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INTRODUCTION TO THE LSIRDnetwork



Established in 1996 to explore the future role that livestock farming will play in the development of the European less-favoured areas, and the implications of this for research, the LSIRD network is organising a series of conferences and workshops that will draw together  the experience of a diverse group of experts in this field.



The LSIRD network held its first interdisciplinary conference in Greece (Nafplio) in January 1997. The programme explored the areas in which different research disciplines could be applied to address the specific problems encountered in LFA livestock production, and possible approaches to enhance the role of livestock in European rural development.



Moving on from Nafplio, a series of four workshops will examine in detail four main factors likely to have a significant influence on future LFA livestock farming, and to identify specific areas in which future research will be needed.  These factors are:



•	agricultural and agri-environmental policy

•	adding value to livestock products through on-farm processing and niche marketing  

•	incentives for environmental management

•	rural development initiatives
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��AGRI-ENVIRONMENT POLICY, AND THE INTEGRATED DEVELOPMENT OF LESS-FAVOURED AREAS



Siegfried Bauer

University of Giessen, Germany



Introduction and background



From the creation of the European Union, EU policy has given great importance to the agricultural sector, in particular to market and price policies. The objectives behind this policy, however, have generally not been related to markets and prices (like market stabilisation etc.), but to structural adjustment problems of the agricultural sector and, in particular, to income and social objectives. The price support policy originally pursued by the EU was, however, neither effective in relation to structural adjustments, nor to social and income objectives within the different regions of the European Union. The distribution of funds as a result of this policy was to a large degree dependent on the differences in agricultural productivity between the EU countries and between the various regions. The result was exactly opposite to generally accepted principles of fair distribution of income and equity and also to the requirements for structural adjustments in the regions.



Partly because of this, the European Union began during the 70s a process which intensified during the 80s to shift the emphasis of the so called structural policy, towards subsidising farm capital investments. In the 80s, price policy was modified in certain aspects, but the principle remained, and the expenditure on this policy increased, as did market surpluses, which created international problems. It was primarily due to this financial pressure and the criticism from third countries, including the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), that led finally to the reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) in 1992.  Included in this reform, certain environmentally-orientated elements, in line with the requirement to reduce the level of agricultural production, were introduced. The present CAP however, is still very costly and contains still a number of conflicts and inconsistencies.



Parallel to these agriculturally-orientated activities, the EU decided to shift more financial resources to general regional policies, in order to develop disadvantaged areas. Special programs were introduced for the upland and less favoured areas (Hill Farm Programme) and for the southern countries (Greece, Spain, Portugal) through the Integrated Mediterranean Programmes for less-favoured areas. Later, several financial funds were merged to concentrate subsidies in disadvantaged rural and other areas. Beside the Structural Funds, specific initiatives, like the LEADER program and Interreg,  were introduced. These regional programs have increased in importance compared to purely agricultural subsidies. 

 

Environmental policy is still receiving limited attention at the EU level within the agricultural programs, in spite of a certain amount of progress in the shape of the Flora - Fauna - Habitat (FFH) directive (92/43/EWG ) and the Ecological Audit initiative (Environmental Management System, EU Reg. 1836/93).  It is essential that environmental issues and requirements become further integrated into the existing agricultural and regional policies (Bauer, 1997). 



These various policies are still not well co-ordinated at the EU level, nor are they harmonised with national and regional policies. Deficiencies have also been experienced in implementing EU policy due to a lack of local competence and financial irresponsibility. From this point of view, a fundamental discussion about introducing an efficient and acceptable federal responsibility system at various policy levels seems necessary. 



The reform of the CAP and its impact on environment and rural regions



The biggest reform so far of the EU agricultural policy took place in 1992, after long discussion, based on proposals put forward by EU commissioner MacSharry. The reform can be considered in two separate parts:



1.	The price and market-oriented policy changes, consisting mainly of the following elements:



•	a significant reduction of the internal intervention prices for most agricultural commodities, like 30 - 50 % for cereals, 15 % for beef, and about 10 % for milk,

•	introduction of direct compensation payments for the farmer, mainly in relation to agricultural land (grant cultures) and per livestock unit,	

•	set-aside of agricultural land as a pre-condition for compensation payments to producers above a certain production level,

•	several specific regulations for certain commodities regarding the level of production (quotas), prices and direct payments. 



2.	Complementary measures, as outlined in the EU regulations 2078/92, 2079/92 and 2080/92, aiming mainly at an additional reduction of agricultural capacities,   

Regulation 2079/92 provides additional payments for early retirements of farmers (transfer of the land to expanding farms or set a side),

Regulation 2080/92 aims at accelerating afforestation of agricultural land in order to reduce agricultural capacity and to implement landscape elements in regions wherever  necessary,

Regulation 2078/92, supports environmentally sound and nature protecting agricultural production practices, particularly:



•	transforming arable land to grassland,	

•	extensification of arable land (reducing the levels of fertiliser and pesticide �applications), 	

•	extensification of grassland systems (reducing the levels of fertiliser and pesticide �applications and stocking rates), 	

•	conversion to organic farming. 



The main part of the EU agricultural budget is still spent on market policy (intervention, export subsidies) and compensation payments (about 95 %). The complementary measures receive only limited attention. While the market expenditure including the area- and livestock- related compensation payments are fully paid out of the EU budget, the complementary measures are repaid only partly by the EU. For some measures, the major part has to be paid from the national or regional budgets. As a result, the positive aims of EU regulation 2078/92 in terms of integrating environmental aspects into agricultural policy, have not achieved much importance in practise. It appears that the complementary measures have been introduced more as a token gesture in order to demonstrate that the EU is doing something for environmentally-sound agriculture, than as a genuine commitment to the environment. 



The relative shift from price support to compensation payments has significant impacts on the regional situation and competition between regions. The impact of the EU agricultural policy reform on the relative situations of the different areas is shown in Figure 1: 	
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The graph shows agricultural profitability as a function of land quality and the productivity of livestock farming. The situation before the reform is characterised by the line T0T0 .  The decrease in agricultural price by the reform leads to a downward sloping change of the profitability curve, as indicated by T1T1, which means that better regions are affected by higher income loss than disadvantaged regions. In other words, the higher the land quality, the higher the average output per hectare, and thus the higher the forgone income per hectare. Consequently, this leads to a relatively lower income loss per hectare for less favourable land. 



At the same time, farmers receive some compensation payments per hectare of land. These general payments can be represented by the upward shift of the T1T1 curve to T2T2. In comparison to the original situation, this leads to a increase of income per hectare, per livestock unit and finally per farm in disadvantaged areas. As can be seen from this figure, in the short term, the regional income situation in agriculture becomes more equitable, and the reform reinforces the stability of disadvantaged regions. 



In the long term, however, the compensation payments cannot be expected to continue at their present level, as the Commission has already argued. If this is the case, marginal areas will have to struggle with their economic pressures and destabilising factors. Though the current policy relieves the financial pressure on farmers in disadvantaged areas, it has only a short term effect, and provides no general and long-term sustainable solution for the various problems facing disadvantaged areas. 



On the whole, the reform has integrated neither the environmental and landscape problems of European agriculture, nor the long-term problems of disadvantaged regions into a comprehensive agricultural and environmental policy concept. It is even difficult to find elements of the reform which are in line with the conceptual framework of sustainable agriculture. On the contrary, the reform itself does not seem to be sustainable, since the discussion about the ‘reform of the reform’ started shortly after this reform was carried out. 



There are still many problems which remain unsolved by the 1992 reform, and certain problems have additionally been created by the reform. The main criticisms of the reform are summarised as follows: 



•	The reform introduced new and additional bureaucratic and administrative elements in the agricultural policy system. Farmers are more dependent upon bureaucrats and the administrative burden has increased. Instead of introducing more market-orientated elements, the EU agricultural policy system is moving more and more towards a planned system. 

•	The massive transfer payments are intended to preserve the previously existing distribution of income. The public transfers are not oriented around any widely-accepted social or ecological criteria. This is an inefficient use of public money and is unlikely to achieve broad popularity, especially as this expenditure is so high as to be unsustainable in the long term. 

•	The set-aside program makes little sense, neither from the economic nor from the ecological point of view. Payments given for setting aside the principally scarce factor, land, is a waste of resources and does not fit with the principles of efficient and environmentally-orientated use of resources. The  areas or plots set aside are not necessarily the most ecologically valuable, but are usually the least productive. 

•	From the regional and landscape point of view, the reform, particularly the compensation payments, will lead to some stabilisation of marginal areas. Many calculations show that in marginal areas, the effect of decreasing agricultural prices will be overcompensated by the transfer payments. This means that the withdrawal of agriculture from marginal areas will slow down. This positive effect from the regional point of view and also from an environmental and landscape perspective, however, is coupled with relatively high income transfers. However, it must be expected that these transfers are reduced drastically in the medium term. Were this to happen, a tremendous change of the land use pattern in marginal areas will take place. This change leads to economic, social and ecological problems of the respective peripheral and disadvantaged regions. From this point of view also, therefore, the reform is not sustainable, even though it has brought some short term benefits in marginal areas. 

•	Finally, the reform neither solves the ecological problems caused by intensification, specialisation and regional concentration in agriculture, nor does it stop the tendencies observed in the past. 



The Common Agricultural Policy has been strongly criticised both by environmentalists as well as by economists. It is difficult to discern any clear orientation of the 1992 reform package towards the fundamental long-term problems of the agricultural sector. From this global point of view, the reform turns out to be a narrow and short-term superficial compromise. Since all affected interest groups can find some positive aspects within the reform package, they have more or less accepted the compromise without analysing the long-term consequences. However, the reform’s inconsistency and the lack of long-term objectives also reflects the dilemma of agricultural policy, since, on the one hand, its knowledge of ecological interdependencies is incomplete, but on the other hand, the sensitivity and uncertainty of the economic, financial and ecological situation increases. 



Regional Policies of the EU



The EU has shifted an increasing proportion of its whole budget to specific regional policies which are not exclusively aimed at the agricultural sector. Since 1988, the EU regulation 2052/88 has been implemented as a common action of various subject- orientated divisions of the EU. The aim has been to concentrate funds of the EU and to provide integrated support programmes according to regional objectives. In 1993, this regulation, the “Structural Fund”, has been revised in order to combine financial resources from:

 

•	the Fund for Regional Development,

•	the European Social Fund

•	the Agricultural Fund

•	the fund of the Mediterranean Integrated Programmes.  



In the present context, the Objective 5b areas and support programmes are most important. The aim is to promote rural development and structural adjustments in rural areas identified as backward regions. For example, in western Germany 21 % of the total area is classified as 5b region (the former East Germany belongs completely to Objective 1). 



The main actions, which are carried in 5b regions include:



•	diversification and structural adjustment of the agricultural sector,

•	development and diversification outside agriculture,

•	development of human resources,

•	environmental and natural protection, including landscape measures



The Structural Funds can be seen as policy innovation, since they require initiative from the regions by constructing so called “regional development plans, support concepts and operational programmes” for the future development of the region from a regional perspective. In other words, the former “top down” support programmes have been partly revised by introducing “bottom up” elements in the regional policy. Another innovative element is the continuous evaluation and control of the efficiency of the programme and the various measures applied.



At present the policy is not implemented in all countries and regions in the same way. It requires an active involvement and participation of the regional authorities and also of the population and the key persons within the region. This new requirement and policy participation is still not realised in all regions affected. For example, within Germany, the structural funds are applied differently in the various states and the national regional policy is still not adjusted to the innovations from the EU. In part, national policy (e.g. the Gemeinschaftsaufgabe ) acts contrary to the new policy.



