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Abstract

This study tries o under stand farmersdé perceptions of
factorscould beinfluencing them, anthe resulting farming practices. A case study was carried

out in a rural area, in parallel with the implementation of a Natura 20Q€cprdhe study area
showed a great diversitgf farmers, farming systems, perceptions and behaviitsr the
literature review and interviews with local farmers, dats eollected and analyzed regarding
farmers and their farming systemA. few cultura factorsareidentified to establish a typology.

These werema i nl'y |l inked to farmersdéd origin, exper
profiles to their perceptions of agriculture and biodivergiigas a difficult process. It revealed

the compexity of influences shapingni ndi v i d uwadw@rmsd cosmrespohdihg behavior.

The methodology was questioned and recommendatrersgiven in order to expand the study

and enrich the results. Rather than statistical and quantitative researchudyegilores

diversitybetweerfarmers, in a local context.
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1.INTRODUCTION

Public interestn biodiversityis rising. Lack of biodiversity is now seen asnajor challenge for

our global society. Biodiversity is defined as the variation of life at all levels of biological
organization: genetic diversity, species diversity and ecosystem divérhigyimportance of
biodiversityfor the multiple ecosystem services it provides has beenmpemckitsreductionis a
global threat I(e Roux et al.2008). Biodiversity erosion isnainly due to human activity
particularly through destruction of habitats, pollution, overuse of resources, urbanization
(Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2D0SNature conservation requise appropriate
managemt of protected areas, througfhsitu conservation implementéxy every stakeholder,

of whom farmers areeryimportant.

It has been acknowledged thafriaulture and biodiversitgepend upon each oth@re Rouxet

al. 2008) Agriculture can eithersupport biodiversityor threaen it depending onafrming
systems angbractices Even sogcosystem services are vifat every farmingsystem Farming
intensificationis harmful to the environment: overflow of chemical fertilizers pellwiaters,
pesticides kill nortarget organisms that might be important to communities,isddst, and
natural resourceare depletedRobertson et ak014). Environmental problems aself as human
health problems have led to aglobal concernwithin civil society for more sustainable
agriculturalpractices Expectationgor agriculture go beyonthe productive function, there is a
social demand for multifunctionalityithin farming systemsL@ndais 1996 irGuillauminet al.
1999;Guillaumin et al2008. Savices provided by farmsould potentialy increasebiodiversity
preservation through environmentaendly practices that might provide clean and regulated
water supplypatural habitats for conservatiamd climate stabilization (Robertson et 2D14).
From protecting and renewing natural resources to maintaining open landscape or creating jobs,
far mi ngo6s oouldhelp mpeetmg goadslofesastainability by igtating environmental
and social functions to itpre-existing productive function(Guillaumin et al. 2008 The
evolution of farming activies has made it a support for criticisms and hopes for the future and
the environmengLettre Nature Humaine 2012)

Agriculture multifunctionality has been promoted in Europe mainly througheagrronmental
measures supporting environmental friendly farming on voluntary basis (Schmitzberger et al.
2005). These programs have showreatpotential in some casebpweve we still observe
overexploitationof good land and abandonmeoit marginalizedland and mountainous areas.

Bringing policies into practices is n@asy,many environmental progranase notattractive to



farmers or fail to achieve their objectives (Klegnd Sutherland 2003 in Herzon et al. 2007).
Conservation activities might not be wedteived by farmers/ho arenot willing to change their
system Whatever means are used to promote a change, faneedstodecidefor themselves

what should be donéCattan et al. 1992)The ®cial and political construstsurroundinghe
situation are of major importance in the acceptance of any program. People might resist the
protection ofanendangered species, not because they do not wahue because of the wahe
situation has been structured (Clayton, 2005).

Changes in economic, social, human and technical farming envirasihaset had consequences

on the definiti on imdnsivenodeldevelapdito thecdetiiment ofsneals . T h
scale familid farming leavesl i t t 1 e space for f ar ma@hissnibdelo pi ni
makesfarmers more dependent on subsidies, modévigualistic, and subject aftrong social
pressure Criticisms fromcivil society, disconnection with urban dwelletsgether withnew
demands and constraints bring even nurallengedo thefarmers, leading to aidentity crisis

for this profession Relationships are shaken up, and ®risis is exacerbated by the lack of
collective farming projects and social recdagm. Such weakening of farming systermsuld

leave room for othemodels toemerge The development of new modeisth high diversity of
productionwithin systems is appearingffering various opportunities to farmgiidockes et al.

