2006),
Belgium (Bomans et al., 2010), Australia (Hambl2909) structural trends in
agriculture are more and more characterised bydtarisation between large and
few farm business, and an increasing number of lsmirms which are often
part-time or hobby farms. In the EU-15, 45% of fdmouseholds have sources of
income other than agriculture (Linares, 2003).

Interestingly, increase of part-time and hobby fiagns associated with areas
close to the city centre, that we can called pbaaorareas (which is usually called
'the rural-urban interface' within the Americaretdture), that often seem to
attract newcomers with little relation to agricuétuas traditional commercially
driven activity, such as hobby farms and lifestidans (Johnston & Bryan 1987,
Heimlich & Anderson 2001). In these areas, the riutof farming and the
conversion of farmland to non-farm purposes has ledongstanding policy
concern for over 40 years (llbery, 1985: citednwdod & Sharp, 2011; Inwood
& Sharp, 2011). Many studies at rural-urban inteefhave analysed persistence
and adaptation strategies of periurban farmersrSétal., 2004; Wilson, 2007,
Calus, 2008). Periurban farming activities is oftassociated with leisure
activities such as hunting and 'horsiculture’ (@ue& Gordon). Overall findings
show that farms' strategies (mainly farm diveratiion through recreation
activities and direct sale of produce), adjustmeand persistence vary across
space, context and potential farm succession. dly, the number decrease of
farms (-32,2% during the period 2000-2010), and #verage size increase
(+44,4% during the decade 2000-2010) have emelgeddh the last Statistical
Census 2010. In ltaly it is not easy to find dagdated to non-professional
farming, thus detailed data related to agricultwtalictural changes. Indeed the
National Statistical Census obtains only data eelato professional farms:
according to the Italian Legislative Decree 29/200489, the professional farmer
(IAP) dedicates to agricultural and related aaeeit either directly or as a
member of society, at least 50% of his/her totabme from employment, and at
least 50% of his/her number of working hours peary&he Italian Census Data
system (ISTAT) only takes into account professiofaamers and professional
farms as defined by the above Decree. Yet, norepsidnal farming seems to be

12



important within the Italian society: a study cadiout by the National Census in
2006 point out that 37% of population over 11 yeddswas engaged in different
forms of non-professional farming (ISTAT 2008). BOD09, Nomisma and
Demetra agencies point out that that percentageased to 41%. These figures
can have relevant consequences related to thepietation of data on
urbanisation in Italy. While ISTAT displays thatrthg the period 1980-2010 the
national UUA (ha) decreased of three million hextathis does not mean that the
same amount of land has been urbanised (Barb&®@®)2All in all, data say, at
least, that non-professional farming is an inténgstind real trend within the
Italian society.

1.3Impact of urbanisation on agriculture

Urbanising forces may affect agriculture in a numisieways. In the following |
will list the most frequent ways urban pressure @afgct farmlands.

1) Farm fragmentation is often due to new highway troesion, scattered non-
farm development for housing, recreational or indals development.
Fragmentation can strongly impact farming actiatd render continuation of
normal farm operations practically difficult or imgsible.

Particular problems are related to access to figddsthe farmer, pollution

iIssues. Moreover, extensive ribbon development romate enclaves of
agricultural land with very limited access. As ansequence, small parcels
may be cut off from the main farm by new infrastawes and become
abandoned. At the extreme, the farm adjustmentslvavdisinvestment and
idling of the land resources (Bryant, 1984; PasGia07).

2) The high degree of uncertainty presumed to occuadwmance of relatively
rapid urban development may discourage landowars/est in their business
activities — an effect which is also called the@pation of urban development
(Sinclair, 1967). Uncertainty is often triggered fpximity to existing urban
development especially in periurban areas (Qvistrd2007); however,
evidences of agricultural disinvestment also inrin@l hinterland where high
development potentials exist have been found (Abré&rsosnell, 2012).

An example within this group of urban impact is regented by the
expropriation of property rights, which is usudibylowed by the expropriation
of land rights due to development projects (infrastures, roads, commercial
areas, etc.). When expropriations take place, dpwetnt is usually felt as
more or less imminent, and landowners in questioerefore, usually tend to

increasingly disinvest on their property.
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3)

4)

Sinclair (1967: 78) summarizes the issue as follows the urbanised area is
approached from a distance, the degree of anticipadf urbanisation
increases. As this happens, the ratio of urbarutal land values increases.
Hence, although the absolute value of the lanceasx, the relative value for
agricultural utilisation decreases”.

Increase in land values, both actual and anticihatan have significant
impacts in other ways on farm structure. For insgait is increasingly difficult
for farmers to purchase additional farmland, iraarelose to the city or where
urban development is expected to occur, in ordenccease their productive
land bases (Pascucci, 2007). Of course high lamgégpygive some advantages
in case of property selling or rent out. Owningdamith some development
permission usually increases the land valuesnggethis land would be gainful
even though, according the regional legislatiomight be considered as land
speculation.

A potentially positive factor is represented by tliban market. The proximity
to urban markets is an opportunity for the farnremieneur to engage in direct
sale to the customer (like Pick-Your-Own, farmensirket, large scale garden
centre with supporting nursery production, etc.)g@nful opportunity which
can be successfully exploited in urbanised enviremni{especially in areas
close to the cities) is the provision of recreaioactivities, which can fuel
tourism development in the area (Wilson, 2007; lov& Sharp, 2011).
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Chapter 2
Research design

2.1 Methodology

The methodological approach | used to study land&dws/nmanagement
decisions focuses on the analysis of the practdodsmotives of individual actors
(local landowners). The subject matter 'landsca@magement decisions’, as
defined in the previous Chapter of this thesis 4ctvitan be identified with ‘the
use of rural space' defined by Madsen and Adriaf2e®4: 485) as “the practice
and values of individual actors” — has been adéc#srough an explanatory lens.

The how andwhy research questions, as well as the overall knowelegips
and the research agenda, have required the inagetig of the causal
relationships among the items studied and raisetidgmpirical work.

The research of explanatory connections betweemnlolaners' range of
practices and range of motives, as well as thetaigain deeper insights into land
management decision-making processes rather th@sttdiypotheses, has led to
the choice of qualitative methods (Glaser & Strad867; Lamnek, 1988: quoted
in Shenk et al., 2007; Strauss & Corbin, 1988; §a83@00).

Land management practices performed by landownens eghange over time
as well as according to location. Hence, the “\mlitgy, diversity, negotiated,
contextual, contingent and adaptive nature of humeamtionality and the flux of
trade-offs people make among their different godR®dling,1997: 250) have
suggested to use an inductive approach, where ibelwbrk and the
understanding of the context proved to be cruci@ddress my research.

According to this background, | have focused myeaesh on causal
explanation and on the interpretation of meaningscontext, by combining
landowners' practices with values and motives.

The choice to carry out interviews with the landews was led by the
assumption (mentioned in the introduction) thatdtamners are the key local
stakeholders who take decisions on landscapesgehbag need to be increasingly
included in landscape research and planning. Thdolaner does coincide or
does not with the farmer and with the land manaagthe following chapters will
show (for instance, they don't coincide with eatheo in the case of external
contractors or rural lifestyle landowner).
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Understanding land management decisions is notlgienpguestion of market
and subsidies since they are not always relatgordductive activities. Indeed
also attitudinal factors are very often involved.

Farm structure \
- Main source of income

- Possible generational change
- Other occupations

- Own characteristic

Owner values Strategic
- Life in the future reasoning

- Reason given for
actively managing (or il |7

not) the land

Landscape
management decisions

Economic and
institutional factors

- Physical planning system
- CAP

- Food market

- Land market

Natural environment
- Topography (upland/lowland)
- Soil productivity /

Figure 2.1 Analytical framework for studying owners' land management
decisions. Inspired by Madsen (2003).

Explaining decisions on landscape functions andacgire needs an analysis of
the values and practices of landowners, where idesisre understood as a result
of the individual landowners 'strategic reasonitigat is landowners' ‘weighting'
of the different factors of influence: the contevthin which landowners make
decisions('room of manoeuvre') is thus a combination of eghtal factors (van
der Ploeg, 1994; Madsen, 2003).

In order to include a broad range of factors indhelytical framework (Figure
1), general studies of the relations between owralses and their practices have
been used (Green & Lemon, 1996; Wilson, 1997; O'knul999; Primdahl &
Kristensen, 2011; Rymond & Brown, 2011).

Other factors were included in the first draft bétframework, such as age,
gender, education degree, but they did not emesgelavant factors during the
17



interviews, since it seemed evident that, withie theterogeneous group of
interviewees involved in my investigation, thereswe connection between those
factors and practices. However, this could be edldb the small number of
people | interviewed.

Concretely, the individual factors that resultedb® relevant to landowners'
land management decisions from the interviews Hasen placed under the
headings of Figure 1, i.e. “Farm structure”, “Ownalues”, “Economic and
institutional factors”, “Natural environment”. Imis way the contextual reading
process of data resulted to be very straight amak cl

Final decisions within the decision-making processéh regard to landscape
structures and functions usually is the culminatodra range of factors, often
interrelated: hence, the relationship between walmed practice is not a linear
one-to-one relationship, and separate analysisndividual factors may be
misleading to fully understand the causal relatisimaping agricultural landscapes
(Wilson, 1997; Madsen, 2003).

effect/ever

N

conditions (other mechanisms)
structur

Figure 2.2View of causation, by Andrew Sayer,2000.

Figure 2 may help to understand the relationshgigvéen motives, practices
and landscape outcomes. It shows that the sameamieoi can produce different
outcomes (or that a different mechanism can prodihee same outcomes)
according to context and its spatio-temporal retetiwith other objects, having
their own causal powers. More explicitly, valuesrdi lead directly to a certain
action, likewise different values may lead to tlme landscape management
decisions and, therefore, to similar landscapeanés.

This would be the case, for instance, of the estatlent of uncultivated
elements for different purposes, such as for eadcdbgrestoration or
environmental 'beautification' or for both purpaskscould be also the case of
similar management practices in different farmldiadsl properties when large
tracts of countryside are managed by few or singtdractors, or, to give another
example, of building recovery for very differentrpases such as housing or
agritourism development, etc.. Such ‘regularitee® usually approximate and
limited in duration; regarding landscape studied mnonitoring, they may become
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less apparent or even vanish together with chamgé&sd holding (Marsden &
Munton, 1991).

| anticipate that at the methodological level, fivedings of this research
highlights the importance of analysing the complaxfactors affecting the
individual landowner.

In Chapter 3 | focused on the role of human agenay,e precisely on the
socio-economic context. | used the collected inftran through interviews on
farm structure, owner's values, and economic factarorder to make a typology
of landowners explaining the different types ofdananagement. Other source of
evidences were mainly used for methods trianguiatio

In Chapter 4 | focused on external-institutionattéas, in particular the
influence of the planning framework on owners' deei making process on
landscape management. The analysis involved theuttation of documents such
as Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and thaiMpal Plans. Interviews
were used to understand how landowners relatentb,age influenced by, such
external conditions.

In Chapter 5 | used a more holistic approach inmgi\both human and non-
human agency (the natural environment) to undedstawners' landscape
decisions. Indeed the landscape can be also coedides an agency in itself
(Ingold, 1993); more precisely, in the case stulystrated in Chapter 5, a hilly
landscape in Pontedera represents a source ofsictrivalues to a group of
lifestyle rural landowners due to its cultural h@ge and history, beautiful scenery
and natural incompatibility with modern-mechanisepliculture, in opposition to
its near lowland where the land represents uniprotiuction and/or economic
rent.

Overall, my research design is modelled after tieeative procedure that
Vayada called the ‘progressive contextualisatioocguure', which involve
focusing “on significant human activities or pecplevironment interactions and
then explaining these interactions by placing theithin progressively wider or
denser contexts” (Vayda, 1983: 265). For instamnsijle socio-economic
contextual factors proved to be useful to undedstae management practices of
different groups of owners (Chapter 3 and Chap}eth# fact of considering few
upland dwellers' turn to land as a phenomenologiatie seemed to be the
appropriate interpretation of the attitudes towdatsing and the attachment to
land of the small group of landowners in a sub-rogpal scale (Chapter 5). In
other words, the socio-economic reading does noptesent the only possible
interpretation of landscape management decisiond, the phenomenological
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description of the lived experience of farming che an alternative and
complementary approach to the analytical socio-eeon and institutional
explanation based on structural relations.

2.2 Procedure

The present research was designed as a case sitiidgmyphasis on in-depth
analysis rather than statistical generalisationbus] the aim was not to
extrapolate from a representative sample (seeCGhspter 3 and Chapter 5 of this
thesis for more details).

The principle of methods triangulation was appledh the information
gathered from a variety of sources including qatiie interviews with
landowners, statistical data, direct observatidiicial documents, local published
literature, press reviews, websites.

The use of interviews with key stakeholders is aglstanding practice in
environmental management and rural sociology ssuaere interviews are used
to document local attitudes. Interviews are emplayelandscape studies as well,
in order to investigate the relationships betwesm$cape and people, as well as
between landscape management and landscape ci{@&ngedahl, 1999; Egoz et
al., 2001; Busck, 2002; Madsen & Adriansen, 200Rddrke, 2005; Calvo-
Iglesias et al., 2008vistrom & Saltzman, 2007). The most important éssof
interviewing included the informants selection, emple size, the interview-
guestionnaire format and the use of other souréesvidences to support the
interviewees' reports. Detailed information abdut sampling techniques, the
topics in focus and the analysis of the intervieave presented in Chapter 3,
Chapter 4, Chapter 5, and are summarised in Table 1

Table 2.1Interviews with landowners, procedure

Number of 61 (theoretical point of saturation. Glaser & Strauss. 1967)

interviews with

landowners

Period Autumn 2010-Autumn 2011

Contacts Contacts provided by local extension officers of Coldiretti and
Confederazione Italiana Agricoltori + snowball techniques (Berg,
2004)

Criteria of Diversity in farm types (farm size. type of land use. business and

selection local organisation. location) and owners' willingness to be
interviewed

Interviews Face to face interviews. tape recorded and fully transcribed. They

methods and were analysed through a contextual reading (Kvale. 1996)

analysis

Topics in focus Property history. owner background. recent investments. recent and

likely future decisions on property function and structure,
ownership succession. perception of the institutional environment
the property is placed in. Exploration of further topics raised by
interviewees was encouraged




| used a semi-structured format, in order to obtammogeneous interviews;
however, given the inductive approach, opennessflandility in the process
were preferred. For instance, interviewees were@aged to tell detailed stories
of past and possible future change within theirpproy, by using a guide-
interview format and several open questions rattinem just yes/no questions. The
interviews were both retrospective and prospedtivecope. A set of questions
within the analytical framework was used to guidee tinterviews with
landowners. The questionnaire | used for the im&rs is in Appendix. Other
sources of evidences were used, as told and fuplamed in Chapter 3, Chapter
4 and Chapter 5.
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Figure 2.3The case study area, represented by 15 Municipsilitlaced in
Valdera, Tuscany.