Beside this innovative character of the structural funds, there are also certain aspects, which are open to criticism (Bauer 1996, SRU 1996):



•	The criteria and the given classification of regions within and outside objective 5b has been criticised as being too static and rigorous.  



•	The concept of using objectives for regional classification and for allocating financial resources can also be viewed critically. Splitting regions up into different objective areas contradicts the integrative character and aim of this policy. 



•	In relation to sustainable development, environmental aspects are an integral part of all support measures. Instead of supporting specific environmental measures, we have recommended the introduction of certain environmental standards as a pre-condition for all support measures. It would also be possible to require an environmental management system (EMS, as defined by the EU regulation 1836/93) from all firms and organisation supported. The main argument is that public money should not be spent first to produce negative external effects and then again to ameliorate these negative effects. 



•	A more fundamental aspect concerns the question of whether the EU is the appropriate policy level to administrate regional policy. In other words, is it efficient to transfer first money from the regions to the EU, which is distributed and partly given back to the regions for certain actions? The question is also, whether the EU should evaluate and compare region-specific problems and finally control the policy which is supported. The criticism includes the argument that Brussels is too far away from the regions, and that there is no equivalence between the range of regional problems and the administrative and financial responsibility. The widely-accepted principles of subsidiarity and the “European Union of the regions”, suggest that a more fundamental discussion about the appropriate policy levels seems necessary.



Conclusions



Reorientation of agricultural, regional and environmental policy into an integrated ‘rural policy’ should consider the following basic elements and principles: 



•	The market mechanism has to be regarded as the basic and most efficient driving force for efficient factor allocation and for structural and regional changes in the development of economies and society (market economy).

•	From the social point of view, there are good reasons for financial compensations and transfers between individuals, as well as between regions, in Europe. However, these transfers should be based on clear social and income criteria (social market economy). 

•	From the environmental point of view, regional spill-over exists in the sense of positive and negative externalities between regions. For this reason, adequate financial compensations and incentive systems should be developed and implemented (social-environmental market economy). 

•	Finally, there are other public goods besides the environment with unbalanced regional burdens and utilities, such as for example cultural and educational institutions, which also require financial compensations. 
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�The influence of the WTO negotiations on future policy development



David Legg

National Farmer’s Union, UK



�PRIVATE ��Pressures for change: GATT/WTO 



Whereas the major reason for change during the 1980s, when milk quotas were introduced, was the increasing cost of the budget, the overriding pressure for fundamental reform of the CAP in the 1990s has been the need for the European Union to comply with the commitments made within the Uruguay Round of GATT. This need will be extended further for negotiated settlements within the WTO in the years ahead. Enlargement of the EU to the east also poses problems for the CAP, however, these must be seen within the context of future WTO agreements.



Internal pressures for change within the European Union also exist but are secondary in driving fundamental reform when compared to external trade pressures. Internal EU issues include budgetary pressure, environmental concerns, animal welfare concerns and, especially in the light of the BSE crisis, the demands and concerns of consumers within the EU. These concerns will all influence policy changes, though the WTO is likely to be the most significant factor in driving policy change in the agricultural industry.



Uruguay round of GATT



The aim of the 1992 reform of the CAP was to pave the way for a successful conclusion to the Uruguay round negotiations on trade liberalisation. It had become clear that European production of price supported commodities, most significantly cereals, milk and beef, was on a rising trend while internal consumption was at  best static. In order to meet the demands for reductions in the volume and value of EU export refunds it was necessary to implement policies that at the same time as limiting EU production would realign support prices closer to world levels. The cereals sector experienced the most radical reduction in price with offsetting compensation in the form of direct payments and supply control via set aside being implemented. However, cereal support price cuts of the order of 30% drastically alter the comparative costs of production of intensive and extensive livestock. Hence simultaneously beef support prices were cut with offsetting increases in direct payments on suckler cows and male beef animals. Supply control in the beef sector was indirect via limits on the number of claims under the Suckler Cow premium and Beef Special premium being put in place. The dairy and sheep sectors were left relatively unscathed by the 1992 CAP reform with milk quotas being retained as the method for controlling production. 



The next WTO round: due to begin in 1999 



The most important factor that will influence livestock farming in less favoured areas in any future WTO round will be changes in the CAP to the beef, sheep and dairy regimes. However, it is likely that there will be less pressure to change the sheep regime, since this is based on deficiency payments and therefore not as heavily dependent on price support as the beef and dairy regimes. It would be fair to assume that the next WTO Round will continue in the same direction as the first, that is that it will be based on the same three areas; domestic support; export subsidies and tarrification. Further cuts in tariffs are likely to form a central part of the WTO round, this means that in some cases, depending on the size of the tariff reduction and the gap between European and world prices, EU support prices will have to be cut in order to prevent import penetration. 



It is likely that as the next round of multi-lateral discussions over further trade liberalisation are due to commence within the WTO, the EU will begin to experience a re-emergence of significant surplus of stocks of cereals, dairy products and beef. Indeed, the recent market reports produced by the Commission (DGVI) suggest that if  the CAP remains unchanged for the next 8 years, the EU will end up with intervention stocks of nearly 80 million tonnes of cereals and 1.5 million tonnes of beef by the year 2005. This forecast is made on the basis that there is no change in our GATT commitments over this period. If a new WTO round leads to further cuts in export subsidies, then the surpluses would be even higher by 2005.



Given the GATT commitments which progressively reduce the volume of EU exports,  the long term choice is a relatively straightforward one.  Either effective supply controls will have to be introduced which cut production in response to a shrinking export market.  This strategy would have the advantage of enabling internal EU prices to be maintained at a higher level but would require significant and progressive cuts in volume produced and would directly lead to a loss in world market share for EU agricultural products. Indeed, if further tariff cuts lead to a greater volume of imports Europe would even risk losing a share of its own internal market. The alternative is to develop methods of agricultural support which do not distort prices and international trade and allow EU agricultural production to expand. This approach would essentially mean reducing or even removing price support and abolishing supply control.



Implications of the 1996 US farm bill



A factor that will undoubtedly influence the next WTO round of negotiations is the change in direction of policy that occurred during the 1996 US Farm Bill. This significantly reduced the level of support in the US and decoupled it from production. A greater proportion of US policy instruments will now be eligible for the "green box" (as support measures de-coupled from production are known) and will be protected from future cuts in support. The US will therefore have no interest in prolonging "blue box" (production-linked support) measures into the next WTO round. The US are therefore expected to seek further significant cuts in the overall level of agricultural support within the WTO. Thus, either the EU will have to itself consider switching to more decoupled payments or it will have to make substantial concessions elsewhere to buy the prolongation of the "blue box". 



Implications of the WTO for the beef sector



The recent Commission document "Long term prospects" suggests that beef stocks will rise to 1.5 million tonnes by 2005. The problem for the EU beef regime is that the option of disposing of this surplus onto world markets with subsidies has been closed off by the GATT agreement. If beef consumption fails to recover and resumes its downward trend then, against a background of GATT dictated cuts in exports and increases in carcass weights, by 1998/99 the regime will be in crisis. While the short term measures adopted so far could enable the regime to survive over the next three years longer term radical reform of the beef regime is inevitable.



While the mechanisms that could be used to attain the solution are myriad, in practice there are two possible basic routes that can be taken. The first involves rebalancing the internal market by ensuring that the supply of beef contracts to enable price support to be maintained and existing GATT commitments met. The second more radical option is to continue reform along the lines of the 1992 CAP Reform which began to switch agricultural support from price support to direct payments to producers. This second route would attempt to realign internal beef prices with world market prices and could well involve substantial price cuts.



The introduction of supply controls have enabled internal EU beef prices to be maintained significantly above prices obtained by farmers outside the EU. As a reform strategy, lower prices unaccompanied by compensation will never be the preferred option of beef producers as they are clearly made worse off.  Further rounds of supply management to prolong the current regime will always seem superficially attractive, especially to those whose main concerns are short term.  The benefits of price support are immediate whereas the alternative strategy would be fraught with uncertainty.



A policy of fully compensated price cuts would, in theory, be an ideal solution to the problems facing the beef sector. By reducing internal beef prices towards world levels the requirement to subsidise EU beef exports would be obviated.  Such a policy would remove the GATT constraints on exports. Hence existing controls on production could be lifted and further cuts in production avoided.  At the same time full compensation would protect the current levels of income within the sector.  The question marks over this policy would be whether full compensation is politically achievable and the modalities of paying this compensation.



The compensation would be subject to a challenge at the World Trade Organisation were it not demonstrably non-trade distorting. The ideal policy would therefore be one in which not only were the price cut fully compensated but that this compensation were delivered in a manner compatible with the inclusion of these payments within the Green Box.  This would not be the case if compensation for further price cuts simply added to the existing headage payment system.   Hence the interest in developing decoupled support policies in the extensive livestock sector along the lines of those pursued in the arable sector.



Whether full compensation for radical price cuts in the beef regime could be funded under the existing CAP budgetary guidelines is a key question.  Full compensation, even offset by reduced expenditure on storage of intervention beef and export refunds, would  increase expenditure on the beef regime considerably and  would therefore not be budgetary neutral.



��Conceivably compensation payments for beef could be related to any of the following:-



•	Grazing Area

•	Output in a base period

•	Beef Special Premium and Suckler Cow Premium payments



There could be scope to attach environmental conditions to receipt of these payments, although the cut in output prices ought to reduce the incentive to intensify grazing.  However, were these environmental conditions to impose additional costs on producers, then the compensation paid would no longer be sufficient to maintain pre-reform income levels and the additional costs could hamper the international competitiveness of the European beef industry.



Some commentators, and this would certainly reflect the view of the OECD and UK government, see decoupled support as a mechanism to allow subsidised European agriculture to achieve a transition to a more competitive world in which trade barriers would be lower, export subsidies abolished and agriculture less dependent on subsidy.  At the end of the transition period, agriculture in Europe would be operating at much lower levels of public support, would in all probability produce substantially less overall output, would be characterised by larger production units and would take place at a much reduced level in more marginal upland areas in the absence of specific policies designed to counter this effect.



Implications of WTO for the dairy sector



Over the course of the GATT Agreement, and certainly over the course of the next WTO round, cuts in tariff levels will put the current EU dairy policy under considerable strain.  If tariffs were cut by a further 36 per cent for butter in the next WTO round (a cumulative cut of 59 per cent between 1995 and 2009), landed prices of butter in the EU would be some 20 per cent below current EU intervention prices even if prices remained at the average level seen between 1993 and 1995. 



It is recognised that milk quotas have helped both to improve and stabilise dairy farm incomes over the past 12 years. However, cuts in tariffs and subsidised exports will force milk prices to fall and quota to contract in the years ahead.  Three options can be identified to resolve this problem:-



•	Further cuts in the level of subsidised exports might be dealt with by a quota cut of, say, a further 2 per cent, but if combined with declining domestic consumption, then much larger cuts might be required to maintain market balance.



•	A policy of steep price cuts, similar to the 1992 cereal reform, accompanied by the removal of quota, would not require a cut in prices as great as 50 per cent, which is the average gap between EU and world prices. This is both because prices may be higher in the future, and because even with a price differential some higher value-added products may be exported without subsidy.



•	B-Quotas would enable the dairy industry to maintain its current size in the face of tightening constraints under the GATT. However there are several major draw-backs to such a policy. These include its complexity, its compatibility with the GATT, its longevity, given reduced tariffs, and its uneven effect between Member States.