2007) Dockes et al.found that farme r sva@rld is extremely differentiatedjn regardsto
production systemsand particularly as regardgo the perceptionsand frames of references
(Degrange2004in Dockes et al. 2097

Agricultural evolution and challenges must not bdemr got t en when | ooki
attitudes. Agreenvironmental schemes have the potential tdakze agriculture and reward its
multiple actionswithin territories A participabry approachneed to be developedndadapted

to answerthe expectationsf both farmersand societyPeopl® anderstanding and expectations

in regards to natural resourc®linked to their differentiews of nature. Such differences may,

in turn, create conflicts between groups: environmental workers, landowner§armers
(Peterson 1995 in Hull 2001communication between the various stakeholders on the territory

is essential in order téully considerexpectations, interest and diversignd to encourage a

participabry approach for adapted action phamg (Guillaumin 2008 Fischer et al. 2007

Values and attitudes towards environment hav
willingness to participate in environmengdhns(Herzon et al. 2007k ar mer s i nvol v
biodiversityrelated programbasbeen studied from different perspectiaslreveaéd multiple

factors shapingttitudes technical, economat, psychobgical andsocial Attitudinal factors as
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we l | as structur al factors are seen @&tsal. i mpo
1993 and Gasson et al. 1988 in Herzon et al. 200T)eir study Cattan et al. (1994hsistedon

the importance of two factor® bring aboutchange toward sustainable farming practices:
technicaleconomical conditions as well as psychologarad social factorslhe latest have been
developed by Clayton (2005) whpresentsconservation psychology as useful tml to
understanmigp e o p | e 6 s bnenataral environmentandibo promote environmentally
sustainable practiceb their studyabout public understanding of nature, Hull et al. (200&ytr

to understand social construct of nature to further improve public dialmgties subject.In

their literature review, they present the work of Greider and Garkovich (1994), explaining that
people define themselves through symbolic environmeaunish as landscapes. The diversity of
cultures, values, beliefs and purposaspeople is then reflected their various definitios of
nature.This ideais further developed by Fischer and Young (200egarding mental constructs

of biodiversity. This study triedto understand the lack of public acceptance for biodiversity
management in order to develop more sustainable approaches to biodiversity conservation.
Perceptios of nature, agriculture and biodiversity appeabea complex notion rather than an
isolated, fixed concep{Buijs et al. 2008 Mills et al. 2013. Individuals and groups link

bi odiversity to various meanjargatisdcalédiheree d a s

Operceptionsé.

Most studies highlightethe factthat both attitudinal and structural fact@se animportant
influenceto f ar me r s &Mills btoal. 2043 Schmitzberger et al. 200%jowever, as
observedby Herzon et al. (2007)furthea research should be done including qualitative
assessment of social and cultural backgreu@dlitural aspecas adistinctfactorhas not been so

well developedin researchandis of major importance to develop prograiimsat areadapted

locally. To get a better understanding of the factors that shape different attitudes it appears
essenti al to integrate farmersodé6 soci al and
practices. Looking at socicultural aspects offarmes 6 syst ems coul d hel p
behind their actions. It willalso help todevelop adapted environmental measwiesg a
participabry approach that could bmore widelyaccepted and integrated by farmers than top

down policiesToinsurelmg t er m changes fiamr meiadsedmustscilange e h a \
first, this requires integrating their values and motives for environmental managetoegrsm

environmental schemes (Mills et al. 2013).

Based orprevious studieghe hypothesisst hat cul t ur al factors hav:

perceptions andehavios, and that these factors ar@selyrelated to local context.



The overall aim othisresearchwas 0 expl ore farmersd percepti

agriculture andiodiversitybased orcultural factors.
The specific research questiost

Whatcul t ur al factors i nf of lagrinuttuee amdahiodiensityamd p er C

resultingpractices?