The investigation started in Autumn 2009 and fietim Autumn 2012. It took
place in Valdera, a Tuscan area of 15 Municipaitise to Pisa. The choice of
this area as a case study for my research is dine tollowing grounds:

the landscape of the area is rather heterogenemumsprising agricultural
landscapes under urban pressure (both at the drime and in the rural
hinterland), traditional hilly landscapes and flateas with mechanised-
specialised agriculture;

in 2007 the 15 Municipalities joined in a UnionMtinicipalities Unione della
Valderg in order to undertake the inter-municipal agreemi®r services
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delivery. Over the next years, these Municipalitees expected to give the
Union the main responsibility for spatial plannifsge Chapter 4).

Furthermore, | was involved in a project, funded thg Regione Tuscana,
aimed at studying the Land Capability Classificataf VValderd. Although | did
not use for my thesis the data collected for thadys nor its results, the
participation to local workshops and focus groufp&e me to gain familiarity
with the place and the local stakeholders, theeefior better understand the
context of the study area.

NOTES

1. For more information on the project see the site
http://www.avanzi.unipi.it/ricerca/quadro_gen_rnicérche _concluse/capability la
nd/documenti_capability _land/capability_land_progtdf
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Chapter 3
Regulating and managing private farmland and public
space. Case studies from Valdera, Tuscany

3.1 Introduction

While approaching rural land management and plapnenvironmental
conservation and farm diversification represent televant paradigms in a time
of crisis of modern agriculture; a quick look atdblandscape will show that the
relationship between these paradigms, as well agele@ them and the territorial
context(s), are not unproblematic. Over the last decades, rural areas have been
increasingly demanded for leisure and outdoor et¢mre, wildlife, landscape, and
housing. While landowners develop their holdingsoading to their interests and
interpretation of new constraints and new optiofasn(der Ploeg 1994), in policy
circles, the increasing concerns on the presenvatioural landscapes have led to
the introduction of environmental measures withie {CAP, within planning
systems and the European Landscape Conventione Thesests, the multiple
meanings and uses associated to land (consumgroduction, conservation),
and its hybrid nature (rural and urban) may causé@mental and institutional
pressures on the agricultural landscape.

In this chapter I try to examine land system chartheough the lens of local
planning processes and landscape management dedisialrawing on three case
studies; implications for public planning and regidn are discussed throughout
the chapter. | use in-depth case studies of a m&@sezonducted in Valdera
(Tuscany), which | have already introduced in Chagt

In an Italian context — where landscape planning) golicy are characterised
by regulatory rather than strategic functions, agatiative' rather than a
'deliberative’ approac{Khakee & Barbanente, 2003), and the recognised dhc
transparency (Transparency International, 2010) -auanber of procedural
compliances often emerge in management growth aydigal planning fields.
Hence, planning processes in the countryside nedk tstudied from different
perspectives. The main notions and perspectiveg linuthis chapter are those of
urban-rural division, land ownership, and landscppkcies. Study findings may
provide inputs to the ongoing debate on future i@y measures in Tuscany.
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3.2 Case study area and context

The study context is represented by fifteen Murligs, under the Province
of Pisa, located in a geographical area, calledi&fal, crossed by the Era river, an
Arno river's affluent. In 2007 the population otthrea was 117.517 inhabitants
distributed throughout a total surface of 624,17 k87 inhabitant/kr).

The area is characterised by different charactesisThe diversity deals both
with the socio-economic contexts and physical-emnmental elements. For what
concerns the first aspect, the area involve inds@and more urbanised
municipalities, Pontedera, Ponsacco and Calcinaigarticular, with 27.808,
14.688 and 10.473 inhabitants respectively (200The typical rural
municipalities of Valdera are Lajatico, Chianni riieciola, with 1387, 1536 and
4389 inhabitants respectively in 2007. These mpaltties that have maintained
a rural character are mainly located in hilly lacejses.
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Figure 1: Valdera, the case study area

Agriculturally, the main crops are cereals and gileaus crops, while vines
and olives usually represent marginal percentagth@fUAA, with the highest
values in Terricciola where the UAA of vines is 18¥the municipal UAA, and
in Buti where the UAA of olives is 40% of its UA@GSTAT, 2000). The average
farm size is 5,92 ha (ha), with the highest value®eccioli and Lajatico (12,5
and 17,5 respectively), while the size usually esnfyjom less than 1 ha to more
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than 100 ha in most of the municipalities. The lstilable statistical data at the
municipal level are relative to 2000; more receatadat a provincial level are
available and they display a decrease in numbemndll farms and an overall
increase in farm size. Over the period 2000-20&0niiimber of farms decreased
of 50,4% within the Province of Pisa area (39 Mipatties), shifting from
14.473 to 7.174; the UAA decreased of 11%, shiftingm 108.611,44 to
96.718,65 (UAA). More explicitly, a great procedsland amalgamation has led
to the decline of small farms, and to the increHsaverage farm size from 7,5 ha
to 13,48 ha. Although official statistical data thie last census 2010 are not
available at the local scale, the fieldwork — byame of direct observation and
interviews with landowners and local agriculturflagrs — proved this process is
taking place within the Valdera area as well.

3.2.1 The planning context

The planning system in ltaly is decentralised aimekesgy the municipality
important responsibilities for spatial planning.géiie 1 shows, through the
arrows, the power relations between the differem¢ls — State, Region, Province,
Municipality — , and, through the rectangular framntneir weight in the national
spatial planning system.

Province

A
N

Municipality

Figure 2. Relationships between levels In the Italian plagrsystem. Frames in
bold represent the main authority (inspired and piga by the author from Busck
et al. 2008).

Region has the task to make laws on spatial dewedop which are
implemented by Municipality. Region, by means ®fano di Indirizzo
Territoriale (PIT) identifies the objectives and strategies ftarritorial
development at a general level; througlano Territoriale di Coordinamento
(PTC), Province supervises and monitors the impleat®n of the Regional law
at the municipal level, acting as an intermediargtween Region and
Municipality’; a municipal plan — comprising the Urban PldRegolamento
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Urbanisticq RU), and the Spatial Structural Plahgno Strutturale PS) — charts
public interests, overall strategies and the pregasse of land and water areas;
RU and PS are complemented with detailed developpians Piani Attuativj,
which are binding for the public and private sectifering legal rights to build
or preserve an area (Legge regionale Toscana Jagef005, n.1 “Norme per il
governo del territorio”, http://www.rete.toscanedtt/pta/territorio/lrl_2005.pdf).

The definition of built-up (urban) and non-builts@ally agricultural) areas is
done locally by the municipal authority throughalktd spatial designation and
planning restriction tools (zonation system). Buntd activities outside built-up
areas requires building permit of the Municipalitndeed, the Municipality
agenda addresses residential and industrial dewelopwithin rather a flexible
urban-rural-zonation system, through a 'base cs=mario approach (usually
assuming growth). The 'predict and provide' way Ibe@sn often criticised in the
past in other countries, both in planning for hagsand industrial development,
since, it is argued, planning results are oftenddrto accommodate the projected
numbers of houses/industrial development — whiéhadten overestimated — in
land allocation policies (Murdoch & Lowe, 2003).

Tablel: Data about the increase of inhabitants and prothgcareas assumed by
each Municipality and the actual ones (Source: rora di Pisa, 2008).

Assumed increase of

o Assumed increase inh.  Actual increase of inh. productive area 1995-2005 Actual increase of productive
}[umc[pa]lty 2001-2007 (%) 2001-2007 (%) (%) area 1995-2005 (%)
Bientina 283 177 176.5 57.21
Buti 124 54 312 121.11
Calcinaia 17.7 21,7 75.8 51,87
Capannoli 17.2 12.9 2174 40.5
Casciana Terme 20.6 4.5 8.7 59.95
Chianm 16.3 -1.7 306.9 n.a.

Crespina 183 11.1 1123 50.46
Lajatico 18.2 -0.1 27, 374.7
Lari 209 5.9 23,7 19.89
Palaia 13.3 0.5 85.0 158,77
Peccioli 16.8 2.1 45,7 22427
Ponsacco 17.7 16.8 9.9 71.88
Pontedera 22,6 11.4 327.7 95.97
S. Maria a Monte 13.5 11, ¥ 19.8 28.2
Terricciola 15,7 114 27,7 87.24
Total 18,8 11,1 49,2 64,35

Table 1 shows the discrepancy between the inciasbabitants assumed by
the fifteen Municipalities of Valdera and the adtane in the period 2001-2007.
For what concerns the inhabitants variation, ivaath noting that almost every

Municipality assumed increase, also those with Iratzaracteristics such as
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Lajatico, Chianni, Palaia.ln order to understand the meaning and

consequences of this, it | to be considered that new houses and infrastrig
are built on the basis of the forecasts madeachMunicipality, according to tr
mentionedpgredict an provide approach’.
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Figure 3. Soil consumption (%) for production activities iacé Municipality of
Valdera, 19952005 (Source: Provincia di Pisa, 20C

Recently, the introduction of t inter-municipal plan giano strutturale
intercomunal@ within the regional law LR 1/2005 has been preubs order tc
achieve a more efficient land allocation for newu$es and industrii
development, and for an effective integration ddtig and eccomic planning.
In 2007 the 15 Municipalities joined in a Union Minicipalities Unione della
Valderg in order to undertake the in-municipal agreement for servic

28



delivery. Over the next years, these Municipalifes expected to give the Union
the main responsibility for spatial planning.

The environmental restrictiorvVincolo paesaggistiqois another instrument
acting in parallel to the planning restriction tolblwas introduced by the Decreto
Galasso D.L. 431/85, which gives the Ministry oftaral heritage and activitiés
the task to design areas subjected to environmesgtictions and to control their
preservation status by means of local institutiothen a specific landscape
become targets for preservation strategies, psliaied actions are promoted by
cultural heritage and nature protection ageficiesth the aim to safeguard
specific spaces from the different contemporarycesses that go on elsewhere.
This results in a reification of landscape valued a delineation of fixed areas to
be "properly" managed to maintain certain esthketarad biological values.
Concretely, thevincolo paesaggisticoprescribes land-use restrictions and
management obligations (beyond general legislatiargas under conservation
usually remain in private ownership and the affécteners don't receive any
payments to compensate for the loss of some |ghdisi

The mechanism does not forbid, of course, surragndireas to develop in
other directions. As it will emerge by the casedsts here presented, there is
rather a clear separation between physical plannamgl environmental
conservation fields. Some weakness of this systendiacussed at the end of the
text.

3.3 Case studies

The case studies described below are selectedder do explore diverse
configurations of tensions between different agteextors and interests. In order
to preserve the anonymity of respondents and tilitéde more comprehensive
description and analysis of the research issuesrungestigation, the locations
and interviewees of the chosen case studies areawotified through their real
names.

3.3.1 Case study 1 — Stressing outdoor recreatianperiurban context

This case study deals with the development of atreak project within a
farmland in a periurban area. The project involtres conversion of about 60 ha
of land from agricultural to recreational use, the development of a racetrack
and accommodation facilities. The owner of the fand, covering a surface of
around 100 hectares, is a long established ful tianmer; the land cover of the
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project area, before its starting, was mostly &dahd, woodland patches and
small biotopes.

The project also entails the conversion of baribdings, the construction of
new buildings and a parking area.

Permission to develop the project within the famdlavas made in the context
of an Environmental Impact Assessment, the *Eléndertaken by consultants
which was finished in 2011. Therefore tNariante Strutturale which allows
buildings and land use changes, was approved bymineicipality. The EIA
materials are available for public consultatiorotlgh the Municipal authority. It
is not the purpose here to provide a detailed amalgf the EIA and express
reservations about the scientific credibility ofsgic conclusions. According to
the scope of the chapter, I try to sum up the Bbesnents that were carried out
prior to the project's development and some aspeftthe related decision-
making process.

During the interview with the farmer in questionp@amber of issues related to
the decision motives, the past, current and likkeiyure changes within his
property emerged. In particular, after the progedevelopment, only part of the
woodland patches and small biotopes will be keptilevthe farm production
within the property will be removed. The followirexcerpts from the interview
with the landowner provide rather explicit explaoas: “There is no way to get
any return on industrial agriculture... Go back aagust the farmland business
and structure according to the emerging, promisigge market is too late. Now
| want this area to represent an important opecespaea and the green lung of
the city, where people come to walk and have fulnd | feel happy the big
project has been approved. At last we have got it!”

The farmer has opted for what he considers a moraeediate and certain
economic strategy, thus eroding the property'scafjural base; moreover, while
he claims to provide “open space... where peoptenak... ”, in the project plan
there is no proposal which does design the arebet@mpen to the public for
informal recreation either.

The EIA documentary material shows that the projegats accepted by the
Municipality with only minor restrictions, in pactlar limitations on the
remodelling of the soils and landscape. No detarléarmation about the status of
the area before the project are present in therdentary material, therefore it
seems unclear where the “benefits for the locadldaape” could arise from the
project. For instance, at a general level the Emvitental Assessment suggests
that the project will not impact on biodiversitypvare not told how the transition
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from farmed arable land of unknown/untold biodivgrstatus to a racetrack area
would not impact the biodiversity and the landscabeicture.Overall, the
assessment documents lack of many of the well knodigators of state, impact,
response, drivers and pressure, which often areulead and used by
consultants/experts within the EIA procedure. Theuwlnents don't say anything
whether the assessment procedure have considedezkplicitly addressed, at the
planning stage, social and economic factors: resstipoint of view on the project
and its impacts, the economic viability and an aatuestimation of demand for
such kind of facilities. There is no clear requimm to check that possible
benefits or negative impacts that could achieveddésrd in a post-development
stage.