The decision as to which policy option is the best will differ between individual producers. The age of an individual producer, his financial situation and any plans he may have for the future of his dairy enterprise are all important considerations. Those producers who have no plans to expand, and only hope to remain in the industry for another 5-10 years, are more likely to be attracted by the stability and relative security provided by a milk quota system. However, a producer with long-term plans within the dairy industry and who may have the ability to expand and develop his business is more likely to be attracted to other options. The same is probably the case for new entrants.





Implications of WTO for disadvantaged areas



During the Uruguay Round of negotiations, the European Union gave notice that they were determined to resist imposed cuts in Hill Livestock Compensatory Allowances (HLCAs) paid in Europe's disadvantaged areas. These would have to be regarded as Green Box measures, as they were essentially social in nature.



In the event, this argument was never put to the test because the final Agreement in Agriculture specifies that internal support cuts could be made on an aggregate basis rather than commodity by commodity and programme by programme. The support price cuts in cereals and beef in the EU effectively met the 20% cut in total support which the EU was required to make.



This argument may resurface in the next WTO Round. Although some may argue that payments in disadvantaged areas are social or environmental, in practice they are paid on individual livestock units and would certainly not fit into the Green Box as currently defined. Indeed, some environmentalists in Europe argue that because they are paid per livestock unit, they encourage over-stocking, which can result in actual environmental damage.



There may therefore be some pressure to change the nature of HLCA payments to ensure that they are exempt from WTO cuts. This could be done in a variety of ways:



•	by making them regional assistance programmes

•	by making them environmental programmes

•	by paying them as decoupled income support



In each case, the payments would have to be decoupled from livestock units.



�

RURAL DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVES AND THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE “CORK DECLARATION” 



Michel Blanc

INRA, Toulouse



Rural development in the recent period



The OECD defines rural areas as those with less than 150 inhabitants per km², that have a predominance of vegetation cover in the landscape, either cultivated or not. Rural areas are very diverse depending on their proximity to urban centres, their endowment in natural resources, their social fabric and their cultural heritage. Rural development can be defined as the process which brings about changes in population and employment in rural areas.



Changes in population



The most dramatic change that rural areas have witnessed over the last twenty years or so has been a turn-around in internal migration patterns, with the long-standing rural exodus being replaced by what has been sometimes called an “urban exodus”. Of course, in every country this process has unfolded in an uneven way, with some areas undergoing an impressive growth of population, while in others out-migration flows have continued to outnumber in-migration. The increasing migration of people from urban centres to rural areas results from at least three distinct phenomena: peri-urbanisation, i.e. a marked increase in the number of commuters accompanied by an enlargement of commuting catchments; an increase in the number of retired people settling down in the countryside; a significant  flow of returning working-class migrants, especially in many Mediterranean areas, generated by the sharp reduction in unskilled blue-collar employment in the old industrial centres of North Western European countries (Germany and France). 



Peri-urbanisation is usually said to be due to: 



•	an increase in the housing cost gap between urban agglomerations and less-populated locations; 

•	a worsening of urban pollution; 

•	a shift in values, enhancing the preferences for positive rural amenities with respect to urban ones;

•	a fall in people transportation costs. People transportation costs cover two aspects: spending of money and spending of time in travelling. 



The latter has been reduced sharply by road infrastructure improvements, by the spread of individual car ownership, enabled by a widespread increase in household incomes and a reduction in income inequalities (at least until the late eighties), and also by a tendency the number of working days to diminish and therefore the number of home to workplace journeys. 



Immigration of retirees in the countryside was fuelled first by a rise in their number in society at large. This was accompanied by an increase in pensions, allowing more to have a car, without which retirement in the countryside would entail loneliness and cutting links with family and friend networks. The welfare state has been a key factor of the development of the migration of those categories towards rural areas.



That increase in urban to rural migrations was accompanied by a parallel decline in the opposite flow, mainly due to demographic factors. Traditionally, the rural exodus was fed by small farmers and their families, but this pool is gradually drying up. Nowadays, out-migration from the countryside results primarily from the difficulties faced by young people to enter the local labour market especially by those with a higher education who are unlikely to find nearby a job matching up to their expectations. 



Changes in employment



The main changes can be summarised in six points.



1. The changes in the composition of the rural population (and its growth in some places), with often an increasing proportion of middle-class people and of retirees, have generated new needs and new jobs especially in the personal and household services sector (in particular in the health sector) in rural areas.



2. Rural areas are perfectly suited, because of the low land rent, to space-consuming activities. Agriculture and forestry, of course, but also tourism. The rise in the average income linked with the high income elasticity of recreational goods and services, the congestion of more traditional destinations (coastal areas, for example), the increasing tendency to spread holiday time between different periods of the year, have been key factors accounting for the growing demand for green tourism and the development of the related activities.



3. The number of employees, and therefore the added value produced per unit area is higher in the service sector than in manufacturing industries, the rise of employment in the former has made land competition fiercer in urban centres, and this has contributed to drive the manufacturing industries away from them. The extent of this manufacturing dispersal throughout the countryside seems to vary between countries. For example, in Ireland, the highest rate of new company formation in manufacturing sectors was found in the most rural and least industrialised areas. In France, this dispersal seems to have mainly affected periurban rural areas. In Italy, it is rather a shift in regional localisation.



4. As large companies have been seeking to obtain a greater flexibility, they have tended to reduce their own staff and to develop sub-contracting, usually with small firms. With lowering transportation costs and the rapid development of new information and communication technologies, subcontractors do not necessarily need to be located within the immediate neighbourhood of their principal. However, the impact of advanced information and communication technologies on rural economies remains to be assessed. 



5. With globalisation, European rural areas have lost the comparative advantage they had over urban centres in the low cost of unskilled labour, and have suffered from the delocalization of some labour-intensive manufacturing  activities towards developing countries.



Finally, farm employment keeps on shrinking as labour productivity grows faster than the demand addressed to the agricultural sector.



Rural initiatives and the implications of the “Cork declaration”.



Rural initiatives can be understood as actions undertaken with the view of bringing about changes in rural areas. They can come from local or external actors. With that definition, individual and non-coordinated decisions or policy measures aiming not explicitly at modifying the situation of rural areas cannot be considered as rural initiatives. The factors that have played a decisive role in the transformation of rural areas during the recent periods do not result from rural initiatives, but from macro-economic changes (globalization, work-time organisation, worsening of urban pollution), from macro-policy measures (the setting up of the welfare state, public spending on road infrastructures), from demographic trends (lengthening of life expectancy), and from individual decisions to adapt to these changes. 



Does that mean that rural initiatives does not matter? Of course not. But their impact depends crucially on the evolution of the key factors above. What makes the difference between rural areas in similar localities is, first of all, their ability to attract new people. The Cork Declaration expresses a willingness to shift from a pure agricultural policy to a rural policy in which the two main characteristics would be firstly to help maintain a pleasant and attractive environment through adequate aids to farmers, and secondly to adopt a bottom-up approach that supports local (or, more precisely, regional) initiatives. One can only agree with such general orientations. However, it must be stressed that if in some areas the main function of farming is to maintain the environment, then this can be achieved with few people engaged in agriculture: extensive farming is probably the more efficient and less costly way to realise this objective. Secondly, if most the Community funds are to be directed to actions resulting from local initiatives, what will be then the future of the truly less-favoured areas: i.e. those where local initiatives are scarce?





�INTEGRATION OF NEW CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPEAN MEMBER STATES



Mariusz Safin

Agricultural Policy Analysis Unit, Ministry of Agriculture and Food, Poland



Less Favoured Areas (LFA) and their potential importance in the EU acceding countries (EUAC)



The LFAs of Europe are only vaguely defined, as was pointed out by Brouwer et al. in their paper presented at the LSIRD Nafplio conference. Although it is indisputable that the LFA consists of  mountains, moorlands, wetlands, heaths and rough pastures, areas which are perceived as LFA in France may not qualify as LFA in, for example, Spain. The mountain-defined LFA starts in France from 600 m., in Germany from 800 m. and in Spain from 1000 m. above the sea level; also, different values of slope (from 20% in most countries to 25% in Portugal) are used to define a given area as LFA.



Taking into account that criteria for counting a given area as the LFA differ across the EU member states, it is difficult at this point to quantify how much of the farmland in the EUAC will be classified as LFA. Taking into account only the altitude criteria, the differences may be significant. For example if all the areas above 500 m. in Poland were to class as LFA, this would be equivalent to 3.1% of the area of Poland. But if only farmland above 1000 m. counted as LFA, only 0.2% of Poland would qualify. Taking into account that the total area of Poland is about 323 thousand square kilometres�, the difference is significant and represents nearly 1000 km2 (100,000 ha). It can be expected that other criteria give similar differences and that the cumulative effect can be large. Because the criteria have not yet been specified for each EUAC, it is not possible to calculate the total amount of EUAC farmland by adding together the LFA in each country. 



However, for many reasons (for example budgetary implications) it is important to have a vague idea of how large the LFA can be expected to be in the EUAC. It is estimated that the LFA in the European Union represents about 56% of total farmland. Assuming that there is no significant reason to expect that this share is much different in the EUAC, an estimate of the LFA in the EUAC can be calculated. If all ten EUAC countries� are counted together, then the resulting area of LFA would amount to approximately 0.5m km2. However, counting only those countries most advanced in the process of integration (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovenia� - EUAC-4) the LFA would be around 0.25m km2.



Based on this simplistic but useful calculation, it can be concluded that the LFA is an important issue in the integration of the new member states and should be much better researched than it is at the moment.



Current status of the LFA in the EUAC



There are considerable differences between the EUAC, both with regard to share of the LFAs in total farmland, and in the way that national agricultural policies treat these areas.



Czech Republic has a farm structure comparable with the UK; the average farm size is 57 ha (in the statistics, only farms larger than 1 ha are counted), share of agriculture in GDP is around 7.0%, and employment in agriculture reaches about 8.0% of total working population. From this figures it appears that labour productivity in agriculture is at the national average level.



There are some measures used in the Czech Republic to support the LFA. The support covers about 35% to 50% of the farmland. Subsidies are given for conservation of grassland and a type of set-aside scheme. Farmers in the LFA were paid to switch from cereal production to grassland. This action was taken in 1994 when 200m KC (4m $US) was spent to establish grassland on previously arable areas. In 1995, the expenditure was lower, as it was mainly aimed at conservation of the newly-created and previously-existing grasslands. There is also a large programme in place for landscape management; in 1994 this amounted to about 11m $US, rising in 1995 to 27.5m $US. A significant amount is also spent on afforestation: 0.3m $US in 1994, 0.65 m US$ in 1995.



In Hungary, agriculture represents some 9% of GDP, and employs 15% of the Hungarian work force. Labour productivity is considerably below the national average. Agricultural policy in Hungary is not directed to assist the LFA specifically. Subsidies to agriculture are spent mostly for market intervention, and almost none address LFAs (see the OECD report). 



The contribution of Polish agriculture to GDP is about 6% and the sector employs about 25% of work force. From these figures it is clear that labour productivity is about one quarter of the national average. This is especially evident in areas which can be defined as LFA. Average farm size is about 7 ha (in the statistics, only farms larger than 1 ha are counted). 