This research questiois asked with théhope to bring knowledge and tools for future research
that might be done on dynamics of farming in local territoesrderto stop the decline of
agriculture, rassert the value darming activities reinforce agriculturdiodiversity dynamics

and allow a sustainable development in difficult areas. Understandifartbesbehindf ar mer s 6
perceptions and practices might help to promb#esustainable development of agriculture in

rural areas.



2.METHODS

This study was carried out in parallel with the implementation of the ecological network Natura
2000 in the Eyrieux valleyappendix I) Working on a case studyelped to bringesearch
question into realitysearcing for concrete answers within a local contekhe methodology

was based on é#terature reviewand semstructured interviewswith local farmers,using a
participatory orfarm approachThe studylooks closely a t various factors
experieres, education, farmingsystem and t heir potenti al rel ati

practices.

2.1.Study area
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Figure 1: Map of the study area (Source: Naturalia)



In order to answer theesearclquestionacasest udy was carried out in
a valley situated in Ardechsputh easErance(Figure 1) The catchment basitereis marked

by its water geography, joining the mountains from Massif Central to the Rhone valley. Most of
the area has a low productivity due to natural agronomical constraints:e;loeatog, hills.
Adapted farming systems have been develgpedenting aliversity of highvalue products,
specificto thelandscapes (terraces, canals, chestnut gravelsards, meadowysand extensive
production.The areas characterized by three magroecologicatones:

- The high plateau witbows and/or sheep livestock systeansl grasslands
- The slopes with farming systems bas®d chestnut productioassociated with sheep
livestockand sometimes goats, market gardeningarsinallscale processing activities

- The low valleywith arboricultureand market gardening

Thesethree systems are the most commons but vary from farm to farnthe areaa high
diversity of farming systems, practices, processing amatketingwas observed withirthe

territory.

Diversity and adaptatioallows for good resiliencavithin farming systera and yet his area is
marked by a decline farming activites Although it used to be the most important economic
activity and ha adapted to and shaped a variety of agricultural landscapes, there is an ongoing
reduwction in the number of people working in agriculture awkrincreasng of farm sizes. This
tendency reflects the evolution of the agricultuedter in European community: marginalized

and mountainous regions are abandoned and dblemareas are inteified and exploited

through largesystems.

The high variety of landscapé the Eyrieux valleyhas made it a biodiversiych area which

turnedit into aprotected arehy the ecological network Natura 200@\t the time this study was
carried out, the area was being studied by Naturalia, a naturalist company, in order to assess
biodiversity issues locally. Working together with this structure alloteegetprecise data and

direct insight orthe real situationThe main results concerning agriculture can be found in the

following noteand more details are presented in appehdix

Natura 2000 is a European network of nature protection areas aimed to assure-th@lonm s ur vi v al of
most valuable and threatened species and habitats
(Source:http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/index_eh.htm



Data from the naturalist inventory carried outNMaturaliaon the Eyrieux valley Naturg
2000 site relations between agriculture and biodiversity

1 Only 38% ofthe landscapes open: 30% of grasslands (maintained by livestog
8% cultivated
1 Local agriculture = landscape diversity = habitats heterogeneity = biodivg
richness
1 Many speciegegistered in the European Natura 2000 list : 25 species of b3
species of mammals, 7 species of insects, 5 species of reptiles, 6 spe
amphibians4 species of fish and 1 ofustaceansl? species of birds
1 Major importance of human activities to maintaihadbitat mosaic
1 Various habitats related to agriculture, identified as endangeredffanidg
ecosystem services:
o Meadows, grasslandshydrological functions, ecological, economic and
social valuepeneicial insects
o Arboriculturei local identity (chestnut trees), long term ecological value
short term economic value
o Cultivated areas conservation of local assets (landscape), habitats
heterogeneity, food production, economic value

(This data wasused tointroducesome challenges during a public meeting with lo
community They do not present the whole situation but give an idea ddtéte of
biodiversity at the time dhis study)

The rich biodiversityof the areas related tomany farming activities maintenace of open
landscapesind diversity of habitats create biodiversity-Bpbts within agriculture landscapes
Land abandonment has a direct impact on landscapbiedidersity, when farmers leavepen
spaces turn into fallow land whiatecreasebiodiversity (Agreil et al. 2004)This landscape
closure isrelated to structural changes in agriculted appears as the main issuethe study
area. Maintaining agriculture locallyespecially envinomentaifriendly systems,is vital to

maintainopenlandscapes, habitats heterogeneity, and biodiversity.