During my fieldwork in the area, | asked local fams about their views on
development plans at a general level, and howair tipinion they may affect the
neighbouring properties. It was possible to idgrttifo distinct groups of farmers:
those who consider land development as somethegttiemselves need to do to
survive economically; and those who complain alibatenvironmental impacts
and the increase of land prices due to land dewsop, which “makes the
young's entrance to agriculture even more difficutiterestingly, a few farmers,
albeit not asked, expressed opposition to the grajequestion: “The project has
not been conceived to save the farm nor to prothdeopen space for everyone's
benefit, as they [the owner and the Municipalityficgfrs] claim”, “This is
speculation. A few people will benefit from it, édl the local community and us
farmers will not”, “The environmental impact is ggito be great”. Furthermore,
a group of stakeholders, represented by neighbgdi@girmers and local residents,
have joined in a group opposing the projeCorhitato di La Ros@a their
arguments against the car track mostly deal wit énvironmental impacts
(noise, farmland loss, pollution).

3.3.2 Case study 2

This case is about the tensions between farmeaetagar task for the land, the
politics of housing at a local level and environt@designations. The setting is a
rural hilly municipality situated in the context thfeColline Pisanewine routé.

The interviewed farmer is a professional full-tinfermer with a rural
background, personally engaged in farming and leaquks management. He owns
70 ha of land patrtially located in terrace hill dawith olives and vines within an
area subjected to environmental restrictions. Rutine interviews, he shows
concerns about reduced income from farming as aecprence of food market
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competition. Nevertheless, he rejects the idea b#ndon farming. First and
foremost, this group of landowners see themselgefoad producers, then, as
land managers.

During the interview, he reported how he experiertbe place his farmland is
located in, the constraints and the institutionettisg: “The environmental
restrictions impose us to keep and manage thesacést everything at our
expenses. Pruning, grapes and olives gatheringewerny landscape management
operations have to be done by hand because oktrecés and the restrictions.
This makes our products very good and differenmfrondustrial products,
however this also increases the costs of productidvell, 1 don't ask for
incentives, because managing the land is my wodad this landscape is
beautiful. Well, developers do what they like, tgbuEven here, close to these
terraces. Look there at the foot of the hill, nesuses have been built few years
ago. Moreover most of them are still empty [unso¥ju know, actually because
of the restrictionsnothing could be built here. But restrictions caasiy be
bypassed!”.

And he followed: | really feel that working the thins something important
here. If we abandoned the activity [farming], th@uses you see down there,
which have been built with a wrong urbanisationulgdobe flooded whenever it
rains. Everything here is a great contradiction”.

3.3.3. Case study 3

Urbanisation in periurban areas represents a iwadit threat of farms,
especially when ‘public interest' is identified wideas of industrial and urban
development. In western society, expropriation @augds of public interest
represents relatively radical type of interventiangd it is followed by economic
compensation to the landowner in question.

In this section | will provide one example fromantiew with a full time
farmer who owned 100 ha of arable land in a peannmunicipality close to Pisa.

In 2005 the local municipal authority bought 60didis property to use it for
industrial development “in the near future”. Thelustrial development project,
which seems will cause the agricultural erosionthef area, has not yet achieved
after seven years.

Data provided by the Province of Pisa (2008) displaban and industrial
development represent a master development motlahwhe area. A number of
projects are facing viability problems, largely digethe fact that development
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capacities have been over-estimated at the planstiage. Indeed the 'growth
scenario' for the period 1995-2005 provided by Menicipality in question
assumed an increase in productive land for indalsttevelopment which was
three times as much as the actual one was (Prowiesa, 2008).

The farmer in question still grows the farmlande(d#xpropriated land as well).
During the interview he said:

“It is difficult to plan any sort of farm investmenhere. [...] The planning for
the next season needs to be done a year aheadtheblocal authority might
unexpectedly start the construction works. Theaw sy fields at my own risk.
[...] | do manage the land, | really feel this iy mork. | clean the ditches and
drainage channels, we would have flood problemslo. it because | am farmer,
but | wonder myself: whose is this land? | donélfi is still mine, you know”.
While answering my interview questions, he showedammecent article in a local
newspaper to corroborate his arguments. The arigerted: “Owners who will
not clean the ditches within their property will beed by local authorities{ll
Tirreno, October 2010). The farmer commented: “Yes, Bstamazing | would
be fined if | cleaned the channels and waterwaysbizndoned field that nobody
does care for. | find there are great contradistiordo local bureaucrats really
further the public interest”?

He followed:

“The law and bureaucracy have been regulating évexy and everywhere
and the result is the land is increasingly abandarel neglected or abandoned.
[...] This land [his farmland] is something in-betn. Well, abandoned farmland
is neither wilderness nor cultivated. It is notye#s define abandoned farmland.
There are large tracts of countryside which haveb®ing farmed for several
years, while the owner is waiting for the land prio set to soar... Or there is
some land, which was bought by the Municipality ftvelopment, which is
farmed and tilled only occasionally. Should thessaa be considered abandoned
farmland or not?”.

Discussion

Notes

1. When farmers apply, for instance, for planning pesmons in order to be
allowed to change the use of rural buildings, thevidce is required to
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verify the actual 'marginality’ (its uselessnes}ihe specific building for
the farmland activities.

. A preliminary document with a list of proposed cpes in the LR 1/2005
has been arranged and contains the proposal ointeemunicipal plan
adoption within the Tuscan territory. For furthemfarmation:
http://www.regione.toscana.it/regione/export/RO'sit
RT/Contenuti/sezioni/territorio/pianificazione_tigorio/rubriche/atti_delibe
re/visualizza_asset.html_745351690.html
http://www.regione.toscana.it/regione/export/RO'sit
RT/Contenuti/sezioni/territorio/pianificazione_tigorio/rubriche/atti_delibe
re/visualizza_asset.html_802029966.html

. Ministero per i beni e le attivita culturali.

. Soprintendenza per i beni architettonici e paesaiggi

. The Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is anessmsent of the
possible positive or negative impact that a prog@sejectmay have on the
environment and the socio-economic context (Divect35/337/CEE). It
differs from the Strategic Environmental Assessn{&3A), which aims at
aims at introducing systematic assessment of theagmental effects of
strategic land use relat@tansandprograms(SEA Directive 2001/42/CE).
However, in Tuscany as well as many Italian regidhe SEA Directive
implementation is still not unproblematic (see Ragral., 2009).

. The Colline Pisanewine route extends over a large tract of the areder
the province of Pisa. More precisely, 14 Municipas belong to this wine
route. The area is characterised by the hilly laage and the presence of
Arno and Era rivers.
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Chapter 4

Explaining land management decisions to understand
local landscape functions and change. Some insighHtem
Tuscany

Abstract

Structural changes in agriculture and urbanisataffect land management
regimes and local landscape functions. Drawing odetailed case study in
Tuscany based on qualitative interviews with landexs and an understanding of
the socio-economic context, this chapter analyaeddwners’ attitudes towards
land property and farming in relation to individuabtives, local and supra-local
contexts. Five relational typologies of landownare identified: pure farmers,
amenity farmers, land developers, land-with-houseers, and house-with-land
owners. Diverse trends are found — such as sommefar attitudes to land
development, the emerging role of non-professidaiahers in land management
— arising challenges in the long run related torthdtiple meanings of land and
the changes in land management community. Resudtsliscussion highlight the
need of institutional setting to adapt its relasioip with, and between, farming
and land management.

Key words: Land management decisions, urbanisation, aguicll changes,
landowners, relational typologies

4.1 Introduction

The shifts in the use of many land areas from ti@whl and commercially
driven farming activity to diverse and highly dynanand uses — occurring both
in the urban fringe and in the rural hinterlandhwvalve socio-economic factors, as
well as institutional and environmental challengesny patterns of rural land
ownership reflect the increasing urbanisation & ttountryside, which makes
owners focus on new interests, sometimes at thersepof traditional agriculture
(Munton, 2009). Indeed the countryside is more amore considered as a
recreational place (Potschin & Haines-Young, 20d8ysand & Jacobsen, 2007)
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and as a place to live in (Halliday & Coombes, 19%mdahl, 1999; Milburne et
al., 2010).

Urbanisation means land — usually agricultural landconsumption for
business, recreational and residential purposek,iara broader sense, it can be
considered as a process that creates various lohdwressure affecting the
countryside (Bryant, 1982). As acknowledged by MMradsen et al. (2010),
urbanisation does not deal with land use changg obnt it deals with functional
and lifestyle changes as well, involving changesural-urban relationships and
structural adjustments in agriculture.

The need of study the new functions of land isuvat¢ as the replacement of
farming by different activities and different usefsland, landowners’ decisions
and their long term investments may have signitiedfects on local landscape’s
functions and, in the long run, on its structurel @mvironment (Bryden et al.,
1993).

Previous studies have focused on particular aspédte structural change in
agriculture and land occupancy. For instance, Bbahal.(2003) found that the
new groups of lifestyle rural land occupiers do hatve the same long term and
inter-generational time perspective as most farfatyners do, and often contract
out their land to local full time farmers. Until wo however, the link between
structural changes in agriculture and urbanisatéorg the local landscape level
implications, have been little addressed, except dome useful, mainly
guantitative studies in North Europe countries (dee instance, Zasada et al.,
2011).

Drawing on a detailed qualitative case study, ia thhapter | try to explain the
intersecting dynamics of structural changes incadiire and urbanisation in two
municipalities of Tuscany (Italy), by addressing ttesearch question: how and
why do landowners differ in their attitudes towaritie countryside, in their
involvement in farming and land-based investmehtsaes?

Tuscan landscape, which is represented both imtdteeliterature (e.g. Vos,
2001) and in tourism marketing field as a valudbledscape, seemed to be an
appropriate case for studying the changes in rlaatlscape functions. In
particular, two municipalities, one located in timban fringe and one in the rural
hinterland, with high degree of contrast, were celé (Marcus, 1998).

As point of departure, it is supposed there areynfaators influencing land
use and land management, which represents onesahtist research problems
when trying to link land ownership to land use dmarand landscape patterns
(Munton, 2009). Particular attention is paid to thke of human agency, through

37



the analysis of what landowners actually do onrtteaid and why: landowners,
combining their own motives with external opporties and constraints, are
considered the key local stakeholders who activelnage and change the
landscape (Primdahl, 1999; van den Vaart, 2005nBi2008).

After a description of the explanatory frameworkl dhe methods used, results
from the case study, based on qualitative researalrew on in a field
investigation carried out in 2010 and 2011 in Tagcare presented. Landowners
typologies are portrayed and, finally, some coniclgademarks are proposed. The
aim was not to extrapolate from a representativepséa, but to investigate, using
a case study analysis, some key aspects in ordeegarate landowners into
distinctive types (Yin, 2002) on the basis of tHaivd management decisions.

The scope of this work is to contribute to currédebates on countryside’s
management and rural planning, which is explicitegent political discourses,
since the link between land property, land holdangl land management is more
and more indirect and complex (Potter & Libley, 20Potter, 2010).

4.2 The explanatory framework

Investigations in local landscape are needed faterstanding functional
changes of the countryside. It is acknowledged tiestarch on agricultural
landscape cannot be analysed on the backgroungrictidural production only,
since the survival of agriculture as a mainly pthn oriented activity is
strongly challenged (Murdoch et al., 2003; Wils2@07).

Inspired by the work of the Norwegian geographechdel Jones (1988), the
simple model | used can be presented as a triamgtse sides represent three
levels of drivers and whose corners representlégraents which tie them together
(Fig. 1): the three levels belong to 'internal’ &wxternal' (to the owner's family)
factors shaping local landscapes, which are pratllgethe interplay of local
actors, local and supra-local trends and worldview.

Ideology

INDIVIDUAL
MOTIVES

SUPRA-LOCAL
CONTEXT

Business
activity

Landowner

LOCAL
CONTEXT
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Figure 4.1 Relationship between factors contributing to untierd the use of
rural space and place (inspired and modified byabéor from Jones 1988).

At the micro-level, land tenure and land managenaeatrelated to individual
motives: explanations at this level “can be sougherms of the needs, motives
and ideas governing the actions of individuals’"ngxy 1988: 201); the local
context and responses run the functional changesriieg in the countryside:
explanations at this level “account for the pregseaied characteristics of items in
terms of how they contribute to the working of ateyn” (Jones, 1988: 202); at a
broader level, explanation focuses on “major treanld the structure rather than
the individual elements composing it” and it is gbu“in relation to socio-
economic structure and related ideologies” (Joda888: 203). In other words,
land management decisions are framed by a combmati overall conditions,
such as global market, local opportunities and twaimds, such as local planning,
and personal intentions. All of these forces imghetstructure and the functions
of the countryside and agriculture.

Jones presented the framework as three complemngeapparoaches to explain
the patterns of the cultural landscape. In my sttty to combine all three levels
in order to address the research problems relatethrtdscape management
explanation, by means of qualitative approach, twhscuseful in understanding
actors' reasoning and circumstances in specifitegts (Sayer, 2000).

4.3 Landowners relational typologies

Typologies of landowner or farmer have been dewtlap rural sociology and
natural resource management studies (e.g. Whatetak, 1986, Daskalopoulou
& Petrou 2002, Emtage et al., 2007). These typebtiave been employed as a
tool to understand the diversity of value systemsd asocioeconomic
characteristics of key local actors.

Whatmore (1994) identifies three methods for develp typologies:
taxonomic (identifying groups through sorting of mncal data), relational
(identifying groups on basis of structural relapmand experiential (identifying
groups by interpreting people’s reasoning aboutniteaningfulness of specific
practices).

Acknowledging the relevance of contextual drivess the present research, |
developed relational typologies of landowners ngstupon the identification of
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coherent patterns of economic and social relat@t&een the object of study and
its structural context” (Harré, 1981: quoted in Whare, 1994).