With respect to LFA, the situation is similar to that in Hungary; market intervention and farmers’ pension schemes get priority. However, the government provides some assistance for farmers who have decided to derive income from outside agriculture�. The assistance covers transfer of know-how and information on existing business opportunities outside agriculture. The assistance is not tied to the LFA, but for economic reasons, farmers use the government help in areas which could be defined as LFA. Economic forces (quite unfavourable, especially for small farmers) and government encouragement have already pushed some farmers out of agriculture. 



The problem of LFA in Slovenia is very important and the government devotes considerable support to them. There are about 20 regional projects to create so-called ‘vine roads’. Under these programmes, most of the funds are spent to create and improve tourist facilities, and in this way to provide an alternative (or supplementary) income for farmers. These 20 programmes are run in highland, mountains and high altitude regions.



Future development and perspectives



Future development of the LFA in the long-term is determined by the accession to the European Union. If price levels in the EUAC are aligned to the EU levels, there is a danger of encouraging significantly higher agricultural production. The implication is that farmers in the LFA would have an incentive to raise production. Thus, the desired trends of falling production in LFA or extensification may be reversed. Therefore it is argued, in line with the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) reforms and World Trade Organisation (WTO) principles, that money which is spent to help farmers (including those who farm in LFAs) to raise their income should be granted in a production de-coupled way. As stated by many authors, WTO constraints are a serious problem if unreformed CAP would be applied to the EUAC. Production would increase to such extent that an enlarged Union would not be able to meet WTO commitments and would have to bear enormous budget costs. The qualitative analysis suggests that, potentially, supply control can be a solution�. But it is a problematic measure. Having set prices, setting the level of supply would freeze two important economic variables which, for many reasons�, is not desirable.



It is also difficult to implement supply control for practical reasons. The production of only a few products is controlled in the EU. Once the EUAC join the European Union, supply controls will have to apply equally to all countries. It is debatable if the application of supply controls for the whole Union would be politically acceptable. But perhaps even more difficult is the problem of how to control supply using administrative measures. It is not clear if supply control should restrain the number of animals on the farm, or the sale of these animals. Should the restrictions be calculated on the basis of output, land or even the capacity of cowsheds? There are no easy answers and it is not an accident that production quotas which operate within the CAP relate only to sugar-beet and milk. These products have features which help supply control; sugar-beet is practically useless if unprocessed, and milk is perishable. Supply control for other products (which can be relatively easily processed) can for example induce dual markets. The example from the centrally-planned economy demonstrates that, if supply control led to a large imbalance in the official markets, alternative markets emerge to compensate for this effect and no administrative bans on these markets can stop people trading outside the official system. In addition, even if there would be a way of effective supply control, agricultural production in some EUAC (Poland, Slovenia) is characterised by a low number of animals per farm and it would be difficult and costly to control supply. Certainly, some small meat processors would probably willingly take the risk of illegal trade in return for some extra income. Clearly, introduction of supply control would not be easy, but that does not mean that it cannot be introduced at all. 

�
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Developments in livestock research

�CURRENT TRENDS IN ANIMAL PRODUCTION PRACTICES IN NORTHERN EUROPEAN SYSTEMS



Tony Waterhouse

Scottish Agricultural College, UK



The nature and balance of pressures influencing animal production are constantly shifting and differ dramatically depending upon the context. Many factors influencing the way that farmers structure their business and undertake its tasks. There are many interactions between production systems and how farmers respond to policy, market and other external forces. One of the problems in examining any trends in production is identifying and measuring how external factors exert their influence. Predicting the impact of changes in policy and market conditions is clearly a major challenge. Differences between northern and southern Europe are reflected by different systems but also in different environmental and  welfare concerns.



Environmental Influences



1) Incentives to farm in a more environmentally friendly manner include a range of options under the Agri-Environment  Measures (EU reg. 2078/92). In the different member states these have been applied differently. Within the UK, Environmentally Sensitive Area and Countryside Stewardship schemes allow farmers to choose from a menu of options. Some of these have direct influence on production methods, e.g. those requiring later cutting dates for silage or hay and measures to re-create species rich pasture.



2) Increasingly large areas are being  primarily managed for landscape or nature conservation. Agriculture is increasingly been seen as the most appropriate way of doing this, but sometimes rather differently than commercial farming on neighbouring land. Many new purchasers of land in the Highlands of Scotland are charities with environmental issues at the top of their agenda.  The use of hardy breeds of cattle to graze heathlands in Holland, Belgium and Germany is well known and has shown potential for added value meat products from environmentally sensitive farming. The BSE crisis has created some difficulties here because the hardy breeds are usually British (Highland, Galloway, Luing). 



3) Current farming practice is being criticised as degrading the environment. In the uplands of Britain and Ireland, increases in sheep numbers since the establishment of the EU Sheepmeat Regime are being linked to habitat loss. There is considerable polarised debate. Reduced stocking rates are being achieved through: 



(i) 	limited uptake of the sheep extensification payments within the Agri-Environment package; 

(ii) 	influence of nature conservation bodies on protected land;

(iii) 	landlords, both public and private, starting to change leases so as to limit sheep grazing, and;

(iv) 	cross compliance measures within the main livestock support measures. These measures have involved the setting of standards for overgrazing of upland semi-natural pastures and for damage done by supplementary feeding practices. They  are being enforced more rigorously, but there is intense pressure from nature conservation bodies to tighten enforcement and to increase their scope and impact.  



The net effect of these changes is a reduction in stocking rates. Some farmers are continuing to intensify management to compensate for this, whilst others are reducing labour and associated costs.  Many upland farmers in the UK have taken the opportunity of making small reductions in breeding sheep numbers as Sheep Annual Premium (SAP) can now be claimed on unbred flock replacements. There may be a trend for some land abandonment to be occurring, perhaps fuelled by the value of sheep quota.



The environmental pressure is far from a simple one. In the intensively farmed lowland areas,  livestock may no longer be present on many farms. Marginal areas on these farms are no longer grazed and vegetation change and habitat loss is occurring.



4) Policing of environmental pollution is becoming increasingly stringent. Wastes from housed animals, silage effluent and sheep dips are all of concern. Two approaches are possible. Upgrading of effluent control is being carried out by some producers, whilst others have adopted methods that avoid the concentration of slurry and effluent. Use of big bale silage, with later cutting dates and longer wilting times to increase dry matter, is an alternative that reduces pollution risk.



5) The phasing in of an industry imposed ban on fishmeal in the UK gives an indication of how the farming and feed industries may also respond to wider public  opinion. 



Research is needed to understand better the biological relationships between production and environmental impacts. Multi-disciplinary research is needed to put this work in context and understand implications at the larger scale.



Welfare



Welfare is another hot debating point within the public domain in northern Europe. Within the disadvantaged regions, there is a general view that welfare is excellent but there is some understanding that this need not always be the case. Concerns over welfare and increased enforcement are leading to subtle changes in production methods in many areas. Cross-compliance of satisfactory lambing and calving rates as a requirement of Hill Livestock Compensatory Allowance payments is being used to encourage farmers and crofters in the harsh western fringe of Scotland to modify their production methods.



Research is needed so that methods designed to improve welfare can be practically applied.



�Role of the marketplace



In Britain, organic production is still minor in scale, but in other northern Europe countries, such as Germany, the numbers of farmers adopting organic or ecological meat production is increasingly significant. 



Much better tie-up between production and retail sector is moving ahead rapidly in the UK, fuelled by the BSE problems. Farm assurance, breed assurance (e.g. with the Aberdeen Angus), and traceability of beef and sheep is likely for large sections of the chain. Premium products are being produced. These require use of specified breeds, full traceability and changed practices, e.g. a voluntary ban of antibiotic feed supplements in beef diets. This process is being driven by the retail sector in Britain.



Other changes in breeding policy have occurred with larger, leaner cattle of high carcass conformation. There are also changes in the availability of breeding replacements, many of which have come from crossbred calves from the dairy herd. Many suckled calf producers have retained continental (Simmental/ Limousin/ Charolais) sired cows as breeding stock. Larger cows have resulted, with higher demands for concentrate feed and that are less able to withstand harsher conditions. As a result, these cattle may be less likely to fulfil an  environmentally useful role. There are continued shifts in breeds of sheep led by market signals. These may require shifts in husbandry methods.



In addition to breed substitution, considerable technology uptake is occurring for breed improvement. The use of real-time ultrasound scanning over the loin area to predict proportions of lean and fat is becoming very widespread. Use of BLUP (Best Linear Unbiased Prediction) is allowing beef and sheep breeders who work at small herd sizes, to make genetic progress. Sire referencing schemes that genetically link a number of smaller sheep flocks are a particularly important development flowing from research. There are now referencing schemes underway in most of the more important  British breeds; Suffolk, Texel, Blue-Faced Leicester and Scottish Blackface. 



Research and development is needed to measure the role of local breeds and improve their value to the marketplace. Genetic improvement of livestock in disadvantaged regions is necessary to maintain competitiveness with the lowland and non-ruminant sectors. However, this improvement need not always be simply product-led. For example, there must be scope to improve the hardiness of non-local breeds whose products do meet market requirements.



Labour



Labour cost and availability are crucial issues. Between 1980 and 1994, the percentage of the population employed in agriculture has declined by 39, 35, 44 and 18% in UK, Eire, Germany and Netherlands, respectively. Numbers of livestock remain broadly the same or higher. Increases in herd/flock size per unit of labour are believed to be  continuing despite recent declines in numbers of animals as described above. Many of the possibilities for intensification have decreased (e.g. land reclamation) but elements of intensification continue. Stocking rates of sheep on improved pastures in commercially recorded flocks are still  tending to increase. It is noteworthy that levels of nitrogen used in these flocks have fallen dramatically because of an increase in the use of intensively-managed clover swards. 



Increased mechanisation of feeding and other practices have occurred. The move to silage, and more recently to big bale silage for sheep and cattle producers is part of this pattern. Virtually every hill shepherd now has access to a 4 wheel motorbike to speed their work output. There is greater use of contractors to make fodder, increased flexibility in staffing with more contract shearing and contract lambing being undertaken.



Less intensive methods are taken up where appropriate. May lambing is growing in interest in UK. This system reduces winter feed for pregnant ewes and the need for lambing supervision, because lambing occurs well after the start of grass growth. 



Changes are also occurring in small scale farming, where cattle numbers continue to decline because cattle are more labour demanding than sheep.



Research and technology transfer are needed to continue to maintain competitiveness by using labour cost-effectively but yet maintain product quality and environmental goals.



�CURRENT TRENDS IN ANIMAL PRODUCTION PRACTICES IN SOUTHERN EUROPEAN SYSTEMS



George Zervas

Agricultural University of Athens, Greece



The most common form of traditional farming in Southern European Countries (SEC) is extensive rearing of sheep and goats, for milk and / or meat, and beef cattle with the livestock often herded in mixed flocks.  This system covers much of the grazing land, and is especially significant for nature conservation in hill and mountain areas.   Together with early woodland clearances and sporadic forest fires, low intensity livestock rearing is responsible for the mosaic of evergreen scrub, conifer forest and rough pasture which characterises much of the grazed area of the SEC.  These “grazing areas” are vegetated with grass, shrubs, shrubs and forest with grass understorey, and forest with grass understorey.  Thus, a proportion of this area is more suited for sheep and cattle grazing, while other parts are better suited to goats (as browsers).  Furthermore, some land is usually left fallow for one or more years and is used for grazing, mainly by sheep.  Arable systems are often combined with seasonal grazing by sheep on stubbles and fallow land.  In many regions, extensive livestock systems make use of (or even depend upon) some form of common or public grazing land, usually of low productivity.  The sources of forage include not only pasture, grass meadows and coarser forms of semi-natural vegetation, but also woodland in some areas.  Some systems involve the cultivation of certain forage crops such as alfalfa and vetch (for hay-making), and traditional cereals (barley, oats).  Maize forage is usually associated with more intensive systems (for silage-making).