This area appeared to be of interestthis studygiventhe diversity anathallengesoncerning
farming systemsand biodiversityIt was also choseas a result ofraoffer to work on a parallel
project to implement the Natura 2000 netwdwkally. This proposition seemed to be a good
opportunityto developthe research through a local particgrgtprogram The studytook place

at the Eyrieux riveryndicateduringa 6 months work experienceThis internship was aimed to

maintain biodiversity through action plans developed with farmers, and adapted to local



agriculture. Globally, the same methodology was used for both projectsearch and
internship. Dfferences came out in the results, answering different questions and expectations.
More details about Natura 2000 and internship can be found in appendix |.

2.2.A local review
An annotated bibliographyas developed in order to understand local contéxstory and
evolution of farming. It was done at the beginning of the internship to get some basic
information for the rest of the study. In paralleleetings were organized wikhcal stakeholders
working with agriculture and the environmei exchange on that subject and get their point of
view aboutlocal agriculture. This first approattelped the researcher getkimow the local area
ard local stakeholderdt also helpedncreaseunderstandingf cultural factors thatould have
shapé local farming througbut history.

2.3. A participatory research
Participatory approach appedrto be important tool to support small farmers, foster rural
communities, andupportsustainable rural development (Weeehl. 2009). Its énefitsinclude
a good definition of local issues and challengésich can be used wevelop adapted tools and
solutions that will fitstakeholde® needs and preferences, thus
the projects implementde(Van de Fliert et al. 2000). In this studjifferences between and
within farming systemswere analyzed practices, biodiversity, human diversity, cultural
diversity. The studyattemps to find a global understandingf agricultural dynamicsincluding
social, agrarian and environmental influensbspingthem in order to implemensomething
beyond environmental measurasocial movemento reconnect farmergnvironmentalists and

society.

Far mer sd part i c ioprderstamdheirwerceptians ane culturalairifluences in
orderto answerthe research questioo include farmers in all stepsf the process, from the
early stage of reflection and observatiors¢ttingthe objectives and develamy action plansan

inquiry wascarried out within local farming community

2.4.Samplingi a diverse @mnel offarmers
The study area covers a wide territory with an important number of farmers. Givesixhe
months time limitmeetng everyfarmerwas not possiblandit was decided tdfocus ona few
representativeown that capture theliversity and challenges of the region. This sampling
appeared to be adapted locally as most towns in the area have a xtiolgy iecludingthe three

main ayroecological zoneandthusdiversefarming systems. Moreover, every farmerwithin
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the selected townsvould be contactedyith no criteriaor prejudice in order toobservethelocal
dynamics from different perspectivelhe studyarea was divided in thremnes corresponding

to three geographitalynamics (upstream water, downstme water and tributaries water) and
slight differences in main farming systenupstream water zone was characterized by a high
density of terracesmostly used for market gardening; downstream water showed an important
arboriculture activity; and the area representing tributaries wateiquigess mountainous, with
mostly livestock systems. If differences between these amdd be observedhere were also

manysimilarities similar farming systems and biodiversity isstg.g.land abandonment

For eaclzoneone or two towns were then selected looking at biodiversity isshéghlighted

by the inventory realized for thélatura 2000 projediappendix 1l1)i and agricultural dynamics

In the endfour towns were selectetbr their diversity, local dynamics and environmental
richnessFor each onga completdist of farmers was establishddsting was done through data
collected from local networksthe mayor, agricultural chamber, farmer organizations, and

completed during interviewsith farmers

Every farmer was contacted by phone, the study was presented to them and interasw
plannedat their farmfor those willirg to take part of the inquiry total of 29 farmers on about
40 contacted were interviewetiwo farmers out of the selected towns were also interviewed at
the beginning in order to test the interviguide Theywere situated in the study area amere

integratednto the results.