The framework in Figure 1 and relational typologiemsider the relevance of
contextual elements in addition to motives andntims for understanding the
use of rural space. The framework in Figure 1 d@scthe explanatory levels the
drivers belong to. Following L. M. Madsen and Adisan (2004), | developed the
typologies through an iterative process betweersaers on landscape structure
and function (indicated as land management de@siothe following) — such as
land-based investments, adjustments and strateggésbhlishing of uncultivated
elements — and rationales behind them. | groupedattors that the landowners
said were relevant to their land management dewsio ‘'internal' and 'external’
factors. Thus, the iterative process between mestiand reasons identified
different types of landowners with different kintiland management decisions.

Diverse sets of factors proved useful in interpigetihe empirical material: the
availability of diverse source of income within thkowner's family and its origin
and background, possible successors in the farabgl planning framework,
food market, land market, external source of cafptanvestments.

Data for this research have been gathered andgtiaed using different
sources of evidence: qualitative interviews; mapscheck land use changes;
fieldtrips for direct observation; planning docurteeto know and understand the
local planning framework; official statistics to tgdata on local agricultural
structure; local literature to have an overviewtloé local environment. This
material was analysed through a contextual rea@le, 1996) which was
helpful to establish explanatory typology of land@w types; emphasis is given
on in-depth analysis rather than statistical ansigsd generalisation.

4.4. The interviews

The first step of the empirical work, | carried oatautumn 2010, which was
explorative in nature and purpose, consisted @f belephone interviews with 48
landowners, with questions on property structunegerty size, business and
legal organization, off-farm employment, etc.). Té@ntacts were provided by
two local agricultural extension officers in ordercover a wide diversity of farm
types, distributed throughout the two municipaditign winter 2010, and April and
May 2011, | carried out the second step of thalfelrk, which consisted of in-
depth interviews, based on a more restricted numbl@ndowners, sampled from
those previously interviewed in order to cover thelest range of actors as
possible. In this phase, also snowball techniquerdB2004) was used was used
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to decrease bias in the sample and to increase esgarch's validity and

reliability, since the data were gathered from a&edie group of actors

(Kleinasser, 2000). Each face to face interviewelhsround one hour, and was
followed by a tour of the farm. Since no new itemstevant for the research

guestions arose (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), 21 iet@svin the urban fringe area,
and 18 in the rural municipality seemed to be sidfit.

The interviews were tape-recorded after the peromssf the interviewee.
Therefore, | fully transcribed and qualitatively atysed the interviews to
understand the patterns and motivations of theioekhips being studied. The
themes of the in-depth interviews dealt with thenerg' background, the history
of their holding, their recent investments, futureensions, all these themes with
a focus on the driving forces.

4.5 The study area

Two Tuscan municipalities in the Province of Piepresent the study area for
this research: one of these, Pontedera, is locatdak urban fringe, the other one,
Lajatico, in the rural hinterland. Lajatico is a amtown, with about 1.390
inhabitants, placed in the valuable gently hillyndacape of Tuscany, and
represents a successful tourist destination alapkghto its strategic position in
relation to the tourist cities of Florence, Siefasa and Volterra. Pontedera,
placed in a mostly flat area along the clearwayneating Pisa to Florence, with
its 25.000 inhabitants, has experienced a greatnisation since the '50s, related
to industrial, residential and infrastructure depshent.

The history of Tuscan landscape is characterised thy mezzadria
(sharecropping), an agreement where a landownerda themezzadrawith a
plot of land poderg, the stall for livestockstalla poderalg, and the house to live
(casa colonica Precisely, mezzadria was “a contractual relatgm between a
cultivator and a landowner, or other holder of tgglover land, based on the
principle of dividing both expenses and producté-&ad-half’ (Silverman, 1975:
45). In so doing, this system was able to createuliicropping landscape, with
vines, olives, wheat, vegetables, wood, etc., knasnoltura promiscua(Vos,
2001). In 1983 all mezzadria contracts were abetish

This landscape has been, and still is, subjectaioynchanges.

The two municipalities have been experiencing almoation of changes to
farm structure, urbanisation process and agricailt@structuring.
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Nowadays, cereals, sunflowers and other oleagiroops are the main
agricultural produces both in Pontedera and Lajatwhile winegrowing yards
are around the 5,62% and the 1,8% of the UAA of tlve municipalities
respectively (ISTAT 2000) — which are modest percentages if comparedany
other Tuscan areas strongly characterised byultitie elites'.

While polyculture was often replaced by monocultur@érthermore many
socio-economic processes acted as a force of chaegeral farmers, after the
'50s and under the hegemony of the industrial wasld, moved to work in other
sectors, and many areas have been urbanised &keraltlandonment and
conversion of thgoderi case colonichendstalle poderali(Pazzagli 2008). In
many cases, small farms — whose owners opted far gbb since the farm was
too small to secure a decent income — were incatpdrinto the bigger ones,
starting the still ongoing process of appropriatminsmall farms — especially
those under 3-4 ha — into larger holdings, botRamtedera and Lajatico (ISTAT
2000).

Since the early 1960s, diversification of the fagoonomy by way of barn
conversion into agritourisms, houses, etc., becarseccessful strategy in a time
of changing socio-economic paradigms and in a cguike Italy where rural
outmigration had left behind several redundant Irimaildings available for
conversion (Sabbatucci-Severini, 1990). The studa das been experiencing a
land development process due to residential dewedop and amenity-driven
rural restructuring, where many farmers have théraseébeen contributing to the
process of “hidden urbanisation” (van der Vaart9)9by converting old rural
buildings into housing, tourist accommodation aadreational sites. Under the
Regional Law 1/2005 of Tuscany, also parcels zdoeéxclusive farm use have
been converted to different uses. Under this lém,final permission to convert
building functionality and structure is given byetMunicipality. Land parcels,
which have previously been zoned for exclusive fasg may then be used for
development, after the approval of the local autiest This planning system,
where the relevance of local discretion in land reggulation is high, along with
the 'predict and provide' approach to planningHousing (Murdoch & Lowe,
2003) have led to the conversion of many farm lmngs to pure residential
estates (including second homes) and to a resalet@velopment higher than the
population (permanent population and second-home®is) increase (Provincia
di Pisa, 2009.

These lines on the case study context may helptterunderstand and explain
the owners' responses and practices, as illustiatde following section.
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4.5. Typology of landowners
A. Pure farmers (Pontedera)

This typology includes professional full-time famsgpersonally engaged in
farming and landscape management. as economicitactivhey have rural
background, occupying the land they currently fafor more than two
generations. Agricultural production representsritaén economic activity within
the family. During the interviews, respondents essed concerns about reduced
income from farming as a consequence of food maketpetition and the “new”
CAP regimé painting the future of their business in gloomyploars.
Notwithstanding, most of the respondents wouldakb@ndon farming themselves
completely.

When they were asked about their recent investnteayscommented:

“Sow the field is my gamble. | buy what is stricthyecessary, such as
fertilizers, machineries, but they are not reakstments. Whether I'll replace the
old vineyard... [after a pause]... | don't knowtlee moment” (Owner interview 7).

“Public funds are not sufficient for any sort ov@stments, and loans are not
possible for us farmers, not anymore” (Owner inemo6).

Also the lack of successors and the desire that ¢hddren find job outside
agriculture does not encourage them to invest on &tivity.

Some of these farmers use to take care and grovankleof their neighbours,
who work in other sectors, as contractors:

(What do you grow/what do they [the neighbours] imgou to grow in their
land?)

“Usually simple crops, cereals, or nothing, thegtjask us farmers to keep
their field clean and mow lawns. | wonder what Wwiippen, we [farmers who
work the land] will stop doing it sooner or lat&/ho’s going to manage their
land? It [the land] may fall into the hands of lasukculators, and this would be
the end for us producers” (Owner interview 18).
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(If your neighbour's land was for sale, would yaiy it?)

“No, | wouldn't. If you had asked me 15 years agwould have said yes,
perhaps. Well, land prices are high, [because] ngeckse to the city, and food
price are high too, though it doesn't affect usdpo®rs in any positive way.
Moreover, my children will not work in the farm, would not be a good job.
Therefore it [buying the land] would not make sér{§€avner interview 5).

First and foremost, this group of landowners seengelves as food producers,
then, as land managers. When they were asked #futasons behind their
management decisions, they often added some coramenthe current trends
and developments within agricultural sector. In tipalar, they feel their
professional identities being challenged through PpOlicy and society's
conception of agriculture. One farmer stated:

“... society wants us to keep the fields and thehgiscclean, that's all. But this
is what we already do when we grow and work thd kanproduce [food]. We are
not gardeners. Public subsidies are charity..Etlm®pean policy should be related
to production, not to the land as such. It is diffi to accept that people get
money without farming their land” (Owner intervie).

B. Land developers (Lajatico, Pontedera)

This group is constituted by professional farmersowcapitalize on land
development opportunities, for example, by subdngddeveloping, and selling
when land values set to soar. During the intervietteey exposed their
performances with a sense of pride, because, tlayed, the local landscape
may benefit from barn conversion. They stated “nagKground is very much
farming”, while adopting land development, whiclese to coexist with their
view of landscape improvement:

“I completely recovered and renewed aclakse colonich@ndstalle poderali~
the Municipality has given me the permission. | giouthe land, around 10
hectares, and | wanted to recover them, this isorapt for thelandscape
maintenance”
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(Did you receive any public incentives?)

“No, | did not, otherwise | would not be allowed gell them [for residential
uses and accommodation facilities] right afterwartisvould like to do a similar
work elsewhere also. The Municipality should betefid for my efforts to
improve the landscape and the environmen©Owner interview 16,
PONTEDERA).

On the contrary, a farmer in Lajatico commented uablois unsuccessful
investment in land development as follows:

“I have recovered some abandoned buildings foréks&lential use, as second
homes. But it was not a good idea: now | can’'t #&m, because of the crisis.
And | have to give money to the bank because ofdae. It has been a disaster!”
(Owner interview 2, LAJATICO).

A farmer in Pontedera stated:

“...we are constrained by the wrong choices ofgast. We have focused on
industrial production only, then we have realiséabgl competition is horrific!
[...] Nowadays we do not grow almost anything, w&drdebts. Farming is great,
it is still what I like to do. Now | have other geats. A private company is going
to build a sport facilities park and one big hotelery big project, 60 ha of land
will be occupied inside the property by new act@st

(Who will run the recreational area?) “A privatengmany will” (Will the land
remain under your property?) “I don't know. | wiknt it or sell it to the
company”.

C. Amenity farmers (Lajatico)

This group of landowners consists of farmers wheediify the farm business
by means of agritourism, which represents an awditi source of revenue they
can rely on. When they were asked how and why ktasye launched out into the
agritourism business, they advocated the econogaison and the creation of on-
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farm employment opportunities for family memberbeTarms diversifying into
tourism are often the ones that can rely on otberce of income already.

Though they are engaged in production activitys¢hiarmers are particularly
interested in investing in recreation facilities such as new bedrooms or
swimming pool — and landscape beautification byaldsthing uncultivated
elements:

“We have to keep the ponds, the trees and eveg/thene clean and tidy, you
know, tourists come here to enjoy the landscape.h@le just planted cypress
and hedgerows to create a restful garden areaeinthid farmland” (Owner
interview 14).

Interviewees emphasized the necessity to improvk the farmed and built
environment, as explained in the following excerpts

“My daughter takes care of the rooms and touristgork the fields” (Owner
interview 15).

(How does the presence of the agritourism affectir ytarm enterprise
operations/decisions?)

“The agritourism requires time and capital. | aningdo recover an old vacant
building, | want to have more rooms for touriststdquires a lot of money. The
funds of the Rural Development Program were ndicefnt, so | had to take a
bank loan”

(Was that building inside your property alreadydoe?)

“Of course it was... It is not possible to buy aqa of land here, land plus one
rural building?... [laughs]... impossible!”

(Was it easy to get the planning permission tovecthe building?)

46



“Yes, it was. Tourism does invigorate local econd@wner interview 13).

(How are you going to invest in your property?)

“Well, 1 have already planned to develop a stablelforses, by restoring an
empty building. It's a way to attract tourists. §ill change the farm structure,
because it will need space for riding and grazingill remove the vineyards,
they need a lot of costs and labour. Instead, llwdintain the scattered olives,
they create a typical landscape, foreigners lika.tNou know, once you have
decided to have to do with tourists, everythingng® You have to chose even
the rotation according to aesthetic criteria” (Owimeerview 15).

For these farmers, the agriculture and farm ressuare still important for
tourism success; however, farmers especially engmathe buildings and
landscape values. Here, for amenity farmers oftlcmahe supply of experiences
around agricultural products — such as typical pot&l and culinary specialities
tasting or direct selling, that are very commoroiher Tuscan areas (see Brunori
& Rossi 2000) — is little developed.

D. 'Land-with-house' owners (Lajatico, Pontedera)

This type includes owners who rely on off-farm inme®y and work the land
themselves as non professional farmers. They uw@mselves in a caretaker task
for the land, accounting, for that, satisfactiothatheir everyday land practices.
Their caretaker role entails both growing oliveses, orchards and vegetables,
for self-consumption and for selling to friendsddfenvironmental restoration”
by planting native species, diverse hedgerows,natgaponds, and so forth.
While telling the embodied pleasure in practicahfmmg and their experimental
forms of farming, they acknowledge the visual valoésurrounding landscape:

“You can have this house everywhere, but this leapls only here, and only if
you work and farm the land everyday” (Owner intewi7, LAJATICO).

During the interviews, they expressed the commitm@ragriculture as a way
of life choice, by noting, for example: “I'm spendi for this land the money |

earn working for the Municipality”, “The land neettsbe managed and grown!”,
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“I think we will have to go back to farming”. A dtor who owns few hectares of
land in Pontedera, told me:

“It is good to have a piece of land where you ceswgthe food you eat. The
crisis has been telling us this is increasingly ami@nt. Young people should be
aware of this and learn to farm the land” (Owneeniew 5, PONTEDERA).