Overgrazing has been identified as a severe problem, particularly in the lowlands, while in other areas, undergrazing can be a problem, particularly in mountain regions where livestock numbers are falling.  The biomass produced in these undergrazed, or even ungrazed, regions has become a significant fire hazard.



There are certain environmental, socio-economic and technical limitations in SEC which are, to some extent, the main constraints on success, and which also explain  the current trends in animal production practices.  The percentage of Utilised Agricultural Area (UAA) suitable for grassland is less than 50% in SEC, with an output at farm level of about 1,000 kg DM/ha, while in Northern European Countries (NEC) this percentage is over 50%, with 8,000 kg DM/ha.  This yield potential reflects extensive and intensive pasture use at farm level in SEC and NEC, respectively.  Thus, the estimated share of grassland in meeting the total energy requirements of ruminant animals in SEC is much lower (from 30 to 55%) compared with that of NEC (from 47 to 97%).



Environmental factors, such as precipitation, temperature and soil/land conditions, combined with fertilisation of the grassland, are the major yield determinants.  The permanent grazings of the southern European zone are subject to moisture stress with low annual production,  zero fertilisation, very short grazing period and with stocking rates from the equivalent of 0.25 LU/ha in Portugal to as little as 0.05 LU/ha in the poorer forest ranges of Greece.



The limited availability of fodder makes ruminant farmers more dependent on conserved forage feeds, and more reliant on supplementary feeding, which consequently makes it hard to achieve satisfactory economic performance.  In many pastoral areas which previously were grazed on a seasonal basis, there has been a tendency toward more sedentary systems for many years.  This development often involves an overall increase in stocking density over the course of a year, achieved either by intensification of fodder production on the holding, or as a result of increasing dependence on purchased feeds.  There has been a massive increase in the production and sale of dried fodder, mainly alfalfa hay.  The use of supplementary feeds often permits farmers to carry more stock during the winter, which may lead to local overgrazing.  On the other hand, the decline in transhumance has  resulted in an overall reduction in grazing pressure in the traditional summer pastures in mountain regions.



The main factors which limit the possibilities of expansion  and make these small holdings suffer the most severe financial constraints are:



•	the small size of farms (the number of animals and the available land area per farm), 

•	the high land prices (competition of land from more economically viable crops),

•	state ownership of rangelands with the current legislation of land tenure, 

•	the low genetic potential (low productivity) of some traditional breeds still used, 

•	inadequate nutrition (nutritional fluctuations and imbalances), 

•	inefficiency or lack of co-operative ventures between rural production and retailing enterprises, 

•	inadequate value-adding activities, such as regional and eco-labelling, on-farm processing and marketing, combined with an inefficient milk processing industry and a poorly-organised market.



Economic results obtained from extensive farming have not so far been encouraging, and farmers’ income depends largely on subsidies, regardless of stocking rate.  In most cases, intensive exploitation, located in the lowlands, with its high level of specialisation and integration of productive and well-organised processes, gives better economic results and leaves little room for extensification, as any change in one or more production factors would affect the economic return.



Intensification, therefore, of production systems appears likely to be a continuing trend, and it is important that efforts are made to keep these developments consistent with satisfactory flock management and attention to animal health.  Extensive cattle, sheep and goat husbandry, operating under conditions with pronounced traditional characteristics, do not require excessive capital for feeding and housing, have the advantage of mobility and flexibility, are to a considerable degree independent of expensive borrowed money. Such systems thus meet the farmers needs better during difficult periods, and under unstable market conditions.  The best economic management of farm enterprises of this category can be achieved by increasing flock size and improving the management and quality of natural rangelands.



The problems of the sheep and goat sectors stem from their structure and from the traditional framework within which they operate.  The large numbers of units, often of complementary nature, makes the implementation of even simple improvement programs or new technical applications difficult.  The future problem of sheep and goat farming, has also social dimensions which are associated with the unavailability of labour.  This harsh  profession offers few attractive elements to young people, and mechanisation and technological advances are unable to solve the problems associated with extensive ruminant farming.



Furthermore, the  agricultural population in the SEC is declining and the retiring farmers are not being replaced.  Nevertheless, the stock numbers (sheep, goats, beef cattle) are rather constant.  The younger farmers look to more intensive farming systems, often with high total invested farm capital for modern housing and equipment (milking machine, small cheese making plant etc.), new and more productive breeds, and higher living standards for their families.  Support measures should seek a more balanced approach to rural development, taking into account the broad spectrum of social, cultural and educational needs of the farming communities, as well as the production and marketing of their products.



Today, it is extremely difficult to persuade young people to practice extensive livestock farming in upland areas where there is no social life.  Under these circumstances, a new strategy is needed to face the problems and the disadvantages of the semi-intensive and intensive livestock production systems used.  However, effective protection measures should be taken in order to guarantee environmental sustainability and habitat diversity.



These measures include: 



•	estimation of the appropriate stocking density in each case, 

•	development of more efficient extensive grazing systems, 

•	extension of fallow periods in the cultivated land, 

•	fencing of some patches to be protected from grazing, 

•	very low use of agrochemicals and fertilisers, 

•	encouragement for forage crops cultivation (like alfalfa, vetch etc.) instead of cereal crops (wheat, barley) with support regimes, 

•	cultivation of the abandoned areas with forage crops in order to reduce the stocking pressure on the grazed land, 

•	delayed cutting dates of grass for hay making, etc.  



A grassland premium could also be offered to farmers according to the environmental values which they maintain or create, but this issue needs research to define these environmental values in each case. 



Apart from technical support on the matters mentioned above, pilot projects should be introduced and financed, and advice should be given to farmers on value-adding activities and on-farm processing and marketing of animal origin products.  Such initiatives will give job opportunities, particularly for women, better social life, higher income and real rural development.

 

�ASCENDANT TECHNOLOGY IN THE MILK CHEESE SECTOR : 

THE CASE OF SMALL RUMINANTS CHEESE SECTOR IN DISADVANTAGED AREAS



Jean-Paul Dubeuf

CIRVAL, Corsica, France



The future of cheese production in severely disadvantaged areas faces numerous challenges. The small ruminant dairy sector in the Mediterranean Basin is a typical case, and a good example to show why and how the sharing of scientific, technical and economic information between different production areas can contribute effectively to the necessary organisation of the marketing chain (filière).

 

This sharing of information, which is essential in order for operators to appreciate their own situation within the industry, will undoubtedly be brought about through a redefinition of forms of dialogue, exchange and comparison.



Making an environment to safeguard traditional products



The sheep and goat dairy sector is highly diversified within Europe; an old and well-structured industrial sector exists alongside traditional and artisan forms of production. However, the pastoral nature of this type of production is a fundamental characteristic of Mediterranean culture which has universally led to the preservation of original and typical products associated with their place of production.



Mediterranean cheeses are popular with consumers and are sold in niche markets, often attracting significant added value (See Tables 2 and 3); it is probably this added value which permits the continuation of this activity in regions of poor agri-climatic potential. This reasoning is also largely applicable to the cow's milk cheese sector in disadvantaged regions (Mahon in the Balearic Islands, Ragusano in Sicily, Beaufort in the Alps, etc.).



However, in numerous regions, neither the production, nor the processing or marketing are organised. On the contrary, in others, three brands of industrial product dominate the market (see Table 1.). Until recently, this situation did not pose a major problem; in a rapidly growing market, these three cheeses were well-known and had few marketing problems. But, for a number of years now, the situation has been different.



Three of the major cheeses produced in the Mediterranean region have recently experienced commercial difficulties.  The main causes of problems have been saturation of the internal market and the decrease in European export refunds (Pecorino Romano), changes in consumer habits in the overcrowded blue-cheese market (Roquefort) and competition from dairy products made from cow's milk or other regions (Feta) (a fall of 12% in the price of Feta in 1996, 20% in ewe's milk in Sardinia, etc.). In this context, in the absence of a common market organisation, the industrial sector is logically looking to diversify. Numerous imitations of traditional products are being offered to consumers, who are not always able to identify them clearly.



It is therefore necessary for the economic actors to organise themselves in order to promote recognition of the individuality of their local products and to ensure that they are promoted and distributed beyond local markets in areas where they are not widely recognised.



At a system level, agricultural development services have access to few specific models: in the case of sheep the main model available for reference is Roquefort and for goats, the intensive Poitou Charentes model. These two cases may be of benefit for all Mediterranean areas, but the implementation of a coherent transfer of technology implies the existence of effective follow-up by technical and economic services.



Increasingly, European regulations concerning health and hygiene standards will impose a rapid modernisation of equipment (Directive EEC 92/46). The financial burden and management of these investments are frequently the cause of instability for the farm or artisanal processing units.



The essential challenge which will put the sector back on its feet is undoubtedly that of its professionalism.



Organising the sharing of information.



Create the information and establish necessary references.



i.  Technical-economic data requirements.



Goat/sheep farming in severely disadvantaged areas lacks the information necessary to 



•	describe and classify farms

•	identify reserves of productivity

•	offer producers coherent strategies for the future (choice of techniques, diversification, collective organisation etc.



To achieve this, it is essential that the development structures organise themselves and offer farmers and farmer/processors services which address their needs.  



The establishment of technical-economic follow-up is essential so that the performance of the herd, and not simply an individual animal, is better taken into account. The establishment of a target market is vital and necessitates market research.



An increased emphasis on training and the organisation of apprenticeships and exchanges.



ii. Strengthen the position of these cheeses on the market and their reputation.



It is imperative that the different regions look after their niche markets at the same time as improving their global competitiveness. In order to avoid imitation products destroying their reputation, the establishment of collective initiatives is vital.



This will involve the identification of products through, for example, the creation of quality labels and studies on cheese characterisation. These are also the type of collective initiatives which will ensure the promotion of products outside local markets and local marketing structures and facilitate regular distribution.



Numerous initiatives are emerging in several regions (the "Qualita Latte" program in Sardinia, the creation of several marketing bodies, etc.), but they must be maintained through an active partnership between the actors in production, processing, development and research.



Establish opportunities for dialogue, exchange and confrontation.



In order to fulfil these objectives, an opening outside the areas of production, which are often isolated, is essential.  It is necessary that networks are created in which researchers participate, as well as technicians, economic actors (processors, farmers, and professional representatives.)



It is therefore a question of diversifying the opportunities and forums for exchange in order to overcome the enormous deficit of information.



New information technologies, such as the Internet are often introduced as the solution to these questions. However, there are still many hurdles to be overcome before infrastructures, as well as attitudes, allow the real use of these tools outside the scientific sector. In diffusing simple and structured information through local networks, organising permanent co-operation between professionals, technicians and scientists, it is possible to identify the strategic margins for manoeuvre in a sector in jeopardy.



The dairy and cheese sectors in disadvantaged areas have no choice but to rapidly succeed in modernisation. Modernisation in this context is not a process leading towards an impersonal and anonymous machinery which destroys traditions and leads to a homogenous means of production, expertise and taste. Modernisation, as it is used here, is an approach which enriches tradition, which feeds collective innovation and takes into account the interests of those who implement it.



�TRAINING AND CO-OPERATIVE RESEARCH IN THE MEDITERRANEAN AREA - THE ROLE OF CIHEAM.