2.5. Semi-directive interviews
In the participatory approagtioa ppr e hend f ar ofagrisufiure @rel hiodevgrdity o n s
as well as cultural influencesemidirective interviewsnvere conductednterviews appearetb
be the right tool to collect data from farmers and answer the research qu&sorstructured
interviews give intervieweeghe possibility to express their point of view and develop ideas
around broad open questions (Dockes et al. 2007). Ide@sminedo bethe mostappropriate
venue in order to gather information foualitative research, creatindpe opportunity for
interviewees to idcusstopics that may haveeendismissed and might be of importartoghem.
A gualitative approachlso encourageekploring phenomena rather than producing quantitative
data (Fischer et al. 2007)he objective was also to get a certamountof information on
precise themes rather thangeaneral discussiont her ef or e an i nte+view

directiveasuspdesti ons



The guide wapreparedn advancegrouping questions by topitkatfarmerswerewilling to be
approache@bout(appendixiV). Eachtopic had few broad questions to be asked first, and some
detailed questions to be asked if not answéefdreor to revivethe discussionThe interviews

started with general information about the fartmenself, his history, care@nda description of

his farm.It thencame to indepth questions aboperceptionsandrepresentationsf agriculture

at different scales, itpastand future evolutior{projec t s , chall engl)isoleoppo
and the waypeople perceivet, their idea of sustainable farminginally, it approackd the

notion of biodiversity. Perceptions of theésxd of the exchanges can have with farming
including practices that coulgoromote biodiversity and acions that could be implemented

locally.

Interviews were not recorded but notes were takeorder to be more efficierwith the data
processingand to avoid discomforfor farmers It was alsoa useful way toeave gaps for
interviewees to reflect and eventually complete their answers while the interviewer was taking

notes.

After each exchangehe ideas collected we organized intan analysis grid(appendixV),
corresponding to the different subject broached. The first interviesyged to updatéhis grid
and adapt it to field experiences. Every points mentionedhbyfarmers interviewed were
includedon the grid and data that appeared relevant to the study werkighigd to make the
analysis easieflhese grids brougtabout abetter overview of main ideas that cobleused for

thestudy.

2.6.Data analysis
The data analysis was domsing interview grids. Farmersand their farming systemsvere
looked atto establisha typology andcompare it to their perceptions of agriculture and

biodiversity.

In the results, no distinction was made between farms geographical situations, every farmer was
brought together without any mention of the town or zone they are situafdusrapproach is a

choice of methodology that reflects personal observations made during this 6 months study.
Zoning and sampling were used to cover the diversity of farming activities and get an overview

of the territory, not as factors influencing theuks. Indeed, if different areas are characterized

by the strong presence of one activity, through the study the different farming systems are spread
over different territories (appendix VI). In that sense, farm localization might have influenced

f ar mehoice ®f production but have no influence on their perceptions. This was noticed

10



during the study and can be observed in farrt
cultural factors and selected towns are situated in the same valley, winigh them together

under similar dynamics.

Thetypologywas devel oped including seveirage oridinact or
(rural or nonrural), life experiencei and their farming systerii activity, production, and

farming practices. One éos was cultural factors, looking at different potential influences and
resulting perceptions that mi g ht influence
established by a table that summed factors

profile (cf. Farmers tables in appendix VI).
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3.RESULTS

The first partof the resultspresents general data on farmers interviewedypology is then
established and used to analyzeir perceptionsl look atideas developed by farmersautthe
t heme MfAagri cul t urteeir poterdiardation ththediffereatprafikysd a n d

3.1.General data

A majority of farmers contacted did accept to meet and be interviewed, but some did refuse,
justifying themselves by a lack of tim&hey might have had other reasons but they did not tell
them to me.No logic was observedor farmers refusing to be interviewed, thdéwad

heterogeneous profiles and farming systeamssit doesnot appeaas a resulto be considered.