They also expressed their liking for “experimenfafming:

“This land was much too poor to be grown. It imprd\since | have been using
organic compost. When time comes | would like tp dut other experimental
stuff” (Owner interview 5, PONTEDERA).

While answering my questions and describing theirgday management
practices, they place satisfaction in their navesti by claiming familiarity of
“pruning”, “ditching”, “planting”, “trapping”, “mud&ing”, “levelling out”, and so
on.

E. 'House-with-land' owners (Lajatico, Pontedera)

This typology is present in both the case studyngwand it is composed of
people who do not work their land themselves, &y tlwork in the city (in the
case of Pontedera) or live elsewhere and use twmintryside property for
holidays (in the case of Lajatico). Some of themehamherited the property; in
Lajatico, some properties result from the conversibsmallholdings into second
homes.

Usually, some local/retired farmers work their lasdcontractors:

“l can’'t work the land because | have no time. Hogrel love it here, there is
my born house and | like to come here with my wifee landscape is beautiful,
there are the hills. It's a local farmer, a retimdn, who does keep the land clean
and tidy. Years ago we removed vines and mosteblives that my parents used
to grow. Too much labour and little returns” (Owingerview 10, LAJATICO).

(Have you ever considered selling this land?)
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“No, we don't want to sell it. We like this housed this is good to have some
land now ... [laughs] ... in these times of crisggu never know” (Owner
interview 9, LAJATICO).

“Yes, this is an option | am just considering, Ymow, my parents are not able
anymore to keep it farmed. Moreover times are geiade land prices are quite
high. | regret the land is likely to be bought loyree private company, farmers are
not able to buy anything ... bad times for farmer&@wner interview 4,
PONTEDERA).

4.5.1 Summary and integration

Table 4.1 reports the main 'internal' factors whiebulted to be relevant for
landowners' decision making. Not surprisingly, Ingvisource of income other
than the agricultural one and the possibility tprogluce the business/farming
activity (also through successors) are related &xheother. Land-based
investments are accomplished to create opportsribiethe next generation, and,
in turn, the availability of an additional sourcé income makes farm-related
activities and investments economically viable.

It is worth noting that the commitment to farmirg not always related to
landowner's rural background: for instance, whetyae D is connected with
farming, the study revealed that type B is inclifedconsider the land as a
speculative commodity.

Origin and Other source of income  Other source of income
‘[\]JO[O oy background (on-farm) (off-farm) Successors

A. Pure farmers rural - - unlikely
B. Land developers rural —* x* lil\'el}'
C. Amenity farmers rural X (X) llkel}
D. Land-with-house f i i ~artai

urban/rural - X uncertain
owners
E. House-with-land

urban/rural - X -

owners

*Note: economic return from land development iseheonsidered as off-f
income.

Table 4.2 shows the main 'external' driving ford&siongst the five types, D

results to be the least dependent on externalriactet, all in all, land prices and
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food prices affect all the five types' decisionsough in different ways: for
instance, high land prices foster some ownersud#ito land development, and at
the same time the access to land become incregdiif§cult for owners who
want to enlarge their farmland or people who wolik& to launch out into
lifestyle farming.

Land prices are influenced by food prices and tizallcontext. The proximity
to the city of Pisa in Pontedera, and the reputatibthe Tuscan landscape in
Lajatico, make land values fairly high for ownemslahe potential 'new entrants'.

Moreover, owners show reluctance to sell their Mamchland as such: they
want to continue holding/farming their land for iars reasons and purposes; or
they prefer to get some planning permission befeting it.

By means of pluriactiviy, landowners feel to beheat emancipated from
agricultural policy, and overall all the types dmt nsignificantly rely on
agricultural policies that they consider “poor” dhwhcertain”.

Here, as argued by Lowe et al. (1993), levels ofnhbeonversion are
determined by both local system of regulation gratially variable markets. The
incapacity of some owners to sell the houses leguftom the conversion of
rural buildings reveals there is a need to betasitler if new uses respond to the
social and economic needs and resources of |asaliti

Table 4.2 Relationship between typologies and 'externakgloand supra-
local) driving forces. 'Very high', 'high' and 'medh’ represent the degree of

Typology

Land market

Food market

External source of money for

investments

Planning framework

A. Pure farmers

B. Land developers
C, Amenity farmers
D. Land-with-house
owners

E. House-with-land

owners

medium
very high

high

medium

high

high
medium

medium

medium

banks/RDP*
RDP*/banks

medium
very high

high

medium

high

*Note: RDP=Rural Development Program
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5. Discussion

In this chapter, the typologies are identified e basis of a specific case
study context, which mediates wider socio-politidghamics, and the capacity of
actors to perform.

Here, the development and description of typologiasot to be understood as
an end in itself, rather as a means of understgméiationships between, and the
heterogeneity of, land management, land managers@ne key drivers. The use
of relational typologies proved helpful in the extphtory purpose of this chapter.
Causal relations explain how and why, for instapecefessional full-time farmers
(in group A, B, C in this chapter) may perform iffefent ways from each other,
which cannot be explained through taxonomic typgl¢¢/hatmore 1994), that
ascribes landowners to pre-defined groups, sucfulaime, part-time, hobby
farmers (Madsen & Adriansen, 2004).

The gqualitative and case-oriented approach hasderesl the socio-economic
contexts of the issue in question, which is deejitiyated at the local level and
shaped by social processes. | have focused onotbeof human agency rather
than the natural environment: also land propetteations have been considered
in socio-economic terms (proximity to the city, dseape reputation) rather than
as natural-environmental features (for examplengilawland and topography)

Understanding the multiple meanings of land is ilycsince rural land is
supposed to provide, and is more and more valuedeims of, diverse
opportunities. While non professional farmers str®ir attachment to land as a
lifestyle choice, the economic meaning of land ltetsube particularly relevant to
other types. For instance, this is evident in thgecof landowners in type B, who
are interested in capitalising on development opoaties where land is involved
as collateral. In line with the general blurring tfe distinction between
traditionally-defined 'urban' or 'rural' interegBwyer & Childs, 2004), aptitude
for land development includes both landowners & dhban fringe and those in
the rural hinterland: more precisely, in the cakely here presented, for pure
residential and recreational purposes in the ufbage town, for amenity-based
and second homes development in the rural one.

The economic aspect of land is relevant sincefécts the access to farmland.
Though 'pure farmers' actively farm their land d@nely do not abandon farming
themselves completely, their long term perspeciiveaffected by lack of
successors and the business' profitability: whey thet too old to farm, their
farmland appear likely to shift to other profilesinership, and types B and C, or
E seem to be the most likely land purchasers. Heweland developers and
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house-with-land owners, when purchasing land, mastt as 'entrants to land
market' rather than 'entrants to farming'.

Some views expressed by the interviewees durindiedwork — “food price
are high too, it doesn't affect us producers in pogitive way though”, for
instance — reflect the views of a recent articldloé Economist, “Why the price
of farmland is soaring”™

“Of course, only those farmers who are sellingrtiieids can cash in on the
land-price boom, and most do not want to, espgciaw. [...] Types of farmer
argue that any financial gains from higher fooct@siare ploughed back into their
farms” (The Economist February 4th, 2012).

Another issue emerged through my study is thertiraisation' in some land
development investments, due to the replacemempiublic money by financial
capital, which can trigger a bad circle in the ngemaent of rural resources and
their development. As a matter of fact, the invesita into second homes in
Lajatico proved unsuccessful as the flow of pedptking for second homes in
the countryside have been experiencing a setbaaihenbecause of the crisis. In
this way, the possible volatility of rural land ddepment processes, as noted by
Lowe et al. (1993), risks to undermine the long-term planningd athe
management of the countryside.

Though landscape outcomes have not been expladtlyessed in this chapter,
some remarks can be provide. Currently, some owinersasingly take care of
the uncultivated elements on the one side, onfttier @ne they aim at simplifying
the agricultural operations, by reducing the varigft crops within the farmland
for instance. In general, similar landscape outmmay be associated with a
variety of landowner types. For example, it couddthe case of contract farming:
the increasing trend towards contract farming, Wwtias been found in previous
studies too (e.g. Lobley & Potter 2004), may leadarge tracts of countryside
being managed by few (or single) operators, anetefbre, to a homogenisation
of the agricultural landscape. In the same waycatild be the case of the
establishing of uncultivated elements, emphasisedbdih types C and E. The
continuity and changes in landscape practices afiesfer of ownership might be
relevant for developments in landscape structur@ ilonger term perspective,
since radical land management and landscape changesten associated with
changes in land holding (Marsden & Munton, 1991).
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NOTES

. The last available statistics on agricultural secb the municipal level are

relative to 2000. The recent available data conogr2010 are relative to the
province-level. These data confirm the past trendsparticular the trend of

number decrease of small farms and size increafigedbig ones (at least at the
province-level). The interviews, maps, fieldtripsdadirect observation, proved
the trend is still going on at the level of the tmanicipalities.

. According to data of the Province of Pisa (200&jatico and Pontedera have,
currently, 143 and 900 uninhabited houses respygtiihe hidden urbanisation
carried out by farmers themselves inside agricaltaones, has been leading to
the conversion of large tracts of agricultural lantb tourism and recreational
areas: over the decade 1995-2005, under farmegsiese 7.859,03 fmin
Pontedera, and 583,17 iin Lajatico have been so converted.

. The interviewee was referring to the Single FarnynkRent scheme, where
subsidies moved to production-based criteria td-laased criteria, and are linked
to land farmers manage, while the link between islidgs and production of
specific crops is removed.

. There are two planning instruments owners can ajoply order to be allowed to

recover rural buildings, to change their origingks, to increase their size. In
particular, this interviewee was here referringthe “Building Recovery Plan”,

the grant scheme which allows the owner to selctheverted barn right after the
recovery. While this grant scheme does not prowdg direct funding to the

owner, the “Agro-environmental Plan”, which regektthe barn conversion
inside farmlands, does provide financial supporough the Rural Development
Program. When a barn is converted by using the dAamvironmental Plans”

scheme, the owners cannot sell the recovered hgilaly some years.

53



54



Chapter 5

Landscape polarisation, hobby farmers and a valualel
hill in Tuscany: understanding landscape dynamicsn a
periurban context

Abstract

After the Second World War, modern agriculture amdbanisation have
contributed to the vanishing of many traditionaldacapes. Over the last years,
agricultural restructuring, changes in farms' dtreee and crisis in modern
agriculture have led to an increasingly diversedetelationships between land
management and land ownership. This is especraiéyih periurban areas, where
farmlands are often converted from commerciallywein agriculture to various
and highly dynamic land uses. This chapter presantscro-sociological study
carried out in a municipality close to Pisa, whisve types of landscape coexist: a
urbanised lowland including areas of mechanisedcalgure, and a hilly area
preserving traditional Mediterranean elements -h igcterraces and ancient wine
caves — which was abandoned during the rural ouataggy and is currently being
restored and managed by hobby farmers. Unlike loaviandowners, hobby
farmers frame their 'dwelling' on moral discouraad see the upland as a cultural
heritage rather than as a personal ownership afustive units of land. Drawing
on qualitative interviews and other sources of ent®, this chapter analyses the
landowners' motivations and practices in the tweagrand explores some of the
implications of this landscape polarisation witlttre municipality borders for
landscape management and planning.

key words: urban-rural discourse, traditional landscape, @ngccultural
heritage, hobby farmers, landscape polarisation.

Introduction

Periurban areas are complex landscapes impactedebgral social and
economic processes, where competing uses anddunact housing, agriculture,
recreation, business infrastructures — affect laseland social systems.

A rich literature has documented the blurred dddiom between the interests
usually considered as 'urbam"rural’. The traditional urban-rural discourse,dihs
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on the attempt to understand two different typesoaiety, the urban and the rural
one, has been criticised since it does not refleetnuances of real environment
(Pahl, 1968; Williams, 1989; Bonner, 1998; DwyerGhilds, 2004; Qvistrom,
2007).

The history of urban-rural dialectics based on orhaal dichotomy begins
with the opportunity of comparing two different seites and ends up with the
following conclusion: “any attempt to tie particul@atterns of social relationships
to specific geographical milieux is a singularlyitful exercise” (Pahl, 1968:
guoted in Bonner, 1998).

Bryant et al. (1982) have illustrated the emergisgs and functions of space
by adopting a zonal model of the urban-rural cantm, where mixed and
heterogeneous locations exist: therefore, they lgoree beyond the urban and
rural spatial categories. It is important to highti that changes in urban-rural
relationships not only deal with land use and uidstion but also involve socio-
economic dynamics.

Overbeek (2009) suggests that hybrid locations iwitthe urban-rural
continuum are characterised by a vibrant heteratyené actors, composed of
rural (natives and newcomers) and urban peoplee(gy from nearby towns)
with diverse interests, who often work in urbancgk A relevant aspect for the
urban-rural relationship and for agricultural chesgis that more and more
periurban spaces are converted into land managetbbyprofessional farmers,
who start their activities in landscapes that wdoemerly managed by
professional full-time farmers.

The link between urbanisation and agricultural ¢femnhas been addressed, for
instance, in studies carried out in the periurb@a @f Brussels (Vandermeulen et
al. 2006; Bomans et al., 2010), in Australia (Gl al., 2010) and in the
Scandinavian countries (Preestholm & Kristensen,720dadsen et al., 2011,
Primdahl & Kristensen, 2011); similar studies on dilerranean landscape
management have been conducted, for example, lsnGred Lemon (1996), O
Rourke (1999, a) and Kizos et al. (2011).

What | try to do in this chapter is to explain hawd why changes in land
management community can be related to urbanisainohhow they can affect
traditional Mediterranean landscapes.

This chapter draws on a micro-sociological casdyshased on the research |
carried out in 2010 and 2011, which focused ondptd analysis rather than on
statistical generalisation and analysis and frartied land use dynamics of a
Tuscan periurban municipality on the dialecticsnmssn concepts associated with
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traditional landscapes, changes in agriculture Emdiscape polarisation. The
study area is a periurban municipality, Pontedelase to the city of Pisa and
characterised by the contrast between two aredsmite municipality borders:
the lowland, a urbanised area with mechanised padiaised agricultural plots,
and the upland, where traditional landscape hagv&a and is currently managed
by a group of hobby farmers.