Dunixi Gabiña

IAM, Zaragoza, Spain



INTRODUCTION



The International Centre for Advanced Mediterranean Agronomic Studies (CIHEAM) is an intergovernmental organisation representing the following countries: Albania, Algeria, Egypt, France, Greece, Italy, Lebanon, Malta, Morocco, Portugal, Spain, Tunisia, Turkey and former Yugoslavia.



The objective of the CIHEAM is to promote co-operation in the Mediterranean region through training and research in the area of agriculture and natural resources. To accomplish its objectives, the Centre organises specialised post-graduate training and short courses targeted towards professionals. Furthermore, it promotes and co-ordinates research networks on issues relevant to the Mediterranean region. The Centre has at present four Mediterranean Agronomic Institutes; at Montpellier (France), Bari (Italy), Chania (Greece), and Zaragoza (Spain).



CIHEAM does not have training or research activities specifically orientated towards the improvement of livestock production in the European disadvantaged areas. However, since the CIHEAM activities are generally oriented towards the improvement of typical Mediterranean agriculture and considering that many of the areas which are catalogued as disadvantaged (declining/marginal rural areas) are to be found in Mediterranean Europe, most of the CIHEAM activities can be applied to the development of this type of area in the South of Europe. 



TRAINING



Within the field of training in Animal Production, the Mediterranean Agronomic Institute of Zaragoza develops the Advanced Course on Animal Production, with a duration of nine months, which is composed of three cycles: Nutrition, Breeding and Reproduction. In these three cycles, training is particularly oriented towards Mediterranean Production Systems, paying special attention to species such as sheep and goats, which are typical of Mediterranean less favoured areas.



Besides this long-duration course, the IAMZ develops short courses with a more specific focus on typical productions and products of these Mediterranean LFAs. Goat Production, Dairy Sheep Production, Mediterranean Forages and By-products, Dairy Sheep and Goat Products and Animal Production and Environment (the last week of the latter being specially dedicated to extensive Mediterranean systems), are some of  the courses of the IAMZ.



In the other areas of training of the IAMZ (plant breeding, marketing of agricultural products and rural planning), aspects that could lead to the development of new orientations of livestock production in LFAs are also addressed. 



An important characteristic of the training programme of the IAMZ-CIHEAM is the fact that the training is based on guest lecturers, which confers particular flexibility for the adaptation to the demand of specialised post-graduate training.





RESEARCH



Research Networks



CIHEAM encourages and promotes research networks with typically Mediterranean topics. The activity of these Networks may be most varied, from exchanges of information to the development of research projects financed by donor bodies, such as the European Commission.



Within the context of Animal Production, the two most consolidated networks jointly developed with FAO, are the FAO/CIHEAM Inter-Regional Cooperative Research And Development 	Network On Sheep And Goat and the FAO/CIHEAM Inter-Regional Co-operative Research And Development Network On Pastures And Fodder Crops.



The objective of the Sheep and Goat Network is the sustainable development of the production systems of Mediterranean and European sheep and goats, and is  structured around three subnetworks: Nutrition, Animal Resources and Production Systems. Some of the topics that the network deals with are: Sheep and goat nutrition during gestation and lactation; lamb and kid nutrition; plant/animal interactions; lignified feed evaluation; the use of body condition score in sheep and goat production systems; genetic resources and breeding strategies in local sheep and goats; labour on sheep and goat farms; the role of collective land in production systems; sheep and goat production systems and the environment; and the observatory of sheep and goat production.

 

The Network on Pastures and Fodder Crops is also structured around the three subnetworks (Mountain pastures, plain forages, Mediterranean forage resources), addressing topics such as biodiversity, feeding value, white clover, alfalfa and Mediterranean forages in arid and semi-arid areas.



The participation in these networks is large with experts from Albania, Algeria, Cyprus, Egypt, France, Greece, Italy, Ireland, Israel, Lebanon, Malta, Morocco, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Tunisia, Turkey and United Kingdom. Some of the actvities are developed jointly with ICARDA.



�SUSTAINABILITY OF PRODUCTION SYSTEMS



Koldo Osoro

CIATA, Villaviciosa, Spain





Currently, there are many fashionable words, such as extensification, sustainability, biodiversity etc., used too frequently with little consideration of the actual situation.  The degree of development in rural areas can vary greatly between areas, even over short distances.  Such differences can obviously be even greater between regions or countries. Much of the variation can be attributed to the effects of different agricultural and rural policies.



While in some countries, the process of intensification was begun in the sixties and before, in others, especially those which joined the European Union late, the recent phase of agricultural intensification only began in the 1980s, and has also mainly been confined to the lowlands.  Only limited intensification has taken place in upland and less-favoured areas.  Extensification, therefore, may indeed be an appropriate alternative to improve economic and environmental sustainability in the developed, lowland situation.  However, in areas which are already “less-favoured”, including many common lands, with low-grade vegetation resources, calls to extensify production mean little more than “Please maintain your poor conditions and living standards”.  Even in fertile lowlands, extensification requires an adequate land base to maintain profitability, and this not always available.



Sustainability is in this context a more useful concept.



But how might it be possible to achieve sustainability in these less-favoured areas?  At least 5 conditions must be met:



•	An appropriate animal species must be chosen

•	The product must be defined

•	There must be a well-developed grazing strategy

•	Predators must be controlled

•	Social conditions must be improved.



The availability of land and vegetation are the main factors limiting the number of animals and herd size.  When large areas are available, extensive systems producing low-nutrient requiring products, such as wool and other fibres, may be appropriate, but where land availability is restricted, intensification is essential to achieve economic sustainability.  Thus the level of intensification required to achieve economic sustainability is inversely related to the quantity x quality of available land and vegetation.



�Figure 1.  Undesirable evolution of land use



Land type�Grazing system�Development process�Sustainability�Ecosystem effect

���Less-favoured�Extensive�Extensification�Unsustainable�Desertification�����������Favoured�Intensive�Intensification�Sustainable�Pollution��������



Figure 2  Sustainable evolution of land use



Land type�Grazing system�Development process *�Sustainability�Ecosystem effect

���Less-favoured�Extensive�Intensification�Sustainable�Biodiversity�����������Favoured�Intensive�Extensification�Sustainable�Biodiversity��������* This stage will be dependent on the availability of land





Table 1. Main limits to sustainability.



•	��Available land in 	uplands:			quantity  low or high



							quality	low



��whereas in the lowlands:				quantity  low



							quality	high



•	No land use planning (forestry, livestock)�

•	Lack of regulation on grazing management�

•	Uncontrolled predators (wolves)�

•	Changing social and living conditions



Figures 1 and two illustrate why there is a need for a different approach to agricultural development in the LFAs, in particular in the South of Europe, to that appropriate for the more technologically advanced lowland regions.  It is only sensible to discuss extensification in cases which have already been subjected to a previous process of intensification.    Particularly in the Mediterranean region,  the urgent priority is still to improve farm incomes and to stem the continuing process of land abandonment.



Table 1 lists some of the main constraints acting against livestock agriculture in the Mediterranean LFAs.  These together pose a formidable challenge to the development of sustainable farming systems.























Chapter 3













Opportunities for future interdisciplinary research 



�THE ROLE OF LIVESTOCK IN RURAL DEVELOPMENT



Joseph Mannion  & Jim Phelan

Department of Agribusiness, University College Dublin, Republic of Ireland



Rural areas are the home of more than a quarter of the EU’s population and account for over 80% of the territory of the European Union (EU Cork Conference on Rural Development, 1996).  In 1992, agriculture accounted for 2.1% of the European Union’s GDP. However there are substantial differences between Member States. In Ireland for example it accounts for 6.7%, in Greece 10.4%, while in Germany and the United Kingdom it is approximately 1% (EUROSTAT 1995). In the EU as a whole just over 5.5% work directly in agriculture. Employment in agriculture ranges from just over 2% in the UK to over 20% in Greece. The economies of peripheral regions are still characterised by a strong dependence on agriculture. Approximately half of the European Union’s 123 million hectares is used for livestock farming. In addition, over half of the cereal output is eaten by livestock, which in 1992 totalled over 80 million head. In only three out of the 15 Member States of the EU does crop production exceed animal production. For example in Ireland animal production accounts for 90% of the total agricultural production (EUROSTAT 1995).



Livestock Production and Rural Development



Livestock production is characterised for the most part by small scale producers, with almost half of the cattle farms in the EU having less than 20 animals per farm. Nevertheless, in terms of its contribution to the rural economy, animal production is one of the most significant sectors. This is particularly the situation in the more peripheral and more vulnerable rural areas of the EU.



The significance of animal production in a peripheral rural area is highlighted from a study of dairy producers in Co. Clare Ireland. (Clare Milk Study, 1993). The study showed that in many rural areas of the county income from milk sales accounted for 80% of all income in such areas.



Small scale milk production is a core enterprise in many rural areas in Ireland with over 50% of farmers having milk quotas of less than 90,000 litres. It has been shown that under current policy trends, the emphasis on competitiveness and enlargement of both production and processing units as many as 7 farmers per day are ceasing milk production. Over the last 20 years, the numbers of farms involved in milk production in Ireland has declined by almost 60%; and the overwhelming proportion of these were small scale producers. Given that dairying is 3 to 4 times more profitable than other grassland-based livestock production systems, the economic social and rural community impact of this exodus has alarming consequences for rural regions. The results are increased dependency on state welfare payments, increased unemployment and the accelerated migration of young people from such rural areas.



Recent studies ( Moss et. al. 1991; Kearney et al. 1996; Phelan et al.. 1994) show that the situation for cattle and sheep farmers is even more serious. The majority of the very low farm incomes on such farms arises almost totally from EU/Member State Direct Payments.



The challenges for rural development policy and in particular the place of livestock farming in contributing to the balanced development of such areas is a critical issue. It poses particular questions for the shape of a further reformed CAP with a territorial or regional emphasis and for focused livestock farming systems research and extension.



 Interdisciplinary Research - A Requirement



Over many centuries farming and the production of food has been the core resource which rural areas have relied on, for their survival and development.  In today’s and tomorrow’s world rural communities and rural areas cannot survive on farming alone.  The problem of rural areas that are in decline is directly linked to their capacity to develop new functions (non-farming businesses and services) and to link them to real demands and markets.



Those rural areas that are in decline have little internal capacity to develop new functions, few recognised marketable assets (other than farming) and lack the supports necessary to develop competitive and marketable alternatives.  In general such areas are remote from large population centres and their economies are predominantly based on small-scale farming activities.  Recent research shows that such areas are least likely to have developed new enterprises or to have household members with outside employment.  Clearly such areas represent a major challenge for rural development and a comprehensive and coherent set of interventions are required to reverse the decline.  An essential requirement for research is to identify and quantify the intervention actions (technical and policy) that are within the capacity of these small scale producers.



To suggest that such rural areas can rapidly diversify their economic activities in response to price and income reductions for core farm related commodities would be extreme folly.  A rural development policy that is based solely on such a strategy would catapult many rural areas onto an accelerated spiral of decline.  The policy interventions must include measures that not only enable internal diversification of the rural economy but also those that support the development and retention of competitive farm businesses.



The challenge for rural policy and research is to create the support environment which enables the emergence of a diversified rural economy built on the unique assets of particular rural areas.  This includes measures which allow for the continued development of farming coupled with the progressive emergence of a strong rural industry and service sector.  Such a rural development policy is based on three principles:



•	no rural development without agriculture;

•	no agriculture and no farmers without other activities;

•	no other activities without the development of villages, small and medium-sized towns.