The main research question | address is: how arnyddeHandholders differ in
their attitudes towards agriculture, traditionaldacapes, and landscape changes
in a periurban context?

One of the most relevant research problems wheamgtity link land ownership
to landscape dynamics is that there are many f&atiuencing land use and land
management. This research focuses on both humanamtuman agencies: on
the one side, the socio-economic dimension is densd as an important driving
force for landscape transformations at the localleon the other side, as several
authors claim (O' Rourke, 1999, a; Cloke & JonéX)12 Stenseke, 2006; Lee,
2007; Kizos et al., 2010), landscape needs to teepreted as experiential (as the
result of the interaction between physical envirentmnand human practices over
time) and attention needs to be paid to non-hungena@es too (i.e. natural
environment).

Therefore, my aim is to explain how local ownerteirelate with their land,
thus shaping its relevance for them: | will show tase of landscape polarisation
as the outcome of differently combined factors saglvalue systems, knowledge,
social organisation, location and history, topogsapProviding a portrait of the
interrelated “agriculture-nature-society agenda” Rourke, 1999: 142, b) has
represented a crucial step in order to approaclkdbe study and understand both
the lowland and the upland areas.

Tuscany and traditional landscapes

Tuscany has been represented both in scientiferatiire (e.g. Vos &
Stortelder, 1992; Pinto Correia & Vos, 2004) andhi@ tourism marketing field as
a valuable place, especially thanks to the famanddcape of the triangle Pisa-
Florence-Siena.

Besides the popularity of its visual features, matudies have acknowledged
the ecological value of the Tuscan landscape, stnseonsidered as the result of
the sustainable land management practices of tdemazzadriasystem — a
sharecropping arrangement creating a multi-croppgygtem — which has

dominated the Tuscan countryside, both in hilly #atlareas, until the '70s. An
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important characteristic of this system was ¢bura promiscuainherited from
the Etruscans and extended by the Romans, whidb Biorreia and Vos (2004:
143) have described as: “landscapes with mixediasdtof olives and fruits and
vines, with in between either arable crops, vedetabr grassland”.

While the Tuscan landscape continues to be appeecall around the world,
diverse and highly dynamic land uses have congibud the vanishing of this
valuable Submediterranean countryside (Vos & Stete 1992): polyculture has
often been replaced by monocultures and differecibseconomic processes have
acted as a force for changes: “Related to the ¢hgrignd use [...] is the loss of
traditional styles in modern constructions [...e thearby cities cause a strong
urban pressure. People who work in town occupy nfanphouses. Except for
the local farmer's initiativesand theengagement of urban people with the
historical identity of these landscapes, no specific measures existthie
integrated conservation of these traditional prdidaclandscapes” (Pinto Correia
& Vos, 2004: 153, my emphasis).

The dynamics of continuity and change make theessi landscape research,
landscape identity and land use extremely compl&e changes in technology,
culture, and economy have been threatening tradititandscapes, including
environment and ecosystems, and modified the streicif society.

In the following sections | will illustrate the me@rch methods as well as the
socio-economic and historical contexts of this cstsey. | will describe the land
use dynamicsand the landscape managemerdactices which characterigbe
study area and discuss the findings.

Case study: emerging polarised landscape experiersce
Materials and methods

The methodological approach follows the assumptiat studies on current
landscapes need to go beyond the large scale aredlafjéand-cover changes, as
the landscape includes complex interactions betwkernrural and urban space
and functions, as well as between human agencyhandgal environment at the
micro-scale level (Bomans et al., 2010; Gill ef 2010); it is also assumed that a
fine-grained study based on qualitative and ethsggc methods is crucial to
understand dynamic landscapes, such as those prattesiurban fringe.

Various sources of evidence have been used torgafioemation for the case
study and the triangulation: interviews with land@ss, direct observations,
statistics, documents, published local literature.
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The first contacts with landowners were given by tacal extension officers
of two national farmers associations (Coldirettida@onfederazione Italiana
Agricoltori), who also provided me with general anihation about the local
agricultural trends. In addition, snowball techraq(Berg, 2004) was used to
decrease bias in the sample and to increase mgrobée validity and reliability,
since the data were gathered from a diverse gréwrtors (Kleinasser, 2000).
Landowners were sampled in order to cover a wigerdity of farm types (farm
size, type of land use, business and legal org@misalocation) distributed
throughout the municipality's territory. From autwr@010 to autumn 2011, |
carried out face to face in-depth interviews withl&ndholders. The number of
interviews was determined by the theoretical pahtsaturation (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967): thirty interviews (12 in the uplamdi 18 in the lowland) seemed
to be enough, since no new items came up aftemt2Bviews (9 in the upland and
14 in the lowland). In the in-depth interviews, tlogics in focus dealt with the
property's history as well as with the owner' baiokgd, recent investments, land
management decisions and their perceptions ofrtiutional environment the
property is placed in. | also encouraged a deepglomtion of the topics raised
by the interviewees, such as the general trentiscaf agriculture.

| recorded, fully transcribed and qualitatively Bsad the interviews through a
contextual reading (Kvale, 1996).

In order to verify the presence of environmental atanning restrictions and
functional changes of zones and buildings | che¢kedSpatial Structural Plan.

| consulted the statistical data related to thdcatjural structure (Table 1)
gathered from the Italian National Census (ISTAT).

Table 1:Data aboutfarms in the study area.

2000 2010 Change %
Pisa* Pontedera Pisa* Pontedera Pisa
Farms with UAA 14.473 512 7.174 n.a. -50.4
UAA (ha) 108.611,44 2.293.7 96.718.65 n.a. -11.4
Average size of 7,50 4.48 13.48 n.a. +79,7

farms (ha)

Source: Italian National Census (ISTAT).

* The figures in this table concern the farms ie 8 Municipalities that fall under
the Province of Pisa.

The most recent publicly available census recotdeeamunicipal scale relate
to the year 2000, but the agricultural sector hggeeenced a great decline

throughout the area of the Province of Pisa overpastl0 years (2000-2010):
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the unavailability of an updated cadastre databaskeof updated statistics at the
municipal scale thus limited the straightforwardnesnd directness of my
approachNevertheless, the use of multiple methedghich involved, in addition
to statistics, discussions with extension officemserviews, field observations
have proved helpful in making the research as asievas possible. While
interviewing the extension officers, | had acce&ssdme official data contained in
the files of the local registered farms which béné&fom CAP payments.
Although these data are not totally representativéhe local agriculture — some
farmers might not apply for CAP subsidies or magage private consultants
instead of relying on associations — they arene lith the figures of Table 1:
over the 10-year period 2000-2010, the number oh$awith UAA decreased
from 403 to 179 (-55,6%); the UAA decreased fro®il2,08 ha to 1.531,57 ha (-
19,9%); the average size of farms increased fr@8 Ba to 11,74 ha (+75,6%).
The reduction of the agricultural surface at thenitipal level is rather small if
compared to the great decrease of small farms landhtrease of average farms
size.Indeed, according to the available statistics anihé¢ fieldwork, many small
farms have been incorporated into bigger ones: ithisspecially true for those
under 3-4 ha, whose owners or potential succedsamre opted for other jobs
since their farm was too small to provide a deaatame.

Even though my aim was not to extrapolate from atiredy representative
sample, | have tried to cover a broad variety tfagions (farm size, type of land
use, business and legal organisatiasithin eachof the two areas, in order to
grasp the spectre of farm types in the sample amavige a reliable
characterisation of the two areas, i.e. the lowland the upland (Table 2). The
extension officers' reports, the interviews witle ttandowners and the direct
observations throughout the study area have bemmatfor this purpose.

In the lowland the main crops are cereals, sunfievand other oleaginous
crops, while the agricultural landscape of theyhdfea is made of olive groves,
chestnuts, vineyards. In the municipality, the yarels represent 5,62% of the
UAA (ISTAT 2000), which is a modest percentageampared to other Tuscan
areas strongly characterised by 'viticulture €elit€se agricultural surface covered
by olive groves represents 5,58% of the UAA (IST2000), which is quite a low
percentage compared to that of many other Tuseasar

Place and context

Pontedera, with its surface of 45 Krand 28.000 inhabitants, is a periurban
municipality located at a distance of 19 Km famfr¢he city of Pisa. It is located
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along the clearway connecting Pisa to Florence, geographical area (Valdera)
where the Era and the Arno rivers merge, and borgiéne town to the North.

A

7

{ .
<

... ...

Scale 1: 1.000.152

Figure 1: Location of the case study area (Pontedera). ThenB8icipalities of the
Province of Pisa are represented in the map.

The municipality consists of a urbanised and indaisded plain, which
includes areas of mechanised agriculture, andrttadl sural hamlet of Treggiaia
in the Southeast part. Treggaia is a hilly arearyghg to theColline Pisang(the
hills of Pisa), which experienced a process of lahdndonment and population
decline in the '60s and '70s due to the industilelopment and started to be
repopulated by urban dwellers in the '90s (Pie€oBirunori, 2000)
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Figure 2. An aerial photo of Pontedera: the hills of Treggiare in the Southest
part, as the arrow shows.

Lowland Upland
Size (ha) Trom <1 ha to >100 ha From <1 hato 22 ha
Farmer/landowner type Landholders consider themselves as Landholders consider themselves as
commercial farmers or just as landowners hobby farmers and 'lifestyle’
who contract or rent out their land's owners®*
management
Production orientation Arable land, olives, vines. Specialised in Olives, vines, vegetables, orchards
and dominant land use* cereals and oleaginous crops and chestnuts. More likely to be

engaged in uncultivated elements

Table 2: An overview of the characteristics of the promtincluded in the
sample.

* Dominant land use is considered as the main wayhich the respondents use
their farm.

** Hobby farmers and lifestyle owners are usedyasaymous.

The history of Pontedera, which is now an importamdustrial centre
(Matrtinelli, 2009), has been greatly influencedtbg presence of the car industry
represented by the Piaggio plant which, especgltige the Second World War,
has become an integral part of the town: Pontedergeographically and
symbolically related to the Piaggio label and nternational fame connected to
'the Vespa myth'. In the '50s-'60s, the years efgtrcalled 'economic miracle’,
the whole Italian society was beginning to be dated by a new industrial
world-view. The Piaggio plant in Pontedera attrdcteorkers from all over the
Country, and large-lot residential developments amdltifamily housing
complexes were built for the workers' families.

However, Pontedera remained attached to the atywallworld for several
decades, even after the Second World War. Indéesl tawn's history has also
been characterised by theezzadriaan agreement where a landowner provided
the mezzadro(i.e. the farm worker) with a plot of land, thp®dere (the old
sharecropping farm), and a house to livedasg@ colonica Themezzadrdhad to
manage the farm in order to ensure food for hisilfaand produce commercial
goods for the farm's owner. The result was a muoltiging system with vines,
olives, wheat, vegetables, wood, etml{ura promiscua

Until the first '80s, it was possible to find theetalmezzadrd'farmer-metal
worker') in Pontedera: until 1982, when all tieezzadriacontracts were
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abolished, thenetalmeccanicof Piaggio ('Piaggio metalorker’) often went ol
farming thepodere(Sabatucci Severini, 199

Along with the economic modernisation, the munibigaexperienced
process of urbanisation and changes in agricultilve:former resulted in ne
built up areas and in the conversion of land and abandoogdirtys the rura
outmigration had left behind; the latter resulted the specialisation ar
mechanisation of agriculture. General outmigrafiomagriculture was reinforce
by laboursaving technologid change in farming.

Nowadays, the process of urbanisation together thélconversion of land ar
rural buildings is still going on, despite the isthial crisis and the weak dema
for new houses. As Figure 3 and Figure 4 showegthediscrepancy kween the
Municipality's forecasts concerning the demand Houses and the industr
development on the one side, and the actual Stuat the other sic

In the Italian planning system, the definition afilt-up and no-built areas,
based on a zonam system, is provided by the Municipal authori@jter its
approval parcels zoned for exclusive farm use by the Sp&talctural Plan
which is elaborated at the municipal level, carctweverted to different ust This
planning system, where the reance of local discretion in land t policy ishigh,
together with the 'predict and provide' approachurdéch & Lowe, 2003) t
planning for housing and industrial infrastructures/e led to a rise in unus
spaces and unfinished buildings, along with loss of productive agricultur:
land, especially in the flat part of the municipglias the following sections w
document.
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Figure 3: The increase in population during 2(-2007 projected by th
municipal Spatial Structural Plan (dark grey rectg@s) is higher than the actu
one in Pontedera as well as in most of the othenionpalities of Valdere
(Source: Province of Pisa, 2008, |cessed by the author).

63



Figure 4. The figures show the discrepancy, expressed in fandndustrial
activities, between the industrial growth during9%-2005 assumed by tl
municipal Spatial Structural Plan (dark grey rectg@s) and the actu:
development in Pontedera and in the other munidiesliof Valdera (Source
Province of Pisa, 2008, processed by the aut

The possibility of changing the zonal status ofamea from rural to urba
follows some general criteria, such as the urgefior the common good
usually concerning infrastructures and residemtiahdustrial development, or tl
“marginality” of certain agricultural land (Regional Law on Temal
Government 1/2005),which usually refers to the eatic aspect of a specif
farm rather than to the land's soil quality anddomaiivity, as shown in th
following sections.

Moreover, the 'negottive' nature of the Italian planning system (Khal&:
Barbenente, 2003) as well as the lack of transpgrén the national and loc
public policy (Transparency International, 2010) véa encouraged tr
introduction of a number of special ‘changes' ia Spatial Structural Plan, |
order to enable the implementation of developmergjepts. This flexible
planning approach made it possible to carry outgaiblic projects, e.g. 19¢
World Cup (see page 17), as well as many smalliome-sized projects, ustly
consisting of special housing programmes. Morentte is usually pai to
immediate economic growth than on strategic orierma moreover, thi
negotiations often involve only landowners, develsp and electe
administrators. This planning systenr based on agreements rather than
control procedures and the only condition for gettihe development permissi
is the availability of the primary infrastructure the developers' promise to bu
such infrastructure at their own expense (KhakeBarbenente, 2003); this h.
fosteredthe ‘financialisation' of some land developmentestments, with th

replacement of public money by financial capitalsbme cases, especially dur
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the last few years, the investments into housiraygut unsuccessful due to the
crisis in the demand for houses (Province of F18883).

Experiencing Treggiaia hill land and farming

Treggiaia, with its surface of 10 Kmand 1.150 inhabitants, is a hilly parish
within the municipality of Pontedera. As previously toldhis rural hamlet
experienced a process of land abandonment andagiaputiecline in the '60s and
"70s due to the industrial development, and, sthee'90s, has been repopulated
by urban dwellers. Most of the current inhabitamtip rely on off-farm income,
have inherited old houses with plots of land frdvwait fathers.

Since they have chosen to live in the upfafat its “scenery”, during the
interviews they showed enthusiasm for the restmmatf their dwelling place.
They themselves manage the land and grow orchartigrées, vegetables, vines,
chestnuts and olives in terraces. When answeringstmquns about land
management, they put flesh on their descriptionsclayming familiarity with
practices such as “pruning”, “digging”, “muckingdterracing”, “keeping the land
cultivated” and so on.

They see themselves as “hobby farmers” and “lifesty as a matter of fact,
they are not commercially oriented, as they use greducts for their family self-
consumption or share them with their friends. Dgrithe interviews, they
described their commitment to agriculture as a tfeice, as some of their
statements show: “The land needs managing!”, “Ra kand I'm spending the
money | earn working for the Municipality”, “[Workg the land] is a matter of
time and money... and something needs to be daneufoenvironment and our
children and future generations”, “Our work is galcto prevent the risk of
landslide along this sloping land”. They showed@ahattitude towards farming,
along with the awareness that their practicesttffgo beyond their properties.

At the same time, living in an attractive placewglely valued, as well as
living in a biologically diverse and heterogenesusl landscape rich in native
plants. Interestingly, these landowners are magtvdy rather sophisticated ideas
about the joint character of landscape managerardtfood production: the
interviewees expressed satisfaction for landscagstomation as well as for
activities such as growing vegetables and makingewand oil for self-
consumption: they thus pursue their desire for ifbgathealthy” and “self-
sufficiency”.

Non professional farmers can get CAP subsidiepfoduction activities only:

as a consequence, recovering rural buildings —tatbaintaining their original
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function and for production-related purposes — does make hobby farmers
eligible for CAP subsidies. Nevertheless, a grotipine olive growers restored
an old oil mill in the hamlet and are now usindoit pressing the olives of most
local olive growers.

Other “initiatives” and “strategic collaborationstiost of which are carried out
thanks to “resource sharing throughout volunte@ugs”, deal with dry stone
walls restoration and hedgerows establishing alomgle tracks. A small
landowner thus expressed his liking for experimigmiactices: “Here in Treggiaia
small landowners voluntarily preserve the land are not real farmers bute
manage the landscape and take ca@ioblive trees, even thoughe have never
done it before and wall have other jobsWetry to help each othewye study
together how to maintain and improve this hill lafmy emphasis).

In addition to their sense of belonging to a grafipeople, they expressed a
deep connection to the natural environment reptedehy the hill land. The
following statements are just a few examples ofrtfeelings: “Looking at this
hill land says a lot about who we are”, “When | Wwdhe land, | feel like | am one
with it”, “When | spend my time working this land, feel totally free and
satisfied”.

These people's aptitude for taking care of the lemacerns both the natural
and the built environment. For example, a landholdeovered a vernacular rural
building by restoring an independent wine cave thig a slope-side: “I am
recovering this cave first of all because it reallgeded restoring — since its
structure was unstable — and | am respectingathtional shape and architectonic
elements, although this makes the renovations exquensive and difficult. It fell
into disuse through generations, because this aymave can be used for small
artisanal production only. | think it's importantrestore it because it's part of our
family heritage. [...] | applied for the permissiaith a detailed project and | got
it, but without any sort of financial aid. [...]think that using this wine cellar in
order to link wine production with tourism would begreat idea and perhaps |
will do it when | retire”.

For what concerns the perception of the institioenvironment, the
interviewees underlined the adverse effects ofl lotsitutions' policies. In their
opinion, this upland has been neglected for decanhes its depopulation and no
management and preservation measures have beeretbsiWe are bringing this
land back to life... at least we are sure we \e#le it in better conditions than we
found it”. One of the interviewees said: “The Mupality developed only some
aspects of this territory, the industrial and tegidential ones. [...] The landscape

on this hill is very attractive, but lowland citize and the bureaucrats working for
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the Municipality are totally unaware of this”. Ametr respondent claimed: “None

of the local administrators have taken care ofdhesraces, so that some years
ago they started to collapse. Nowadays, we caretdbs upland and we manage

it at our expense, but we don't complain. The thuggcomplain about is that our

administrators are urbanising the whole valley, ckhdamages the landscape
structure. We are afraid that sooner or later ti@am encroachment will get here

too”.

To sum up, most of the points expressed by Treggesidents fall into two
main aspects: on the one side the satisfaction tetyfrom managing the
landscape, on the other side the lack of trusbeallinstitutions and local land use
policies.

Landholders and agriculture in the lowland

While the nearby upland dwellers had a common wagtescribing farming
and the hill land, a more fragmented context camoegrlandscape framing arose
during the interviews with lowland landowners.

This area has been and is still experiencing a awatibn of changes in the
farms' structure, in the agricultural restructuringnd in the urbanisation
processes: on the one side, large tracts of agrraliland are being converted for
non-agricultural uses, on the other side more aacerfarmed areas are managed
by contractors or incorporated into bigger farms.

Companies or contractors are demanded both by farwleo have found other
non-agricultural jobs and owners who inherited rthi@rms and have never
worked in this sector before. These intervieweeplagred their choice of
contracting out land management by claiming, fatance: “[I rent out my land
management] just because farming is somethingé haver done before”, or: “A
retired farmer manages some neighbours' land. \Kedasim to do the same for
us... you know, it is not possible to make a living of agriculture. We just need
him to keep the field tidy, you know, and remove ttive trees since they require
labour and cost too much”.

The removal of uncultivated elements, such as hedge and the
simplification of agricultural operations in order save time and money are quite
common strategies among the owners. When interéswere asked about their
recent investments, they stated their need to fpmion “what is strictly needed,
such as fertilisers, machineries, seeds” and aclksuged that “these are not real
investments, but this is what we can afford... 'sh#te way it is: just simple
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crops... or nothing”, thus stressing the overa#ndk of simplification of
agricultural operations in this area.

Concerning the pressure of urbanisation and laneldpment projects, the
respondents showed two main opposite feelings.

First, they reckoned that the conflicts betweernaarbnd rural interests over
land use exacerbate the difficulties of the agtizal sector and those of farmers
from the social, environmental and institutionalrgpective. The following
examples clearly show this point of view: “Protagtigood and productive soils is
a weak argument for preventing [land] speculati@full-time farmer, who had
his 100 ha property expropriated some years aga@usec of an industrial
development plan still not achieved, said “It iffidult to plan any sort of farm
investments here. [...] The planning for the nextseeaneeds to be done a year
ahead... but the local authority might unexpectesfyt the construction works.
Then | sow my fields at my own risk”. And here s etevidence of another
farmer: “The clearway connecting Pisa to Floremd&ich was built for the World
Cup, split my farm in two. For town planners thssjust a matter of drawing a
line! They seem to ignore the problems of polluteamd flooding... so... being
farmers in this area today is rather frustrating”.

Second, land development was portrayed by a gréodarmers as a strategy
they pursue for economic reasons and/or “for |dealdscape improvement”.
Development plans, which are usually depicted asessful investments thanks
to their proximity to Pisa, entail barn and lande ugonversion into
accommodation and recreation facilities, such asBBB&olf course, and a car
track.

Contrary to my initial expectations and to the estee literature on agriculture
in rural-urban interface (e.g. Wilson, 2007; Inwa@&harp, 2012), | did not find
anything in the way of urban-oriented agricultwsach as Pick-Your-Own farms
and farmers' markets; indeed, in the study aregeggmmost farms are entangled
in globalised-industrialised agriculture. Some dfe trespondents regretted
establishing their farm businesses according tartastrial and global farming
patterns: “My farm is negatively influenced by tweong choices | made in the
past, when | used to focus on industrial productibimen | realised how awful
global competition is”; another farmer said: “Irethast we felt obliged to join the
technological treadmill and now it is very difficub adjust the farm structure to
the new demand for alternative chains”.

Instead, these farmers are engaged in “passive sfavfn diversification”
(Walford, 2003: 56): in particular, they undertagentract work, change the
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buildings' original use and rent them out. Throulgis diversification, farmers
emancipate themselves from an unstable agricultaeaket and an agricultural
policy system that many of them consider as “p@ord “uncertain”.

Summary and integration

Polarisation results in the contrast between arusled lowland including areas
of mechanised agriculture and a hilly area presgrWlediterranean traditional
elements managed by a group of hobby farmers liumghat upland. It also
results in the different modes farming, landscapel dand property are
experienced and framed in.

Despite the expected dominance of the 'dwellingl @managing' frames of
non-commercial farmers on the 'producing’ andirggliframes of commercial
farmers, both groups of landholders is heterogemeolage, education, gender
and economic status. Thus, the main differencewdsst them deal with the
availability of off-farm income and the place thgroperties are located in.
Previous extensive studies (Wynn et al., 2001; dlinet al., 2003; Pannell et al.,
2006) have found correlations between some ecabgestoration attitudes —
hedgerows planting, active land stewardship, etand demographic variables
like age, gender, education. The hobby farmerslueebin hill land farming |
sampled in Treggiaia are rather heterogeneous lare scommon management
practices, which suggests that land managemenfaamdng involvement might
not be related to the above mentioned variablegjekier, the small number of
interviews and data collected does not allow ugetoeralise and confidently draw
such a conclusion.

Figure 5 shows the relationship between ownersagnidultural landscape. By
analysing respondents' rationales for supportieg tand management decisions,
we can say that farmers in the lowland are moresid@ggnt on some external
factors — especially the agricultural market — tlmm-commercial farmers are;
instead, factors like biophysical processes, laaoalitutions and the natural
environment influence all landholders.

Interestingly, although the upland dwellers empt®sihe production of
landscape elements and values rather than agmalukkommodity production,
also land productivity represents a significantlge#ated to their views on the
nature of food production, as we can see in thieviahg quotes: “It is good to
have a piece of land where you can grow the foad gat”, or “I think we will
have to go back to farming”.
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Figure 5: The relationship between landholders and agricatutandscape.
Inspired by Bohnet (2001) and modified by the autho

When speaking about their land management decisigndand residents gave
detailed descriptions and explanations of eachyelagrpractice. The approach of
most lowland owners was quite different: they régdron the economic
perspective of farming — especially the costs adpction and the sale prices —
and primarily considered their farms as units aidoction.

Discussion

In this chapter, the landscape dynamics at the cipaiiscale and the role of
landholders in landscape management decisions lhese analysed. This study
shows how periurbanity includes mixed and transé#lo locations where
functional and socio-economic transformations meguo, involving changes in
land management community and regime.

When interpreting landscape dynamics, it is crumalnderstand the diversity
of meanings land managers attach to land and lapdstiow these meanings are
elaborated and their context. For the lowland latddrs, theland mostly
represents their unit of production and/or econarant; Treggiaia hobby farmers
see theupland as a cultural heritage rather than as a personaleship of
productive units of land.

In several areas close to urban centres, the presgrhobby farmers is often
associated with that of recreational activitiegisas hunting or horse keeping in
North European countries (e.g. Busck et al., 2@§aker et al., 2010); instead,
people who deal with the Treggiaia hill land fratheir 'dwelling’ on moral and
aesthetic discourses, where they emphasise cultugatage and practical
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engagement rather than recreation and leisurehitnregard, my findings are
consistent with the research of Gill et al. (2010) lifestyle oriented rural
landowners in Australia, who resulted to be greathgaged in environmental
management and motivated to enhance ecologicaloragisin and land
stewardship.

Active environmental management and restorationckrgely related to a set
of values and contingencies, especially to the dppady to set up informal
networks and organise local initiatives where “peafic measure exist for the
conservation of traditional production landscap@®hto Correia & Vos, 2004:
153). The case presented in this chapter is alasigtent with Selman's (2004)
overview, which shows how local initiatives in thranagement of traditional and
cultural landscapes can be very effective when floeys on small scale areas
(like Treggiaia) and on specific landscape quaiijguch as the management of
the traditional elements of a Mediterranean agtical landscape).

Kizos et al. (2010) found out that hobby farmersL@svos, Greece, are
actively involved in landscape practices, thus gbating to the maintenance of
the traditional landscape of local terraced cuttorzs.

In their study, however, hobby farmers resultecdbédomore inclined to land
abandonment than professional farmers are; simjl8dhnet et al(2003) found
that the new groups of lifestyle rural land occupido not have the same long
term and inter-generational time perspective ast fawsily farmers do, and that
they often contract out their land to local futhe farmers.

In the case study presented in this chapter, thendpifestyle owners have
framed a phenomenological discoursalaklling-in-the landscape (Ingold, 1993;
Cloke & Jones, 2001). This does not mean that titeby farmers will 'never’
abandon the hill land and its management, yet thellthg perspective and the
everyday interaction with landscape through acfaeming foster a powerful
place attachment, as the interviewees clearlyd&téeleed, the hilly landscape is
a source of intrinsic value for the people who dedh it: in some cases, for
instance, “it is part of the family heritage” (s#@leo page 14 of this text). Thus, the
upland can be experienced as an agency in itbelfcharacteristics of the upland
— natural incompatibility with modern-mechanisedi@agture, cultural heritage
and history, beautiful scenery — are a source oh*human charisma” (Lorimer,
2007: 911) including ecological, aesthetic and @ffe aspects, which can be a
key factor in motivating people to get involved landscape conservation,
environmental ethics and community management.
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The presentation of two sub-cases has requiredgbeof a holistic approach,
and has provided a broad overview of the intereeladgriculture-environment-
society agenda, which is essential to study thegptions and the objectives of
different actors and explain their practices. Fasme the lowland are engaged in
agriculture and land management in rather a differgay than those in the
upland. In general terms, understanding how théer@iit actors, the socio-
economic context and the physical environment elgged to each other is crucial
when designing and implementing public policiesthia past, farmers were asked
to adapt farming and land management to moderndatds. Today, the
dependence on external forces seems to be no loagegptable, neither
economically from the farmers' point of view (a®wh in this case study) nor
from a broader social and environmental perspective the one side, upland
dwellers frame land management as a nature-borehkpgrience, on the other
commercial farmers and modern agriculture in thevldod produce an
environment-technology dichotomy.