It requires a multi-sectoral and multi-dimensional research approach, the very core of which is striking the proper balance in securing the long-term viability of our rural areas.  This is implicit in the Cork Declaration (EU Cork Conference on Rural Development, 1996).



Conclusion



Any careful reflection on the principles which should underpin future rural development policy options, as set out in the Cork Declaration, indicates the huge challenge posed for multi-disciplinary research to respond with a set of well  developed  actions and policy options. Interdisciplinary research should focus on actions and measures which will stimulate enterprise and business expansion in farming, industry and services. Such research should attempt to identify the essential elements of a Farm Development Package suitable for the majority of farmers in vulnerable areas. In addition research is required to examine mechanisms for positive discrimination in favour of the location and dispersal of industry, commercial and other services and housing, in or within the hinterland of less favoured rural areas.



The overall aim of the set of rural development policy research actions should be to achieve the goal of balanced development of all rural areas.  And this means the balanced development of all sectors based on the current situation in particular rural areas of Member States.  Ultimately it is about halting and indeed reversing the current trend of decline in the rural population.













�DIVERSIFICATION OF AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES IN LIVESTOCK SYSTEMS IN LESS FAVOURED AREAS



Martine François

GRET, France



Remote small and medium sized farms in rural areas and niche markets in urban or periurban areas



�In less favoured areas, the agricultural activities of livestock husbandry and processing mainly concern small and medium sized farms. The main form of diversification in these systems is the processing of agricultural products; principally milk into cheese. Farming families also process other products into local specialities. Rural tourism is developing in certain regions�. If the volume is sufficient, products may also be eligible for a quality label, either at a national (for example, the French Appellation d’Origine) or a European level (Geographical Indication of Origin or a certificate of specificity). These quality designations are designed to preserve the specificity and the typicality of products for consumers, to “create rarity” and thus to maintain prices which, from the point of view of producers, reflect production structures.



These production systems have two common characteristics: the fact that production is remote and scattered throughout rural areas and that products are sold on niche markets. As far as production is concerned, producers are scattered throughout rural areas, isolated, often still individualistic, even where collective initiatives (co-operatives) or processing industries, which collect milk from several producers, exist and are developing.



The majority of products are sold locally, through local markets or farm gate sales or through the network of producer contacts�. Nevertheless these networks do not involve all producers and do not facilitate the sale of all the produce concerned. According to a study carried out in 1993 in 4 different European countries, local sales only accounted for 70-85% of the production in France, Germany and Belgium (in the United Kingdom, where on average farms are much larger and much closer to small industries, only 30% of production was concerned).�



Nevertheless the market for these products exists and is growing�. A study of the market for farm produce in France, Germany, Belgium and the United Kingdom shows that it is bought by between 35-60% of the population. According to a study by AND for the EEC, the market share of products of a specific quality is as high as 10-12%. However, the majority of areas with expanding markets are urban. The question is therefore how to sell urban or periurban consumers products, whose flavour, typicality, links with the countryside or region of origin, nature or conservation of the environment are valued, something which necessitates different methods of production, distribution and sale to those which producers are used to.



On the other hand, if the production of these traditional products were to increase it would contribute to the relative saturation of local markets, not least because rural exodus has limited the number of potential customers. However, producers who wish to generate a profit from this activity are obliged, notably in order to comply with European standards, to increase production.



In order to realise the potential for market growth, both production and marketing structures need to adapt. It is necessary to move away from rural production destined for rural areas and to make products suited to distribution networks and the habits of urban consumers. This necessitates profound changes, which have to a large extent already been implemented in some areas, although to a lesser extent in others. Even where niche markets are concerned, traditional products are not in practice suited to urban consumers or to conventional distribution networks. The quality of cheeses, even their size is not uniform. The volume on offer is often low. The  packaging used is not suitable for long journeys. The small processing units, do not in general come up to European standards. A marketing structure is required in order to make the presentation and quality of products more uniform and ensure sufficient volume to interest distributors and enable processing units to conform to European standards.



Diversification also reflects new crafts and presupposes new skills and knowledge, new information networks and even new attitudes towards the environment. In fact the collaboration and the collective organisation of producers often becomes necessary: collective investments in processing which respect European standards, collective marketing and collective advertising etc.



Shared research, development and training for the development of diversification in rural areas



Where changes are necessary, the actors who develop the activities implied in diversification are faced with  numerous questions. The solution implies at the same time appropriate inter-disciplinary research, the accumulation of relevant information and the communication of this information to the actors developing the activities. These three elements are necessarily very closely linked. However, making the results of the research accessible to the actors is not easy. The focus of the research must be closely linked to farmers preoccupation’s, it must take into account existing knowledge and that the results are intended for communication to  the end users.



� What technology is available that can reconcile the dispersed nature of production, the numerous isolated actors in rural areas and the niche marketing of quality produce?



Technologies currently available are largely designed for production on a far larger scale, and technological advances which permit production on a small scale are recent. Less research is carried out on small scale production as small-scale technology does not interest the large groups in the agri-food industry who carry out the majority of research in this area.�



What means are available that can reconcile quality products, technical expertise, hygiene and scattered low cost production rural areas?  



Is the “zero microbe” technology the best way to guarantee the health of the consumer? 



How will farmers, and in particular those in less favoured areas, manage at the same time to satisfy European standards and conserve landscapes, employment and local products?



How can the market for these products be developed? 



The purchasing behaviour of consumers of this type of product, particularly in the case of direct sales, is not totally rational. Consumers of these products do not use them to maximum effect. They buy a food product and at the same time a little piece of countryside or contact with the producer. The classic models which describe consumer behaviour do not apply as they do else where.



How can we avoid these products being produced more efficiently compared to the large distribution chains and at a lower cost to the industry, depriving numerous rural producers of their livelihoods? 



How can we use and manage quality designations to protect the products?



Diversification is for farmers in rural, less favoured areas, involves contact and mediation.



It involves the coming together of two different worlds: the rural world where production takes place, the world of values, symbols and quality products, and the urban/periurban world, from where and above all from where tomorrow demand will come for these products (this is also the case for rural tourism). Very little research has been done on these types of diversification, despite the fact that they are innovative and the farmers involved ask themselves numerous questions which the current system of research, development and training does not help them to answer.



The road to a solution lies therefore not only in inter-disciplinary research, but also in a close collaboration between the three different worlds: that of research where the methods, concepts and models are formulated; that of development, where the pertinent questions are asked about the problems encountered by those in the field and where the professionals’ first responses are formulated, and that of training, where information is communicated to the economic actors and where exchange between producers allows the expertise gained from practice to be understood and valued.

�CASE STUDY 1



PRIORITIES FOR DEVELOPMENT OF SUSTAINABLE LIVESTOCK SYSTEMS IN SPAIN:



Javier Martínez Vassallo

INIA, Spain



Research and development themes related to livestock production systems and the development of disadvantaged rural areas identified at the meeting promoted by a special action of INIA (12-May-97)



In line with the European LSIRD Concerted Action, I.N.I.A., the Spanish Institute of Agricultural Research of the Ministry of Agriculture, arranged a one day meeting to produce an assessment of the role of livestock production systems in rural development of disadvantaged areas of Spain.



The workshop of 12th. May was attended by 21 people of different backgrounds and expertise: six socio-economists and eight livestock production system researchers; three managers of national agricultural research programmes and four managers of private activities concerned with rural development.  Participants were asked to prepare a short report with their reflections on the bottlenecks and problems they saw, from their own experience, in relationship with the Concerted Action's theme, which in their opinion deserved some useful R+D.



The meeting was conducted by three leading talks, namely:



Framework of agrarian and environmental policies, adapted to the Mediterranean region.  

François de Casabianca, INRA., Corsica.  

The livestock production systems in disadvantaged humid areas of the North of Spain.  

Koldo Osoro, C.I.A.T.A., Asturias. 

Tools of socio-economy on agrarian systems for rural development.  

Javier Calatrava, C.I.D.A., Granada.



Once the large group was divided into three subgroups, taking into account a summary of all the participant’s written reflections, a general discussion within each subgroup was held for almost two hours, the fruits of which have been summarised in the following list of objectives for R+D.



I.	Analysis of the various extensive systems and the potential of other complementary and external initiatives in rural "pilot" zones to promote their integrated development.



I.1	Establishment of models of integrated rural development, harmonised with the preservation of biodiversity.

I.2	Social-structural limitations to rural development.- Ownership and succession, demographics, services, associated organisation.

I.3	Strategies to stabilise the rural population.  The role of rural women.

I.4	Development of technological handbooks.(including health, genetics, pasture management) for each species managed systematically in extensive conditions.



II.	Impact of agricultural and other policies supporting grazing systems on rural development.



II.1	Identification of undesirable effects of the CAP.

II..2	Identification of contradictions between policies.

II.3	Analysis of the impacts of aids or subsidies, and models to focus them to the improvement of the viability of the enterprises.



III.		Evolution of the vegetation cover in less favoured areas with grazing

animal species.



III.1		Soil - plant - animal interactions.

III.2		Mixed grazing - simultaneous by different species.

III.3		Improving forage production.

III.4		Combating erosion and deserfification

III.5		Maintenance of indigenous breeds.

III.6		Individual identification of the fitness of the grazing animals.





IV Products of extensive livestock systems.



IV.1	Analysis of potential markets

IV.2	Orientation of production to meet demand.

IV.3	Improvement of product quality through typificication and differentiation (and in this case, by their own qualities and/or by the establishment of their traceability to the consumer).

IV.4	Marketing strategies.



�CASE STUDY 2



RESEARCH PRIORITIES FOR LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE MONTADOS SYSTEMS IN PORTUGAL



Manuel Belo Moreira & Inocêncio Seita Coelho

Instituto Superior de Agronomía, Lisbon, Portugal





The montados systems in Portugal must be considered as agrosilvopastoral systems deliberately created to achieve a range of socio-economic goals. It is important that this multi-objective conceptual framework is present in any study of the montados. That is, crops, trees, and livestock are only parts of the system that cannot be treated as the object of research as if other components do not exist. This is not to say that one cannot focus the research on livestock, but only that the other components and their interface with livestock cannot be forgotten.



Acknowledging that the less favoured areas of the South of Europe have specific geoclimatic, economic, demographic, social and cultural conditions,  it is possible to summarise some research priorities. Referring to specific conditions, in the areas of the montados, means to be aware of the following features that roughly characterise these systems:



•	a large percentage of the active population is aged and still engaged in agriculture, since economic activity in the region is mainly dependent on agriculture. That which is not farming is nonetheless related with agriculture, such as tourism and hunting, commercial and other services. Industrial activities not related to agriculture are rare, and a high unemployment rate is the rule;

•	low densities of population and low natality rate indicates a trend toward human desertification;

•	agricultural activity in the montado is irrelevant to the European agricultural surplus. It is enough to note that this is an agriculture mainly based on dry areas with a very low productive capacity;

•	the montado is a fragile ecosystems arising from, and maintained by, patterns of human activity, cultivating the land by using long crop rotations, and using the fallow and the natural pasture under trees as well as the fruits of the holm-oak or the cork-oak to feed livestock.



Thus, one important line of research that has been absent concerns the diagnosis of the present relations between the montado systems and the social-economic environment. It is important, among other questions, to look at how livestock interface with crops and people in these systems. That is, to look at the problems arising from the CAP regulations and the foreseen economic liberalisation on the economic survival of the system. Research must not only characterise the present situation, but must make an appraisal of the potentialities of development under different conditions. There is also an urgent need to study the forms of technical management of the montado systems, particularly the livestock management. The studies at the micro level must be related with the current forms of agricultural marketing, and the bottlenecks that can exist at this level. An essential appraisal must be done relating the technical management with the economic management of these systems under the CAP regulations promoting extensification. That is, one must evaluate the perverse effects on these systems of the implementation of extensification policies.



Finally, a wide-ranging study should be made on the relations between the montado system and the preservation of the environment. Goals, like improving or maintaining the biodiversity and the sustainability of the system, i.e. to develop management systems that, while improving biodiversity, still generate sufficient economic activity to keep people in these zones.



Considering this aim, one of the main questions to be answered is “What forms of livestock management can be practised that, on the one hand, cause no harm to the natural regeneration of the forestry component of the system, but that, on the other hand, can assure shrub control, increase biodiversity and prevent fire ?”. Reconciling these goals must be achieved while at the same time maintaining the survival of the economic operation.

�Socio-economic instruments for agricultural and livestock systems research to guide rural development in disadvantaged areas.



Javier Calatrava

Departamento de Economía y Sociología Agrarias,

C.I.D.A. Granada, Spain



One of the most concerning aspects of modern rural development planning is the lack of attention given to agriculture, and as a natural consequence, to the analysis of the economic potential (in the widest sense of the word) of farming systems, which would determine its capacity to form a strategic part in a rural development plan.



This tendency is even more apparent in disadvantaged areas, where the farming systems in general, and livestock farms in particular, are often operating close to the margins of viability.  This was originally a consequence of the difficulties arising out of the constraints on the adoption of modern farming systems and, later, as a result of the demographic drain of the rural exodus from these areas.  A relatively unproductive vegetation cover is common in these disadvantaged rural areas, as a result of adverse climatic and wind conditions.  Livestock systems in such areas are notable for their limited yields and variable grazing densities.  In these circumstances, the consideration of agriculture as a strategic activity in a development process first requires an in-depth analysis, to a large extent of an experimental nature, and then reconversion and adaptation strategies for the farming systems in the medium-  to long-term which are often difficult, and have a high social cost.



It is evident, and yet in some ways necessary and desirable, that the relative importance of farm production is diminishing not only as a proportion  of the economic system as a whole, but when considering only rural areas.  This decrease in the importance of the primary productive function of agriculture in the socio-economic system of rural populations is primarily an indication of the economic growth of these areas and often provides an excuse to avoid, or at least give a low priority to, farming activities in the practices followed by rural development policies.  Thus it seems that agriculture, which not long ago was identified as the core rural activity, today is often presented in a negative context.  The phenomenon is even becoming known, ironically, as the "rural-farming divorce". The real reason for this "anti-farming" attitude in rural development policies lies, in my opinion, in the greater difficulties arising out of any actions attempting to transform and reconvert farming systems in comparison to those required in other, more dynamic industries, such as tourist accommodation and infrastructure, or the setting up of recreational activities.  In these example, the investment made, or the subsidy or grant obtained, has a more visible effect in the short term. The local level administrators of development policies normally act on their own, without any multidisciplinary expert team to provide them with the necessary support.  With little chance of carrying out detailed analyses that can be used as the basis for their management, it is unlikely that an interest in farming potential will be taken in local development.  If, in addition to the above, one adds the fact that good management in many cases is judged by the speed with which they execute investment plans which rapidly exhaust the budget assigned to them, it is apparent that agricultural actions are prejudiced by the disadvantage that they often require previous research and experimentation and campaigns to encourage the adoption of new methods and change attitudes towards farming within the rural population.



The above-mentioned disinterest in farming systems, and their potential in local development practices in Spain, which is more real than may appear, would not be so worrying in disadvantaged areas if only its primary productive function is considered.

However agriculture, particularly in these areas, is an activity which brings with it a multitude of other, often positive, consequences.  Some of these are related to the preservation of space and landscape, and to the ecological balance, and they can never be ignored, let alone eliminated, without incurring a high social and environmental cost.



Farming systems may become generators of integrated activities in the development process.  The situation and prospects of agriculture in the Alpujarra Alta (Southern Spain) is taken here as a case study, describing the historical evolution of the farming system in this area and following up with some brief remarks, based on previous research on its current critical situation and the consequences of this in the economic, ecological and cultural system.  



AGRICULTURE IN THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS OF RURAL AREAS



The role of agriculture in the classic global development process (involving a trend to urban/ industrial concentration) may be considered as functionally generic in the dynamics of the process in the sense that it may initially be seen as an industry generating surplus capital and, secondly, one which supplies labour and creates demand for industrial products and services.  However, when the spatial dimension of development is reduced to a local level, the resulting productive basis of the socio-economic system will vary enormously according to the particular area and endogenous resources which could potentially be mobilised there.  This makes it impossible to offer generic “recipes” on productive strategies in local development.



One of the greatest differences between the design of development strategies from a global and local point of view lies precisely in the "a priori" lack in the second case of a generic productive strategy.  This naturally means that in the case of rural areas, it is not known what role agriculture should play in the resulting economic system.



Except in particular areas with very specific natural characteristics, agriculture must always to some degree form part of local development strategy in rural areas, because of its capacity to generate certain types of external consequences which contribute to the sustainability of the process.



As regards the role of agriculture in rural development, two types of farming systems must in principle be distinguished:



(i) "modern" or industrial farming systems, resulting from the dualist process of development which began in Spain at the end of the 1950s.

(ii) traditional systems, which have been modified to some extent and adapted to the reality caused by the rural exodus, and which could not be totally mechanised or modernised due to both physical handicaps (steep slopes, aridity, erosion, etc.) and those linked to the structure of the existing farms.



Although the first group is more numerous, the second is of greater territorial importance in Spain, particularly in the most disadvantaged areas.  These modified traditional farming systems, among which are those of the Alpujarra Alta, are those which usually present greater difficulties in adapting and reconverting within the process of rural development.  The key question which must be posed in respect of these systems is: Given their situation of crisis and productive marginality, how can they participate in rural development processes?



In an attempt to provide some ideas in answering the above question, three circumstances must be borne in mind that have arisen since the time when the marginality of the farming systems began, namely:



(i) 	The actions of agricultural research

(ii) 	The evolution of the pattern followed by farming production

(iii)   	The consideration and valuation of the external consequences of farming.



Within the context of farming policies in general, agricultural research has been operating almost exclusively for "modern" farming systems over the last few decades, on the basis of often unsystematic specialised research. Little public or private research has been dedicated to the re-conversion and adaptation of traditional farming systems. This process has resulted from a productivist philosophy which has represented agriculture solely as an economic activity.  The recent consideration of objectives other than merely economic ones is changing this panorama.  The author proposes the following features of farming systems, which are mutually interdependent, as those that should be taken into account in any analysis: 



•	productivity

•	profitability

•	productive stability

•	sustainability

•	total economic value

•	recoverability

•	productive efficiency

•	adaptability

•	equilibrium in development process

•	diversity

•	technological receptivity

•	intensity

•	dependency

•	capacity to service local markets

•	equity

•	levels of productive quality

•	level of environmental interaction

•	level of socio-cultural interaction





T these characteristics, or criteria for analysis, must be added productive quality which would value the natural countryside and the degree of product quality obtained. The indicator "total factor productivity" (TFP),  will replace the conventional criteria in the above list of the productivity of each individual factor, or the more recent criteria, “total social factor productivity” (TSFP), which includes the valuation of costs and profits of the external consequences of the system.  The dynamic consideration of the TSFP is precisely one of the possible measurements for comparison in the sustainability tests of farming systems.



Characteristics such as productivity and financial profitability have always predominated as objectives in modern or industrial agriculture.  From now on, characteristics such as sustainability, product quality, equilibrium, efficiency, total economic value, level of environmental interaction, etc., must necessarily be taken into account.  This is because modern farming policies are beginning to consider among their objectives, a series of functions deriving from the possible positive externalities (primarily of an environmental nature) in addition to the primary productive function of agriculture.  In addition to the productive or sectoral component of farming, which until now was the only one considered in the design of policy strategies, must be added its territorial component, when valuing a farming system.  Thus it should be assessed not only in relation to its production but to the land itself.  Recent literature on the new functions of agriculture in rural spaces is abundant and the reasons that are mainly given for the social appreciation of these functions are the current importance of environmental matters, the growing demand for recreational and leisure activities in a rural environment and the changes occurring in agri-food demand.  In general, these new functions are linked to the appearance of new products, new services, new rights and public property, in which agri-ecosystems have a direct or indirect influence.  As a result, and still considering the endogenous, integral and sustainable rural development model for rural areas, in each specific case, an attempt must always be made for agriculture to be incorporated in the development process, on the basis of the aspects and potentials set out below, which should be studied in current farming systems or in other systems susceptible to being introduced into the areas under consideration.



•	Its economic potential as regards primary production (both of conventional products and high quality products, publicising their origin, quality and ecological nature

•	Its potential to contribute towards the equilibrium of the development process and the diversification of use and enjoyment of the natural environment.

•	Its capacity to offer inputs to secondary activities (agri-alimentary industry, crafts, etc.

•	Its repercussions in the quality and peculiarity of other activities (such as recreation, agri-tourism, etc.)

•	Its possibilities of compatibility, within a pluriactive framework, of the use of local labour.

•	Its capacity to maintain or improve traditional local or regional markets, without rejecting the possibility of supplying to national and international markets.

•	Its repercussions, particularly in the case of traditional mountain farming systems, in the control and distribution of water in the upper parts of catchments and in the maintenance of adequate levels of run-off, erosion, etc.

•	Its capacity to create and manage natural scenery.  The agri-ecosystems form part of what is known as the “objective attributes of the countryside”.  How to combine arable land with grazing and mountains constitutes one of the characteristics defined as the “quality” of landscape in rural areas.  The “value of farming systems as components in the natural scenery” is currently the subject of enormous discussion and research.

•	Its capacity to promote alimentary security in the local community.



In order to launch a study into the potential of agri-ecosystems that will deal with the aspects mentioned here, it is obvious that specific analytical instruments and scientific methods will be required.  Among them are techniques of economic valuation of natural resources and environmental impact, and those of systematic research.  Each modification introduced into the structure of the farming system should be judged by, and aim to improve, economic efficiency, social welfare, environmental sustainability and cultural identity.
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� Area of Poland is 322 577 km2.

� Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Rumania, Slovakia and Slovenia.

� It is argued that these countries are the most advanced in the integration process because economic reform is well advanced in these countries, and all of them will soon start negotiation on accession to the EU.

� Agri-tourism can serve as an example; some farms are totally converted into a place which serves tourists. Some farms treat tourist services as an additional source of income. In such cases traditional farm products are often sold together with accommodation services.

� In some products (eg. milk) it will be necessary anyway, but if all EU prices were applied to EUAC, the problem would appear for most agricultural commodities.

� Such as undermining market competition, freezing the structure of the industry, and imposing administrative costs of introducing and monitoring the fulfilment of supply control.

� DGVI keeps a record of the initiatives under taken in the context of Leader programmes and this record shows that of the funds committed for the development of activities in rural areas a large percentage have been for the development of tourism (after the processing of local products)

� Certain producers also use informal networks with links to immigrant populations in urban areas or even abroad. For example the particular case of the producer from Mythilène who used this method to sell his Ladothiry cheese - ewe’s milk cheese matured in olive oil - for export.
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