Though landscape outcomes have not been expladltifessed, it is possible
to state that the complex set of increasingly mxtirelationships between land
management and land ownership in the lowland is vaoy suitable for the
management of a mosaic agricultural landscape.ifidcreasing trend of contract
farming may lead to the increase of large areasohtryside managed by one or
few operators and, as a consequence, to the homagen of the agricultural
landscape. Furthermore, the decrease in the nuafljmofessional farms along
with the increase in their size, which have beeonmded in the plain of Pontedera,
seem to be rather common aspects of the struathasige in agriculture and this
trend can be expected to hold over (Lobley & PotBfl04; Stenseke, 2006;
Primdahl & Kristensen, 2011). Observing the continand changes in landscape
practices after the transfer of ownership wouldrteresting in order to monitor
the developments in landscape structure in a lemg perspective. Indeed, radical
land management and landscape changes are oftariatsd with changes in land
holding (Marsden & Munton, 1991).

Finally, this case study shows how structural cleang agriculture and in the
farms' structure can be interpreted as an intguadl of the urbanisation process,
as recent studies have proved (e.g. Madsen €lQ; Primdahl & Kristensen,
2011). Pontedera is an administrative unit whemigure of urban and rural
zones coexist; furthermore, rural zones are vevgrde in nature and use, since
they consist of hilly areas with traditional elertseand flat areas of mechanised
agriculture. In general terms, acknowledging thisersity when designing
policies would help meeting the contemporary idess local engagement
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(Madsen et al., 2010): this deals with the landscap well as with the land-unit
level, where several interests (conservation, oo, consumption) may
compete and create governance challenges at atey:, Sach challenges arise
from the hybrid nature and the multiple meaningesded to land, which entails
that agricultural landscapes do not stop at theeenlgthe settlements. Some
interviewees criticised the effectiveness of spatesignation: “For planners this
is just a matter of drawing a line, they seem twrg the problems of pollution
and flooding” (see page 17 of this text).

A rich literature puts under question the effeatiees of zoning process in
physical planning, especially when it is not accampd by the involvement of
local people, so that designations can be easlysgressed by an unneeded or
unsympathetic development (Harvey & Works, 2002;rdbdeh & Lowe, 2003;
Khakee & Barbenente, 2003; Selman, 2009). In théysarea, landowners expect
the urban-rural dichotomy between the urbanisedidog and the upland to
increase in a short time, with the loss of prodigctands; and the upland dwellers
are convinced that “sooner or later the urban eatrment will get here too” (see
page 15). The expectations and feelings of loctraanay represent interesting
criteria for measuring the quality of public poéisi such as the effectiveness of
spatial designations.

Notes

1. The upland (Treggiaia hill land) is not subjectecahy environmental
restrictions.
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Chapter 6

Conclusions

The present study has been conceived as a combimadgsis of individual and
contextual driving forces of land management densi which enabled an
understanding of the intersecting dynamics of stmat changes in agriculture and
urbanisation, and how landowners differ in theiitade to land and farming. | have
tried to grasp the key parameters involved in teeision-making process, showing
how structural changes in agriculture is integrated urbanisation process, whose
combined effects are mediated through differemaases and attitudes of individual
landowners, and are expressed in diverse waysndhdscape system.

6.1 Key findings

According to the research questions proposed, tt@omes of the study provide
the following answers to the research questionsgasthe beginning:

* how and why do landowners differ in their attitudewards agriculture,
land-based investment decisions and in their ireolent in active
farming (landscape management decisions)?

Landowners' experiences and responses, displaygnwhis thesis, illustrate
how diverse factors mediate land management chditasy land use decisions are
related to household's own circumstances, persattethment to land property or
farming, and worldview. A crucial role is also péaly by the planning framework
and, of course, market trends.

Overall, landowners' values and practices are divgrse. Some professional
farmers keep on farming, even though the economéentainties, or the uncertainty
presumed to occur in advance of relatively rapidobanr development or
expropriation. Other farmers prefer to capitaliseland development opportunities,
thus contributing to the functional changes of kuapes. Other farmers, whose
property rights have been expropriated, stop fagraimd managing agricultural land,
and wait to capitalise on the economic compensatiarder to change activity and
abandon agricultural sector.
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On the ground of these diverse attitudes towarbdaruforces, it seems evident
that professional farmers do not coalesce in opipasio local politics of erosion of
agricultural productivity potential.

In case landowners are not professional farmemsy finame the agricultural
landscape experiences in two distinct ways. A grafpowners consider the
countryside as a place to live in and is not endageactive farming, thus contract
out or neglect the land management. Another grthad, | called 'non-professional
farmers' or 'hobby farmers' or 'lifestyles' throaghthis thesis, actively manage the
land on their own initiative (without any econongiain) and even restore traditional
landscapes. This group is mainly constituted bypfeavho decided to live in the
countryside and who have a ‘'urban' background antlirlzan’ employment.
Interestingly, these 'urban' people, directly erghinn everyday landscape practices,
are characterised by rather sophisticated ideasutatiee combined nature of
environmental preservation, food production anttsdfificiency.

These lines of argumentations show that urbanisatimy have impact on
investment, on land, on farm production through phecesses of land conversion
and land development. However, urbanisation aléecef people. On the one side
the case study presented in this thesis showsntivafarm employments in urban
areas have led, especially in the past, to landchddvanent and therefore to land
amalgamation, with the increase in size of protessi farms. On the other side,
there are other forms of adjustment possible: tfanon-professional farming
displayed in this thesis is an interesting examipleerms of landscape structure, if
the process of land amalgamation on one side angulchase of small holdings by
lifestyles’ goes on, this may lead to a polarsatvith few relatively larger full-time
farms and many small farms occupied by non-prodesgifarmers, which represents
a dynamic that has already been found in othernesud Europe (see, for instance,
Kristensen, 1999; Savills, 2001; Primdahl & Krisgen, 2011). In other words, the
relationship between farming, land management amd lownership is likely to
become increasingly indirect and complex. In Chapté reported a case study of
landscape polarisation resulting by the oppositioetween professional/non-
professional farmers, traditional landscape/langscaf mechanised agriculture,
upland/lowland, urbanised/not-urbanised landscdpefrtunately, as highlighted in
the Introduction of this thesis, in Italy officidhta on hobby farms are not available;
their availability would be useful to better undarsl the trends within the
agricultural sector, and to know whether the loSshe Utilised Agricultural Area
(UAA) through time is related to urbanisation ardual land use change or/and to
changes in land-ownership. Updated georeferenctdvdauld be useful as well to
this purpose.
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The other research question was:

» what are the main implications for public planniagd regulation?

Within this thesis two great threats to the manag@nof a mosaic agricultural
landscape have emerged: attitudes to land develupraek of successors within
family farms. They are interrelated and can haveaicts on landscape functions and
structure. First, the study showed the genuineessibnal farming culture may
become increasingly less important; policy makdié conceive the agricultural
landscape being managed by the 'mainstream' fanvierse business and family
income mostly depend on production activity, asdhby target unit, while the role
of agricultural production as economic activity atite main driver of land
management has been deeply weakened for a long biesause of the increasing
consumption interests in land, the global marketpetition, other job opportunities,
and the emergent role of rural 'lifestyles’. Thiegognising and understanding the
variety in farmers’ landscape values and practisamportant when designing and
implementing policy related to agricultural landsea (Busck, 2002). Second,
planning control, implemented at a supra-municgzdle, represents an important
tool, even though its limitations need to be ackieolged in a context where
definitions of 'rural' character and 'rural’ intse are highly ambiguous.

By way of conclusion, it is suggested that the ngen@ent challenge for
agricultural landscape is twofold. First, instiartal settings need to adapt its
relationship with, and between, land managementfanding,in particular, they
need to complement sectoral policies (such as &) @vith local contexts. Second,
policy initiatives are required to maintain thehmess of functions of land; the
challenge is not only to translate the 'universaledge' of policy circles to local
farmers, but even to diverse landowners. Of coursseting each owners' needs is
not possible. Rather, policy initiatives need tongider the diverse values,
knowledge and practices of landowners, leaving margf manoeuvre for individual
adjustments (Burgess et al., 2000). In generaldetie range of problems, tools and
solutions need to be framed in a concerted wayhyessort of 'landscape policy'.

There is, of course, no simple solution to diveggtrends and practices. Well
developed integrated landscape policies still rantai be seen but a number of
initiatives taken at different levels may providerge direction for future policies.
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6.2 Scientific contribution and recommendation forfurther research

The qualitative and case-oriented approach hasideres the socio-economic
contexts of the issue in question, which is deeplyated at the local level and
shaped by social processes. There are some reggaiclems which cannot be
easily addressed through qualitative methods @ulgh as the relative importance of
the key driving forces of landscape managementsaets, that vary with place-
specific and time-specific contexts, which makesdlase dynamics understanding
and forecasting further problematic.

It is argued that landowners should be considesekles actors by planning and
management authorities, because they are thosecarhanake planning goals and
interventions implementation possible or not (Prmg 1999; Cocklin et al., 2007;
Bohnet, 2008). However, as Primdahl et al. (20G#)ehhighlighted, there is still a
poor understanding of landowners' decision makimg comprehensive and
comparative studies. Thus, comprehensive and catparstudies on landscape
management decisions are useful as valuable impptiblic policy decisions about
the landscape.

Nowadays, understanding the social transformatioagoiculture requires much
more than understanding the transformation prosets® farming and agriculture
have been experiencing. This study has highligtitedl a deep explanation of the
pressures on rural landscapes requires an anallys$ige interrelationship between
different dynamics of change (I have consideredamidation and structural
adjustments for my study), as well as analysihefdynamics themselves. Including
urbanisation as a driving force of transformatiof agriculture and rural
communities has proved helpful in understanding es@tmanging values regarding
lifestyles' and income aspiration of farmers asdpcers, as land managers, as land
developers. Further similar studies should be eragmd. They should involve not
only private landowners, but also local populatitmwn officials, local non-profits,
in order to better understand and explore stradegiefarmland protection and
management in a time of aging of farm populatiafficdities with ensuring farm
succession, economic crisis and increasing preaticuis of society with land
security and food security issues.
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Appendix 1 — Questions asked in the interviews wittandowners

Part A: The farm-owner/landowner, and the farm/lamdperty

1) Are you the formal owner of this property?

2) Do you have any off-farm income?

3) Do you consider yourself as a professional fullgifarmer? If not, do you
consider yourself as a part-time farmer/hobby fafifestyle rural landowner?

4) To get an idea of what type of business you runyldvgou please tell me:
Area owned:

Total area on this holding:

Total area farmed:

Area rented in:

Area rented out:

5) What farming and non-farming enterprises are giwently running on your
land/farm?

6) Could you please tell me the current land usgoam farm?

7) Do you use to contract out the management of kama? If so, in what
proportion?

8) Do you work as external contractors on otherewnand? If so, where? What
types of agricultural operations are you askedo® ld your opinion, why do they
engage external contractors?

9) How many people work in your business, includyogrself and your family?

10) How many members of your family are currenthnlg on this farm?

11) Can you trace the property history?

(Guide: number of family generations involved ie farming activity; personal background

including childhood farming experiences; landowhgrshanges and relative changes on
the property, e.g. size, land uses, activities).etc
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12) Have you identified a potential successors whiceventually take over your
business management? If so, who is he/she? Whatiissuccessor's job at the
present?

Other questions/interviewer's observations: aggeaeducation degree, (gender).

Part B: Changes in land management over the last4 §ears

1) How has your business changed over the lasteaBsyand why?

(Guide: area sold/bought; brought unused landpnbduction; substantial changes in the
farming system, such as the establishment/expdirsjpmovement of non-agricultural
enterprises; changes in family labour distributtmganisation; land converted to non-
agricultural use; established/removed non-agricaltelements e.g. hedgerows, ditches,
stone walls, walking paths; entered/withdrawn fragni-environment scheme; changes in
the individual/family amount of off-farm work; suiasitial investment of agricultural/non-
agricultural capital; etc.)

2) Now I'd like to discuss these changes more tigitly. In your opinion, which
were the most important ones? Why? Do you think theeve had an impact on the

long-term viability of your business?

3) What are the main changes that farmers/land@snmeare been made in this area
over the last years?

Part C: Planned changes for the next years

1) How do you think your business develop overteet years? Why?
(Guide: change in business; increase/decrease mntiount of land under production; buy
more land; change in the use of contractors; etc.)

2) Is there anything that might prevent you or hglp carry out your plans?

3) Do you think these changes will have an impacthe long-term viability of your
business? How will these changes affect the enmeart on your farm? Why?

Part D: Buildings
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1) Have you made any changes or renovations odibgd? If so, why? Did you
make them after the approval of the authority? Hauereceived any incentives?
How are you using them at present? Will you dosér@e in the future? If so, why?

2) Are there any buildings on the property whict aot used or which are used for
purposes other than agricultural ones?

Part E: Urban development and landscape planning

1) Have there been any changes in relation to ¢ékeldpment of local town (for
instance, over the last 20 years)? If so, how itgmbrhave they been for your
property? Why? (e.g. land economic value, aesthdaod management decisions,
environment, pollution and flooding)?

2) Do you feel your property is located closedh® town (Pisa)? If so, do you think
is an advantage or would you like your propertpédocated at a greater distance
from the town?

3) Has your property suffered from land expropoiaf If so, when and where
exactly? How and why have the expropriation infleesshyour management

decisions?

4) How is your relationship with the Municipalityghd with your neighbours?

Before we finish, is there anything else you wdikd to add?

Thank you for your time.
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