Interviewees arerepresentative of thdiversity of the area with farmensanging from 19 to 70
years oldi elevenunder 40years oldtenbetween 40 and 60 years péhd eightover 60 years
old. These farmers davariety of activities: chestnuproduction, dairy cow/gostheepfarming,
market gardening, frugrowing, pig/cow/sheep meat production, wild plant picking
hydroponics andereals The farm size varied from 5000 m2 to 250wWith an average size of 70
mz2. Commercializd systems were also wekpresented fromigkct sales to wholesalers. This
diversity provides a good representation of lo@iming when compared topublic dataon
agriculture from different towns situated irEyrieux valley (data consulted inehGeneral
Agricultural Census)Details of every faners met in the different towns are presented in

appendiXVl, and a global overview is presentedhe following picture (Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Distribution map of the different farming systems interviewed




Farming systems were quite heterogeneous as well:

- 12 farns are defined asonventional including one highnput system (hydroponics)
- 10 farms areertifiedorganic
- 3 farms are identified asaditional small-scalesystem

- 4 farms have ow-input integrated system close to organic systems

Globally these different systems arevell spread over the territorywith productionfollowing
agroecological zonesnostfarm combine different activitie® createa more resilient system,
adapted to local constraintslany farmers have chestnut productionadsitionalincome, and
sometimeghey combine different productions du@s goats and sheepaows and vegetables
Fruit farmers usually focus on frusind nutproductionand produce differat fruits throughout
the year: cherry, peach, apricot, apple, kiwi, and eventually che¢tnate details in appendix
V).

Analogiesbetween twofarmers with similaractivities may be expectedout the important
diversity of the territory makes each farm specific One sheefpreeder mighhave no more in
common than the sheep breeding activity with his colleague but he would shareievenwith
a market gardeneihese differenceand similitude may appear when looking at the famgi
systens, conventionabr organic commeralizationorf a r noeiginsaddmight bereflected in

their perceptions.

3.2.Typology
Defining a typology was quiteomplex,given the diversity othe farms and farmermet The
general data described previously are important factors to consider budrthaept enough to
build upatypology,in regards tahe research questioon cultural factorsSome findings from
interviewswere considerednfluential for the study. Thegre presented heendfurtherused to

build upthe typology.

When asking farmers to talk about themselves and dnggjin, there isa dstinction between

fruraldo  p eidfrpnh the areavho have taken over familial farrand thenew comers ofi n e 0 0 ,

eit h er -l @ giacbniing from another areé, n & nu r ianbt &rom a farmer familyor both

The term Arural o is used herando-inedkd, tor pi

to refer to others

Neorural farmers have a different view on their activity and are usually more openinded

to alterrative farming systems and innovatioi$iey see farmings a life projegta vocation,
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ratherthan a professioni Becomi ng a farmer was a | ife c¢chi
nature,l i vi ng wi t h (quaes framaal farneegThely are mordikely to question
themselve and their practices and usually fit irdo action learning proce$slearning while

doing A young farmer met during the studyxplained thahe would not hve developed so

many projectsparticularly a project growingereals in this are# he had been ruraknowing

the riskshe hadtaken. Being a newcomer he just thought that it might workcanged outhis
project without | i st e nHe saglthat lve gat Qabd résalts ldisr s 6 v
neighbors rurd farmersswoul d no't believe that his #fAalte

though they could se@s success

Of the 29 farmers menine of them were identified aseo of whom six practical organic

farming andhreehadintegrated lowinput systems.

The rural people appeaed to be, in many casespllowing the familial scheme mostly
conventional systemf the 20 farmers identified as rutalelve were conventional farmshe
five remainingusealternative systems, either organictegratedor smallscale traditional farms
For the conventional he actualmodern system is aavolution of the familial farm ovethe
yearsseenwhich was seems progress that should be continudthe traditional farms do not

show important changes and evolutiorioyears.

It shouldbe noted thatwhat is here calledfic onventi onal tobeadoivmpnd app
system if compared to other reg®mhe studied area does not allow high mechanization and
intensification and if these conventional farmeosild confirm using products they insist on the

little quantitesused  We have no choice here, it is a m
and farm everywhereye have to leave 0 me n at u(quote froenra daamerdrhe term
iconvent isbarewlfatming €/$teens withigherproductiors compared tesmaltscale

systens (quantities produced, herd siz&hese farms look for maximum yieldsfficiency, and

use modern machinery wharerpossible.

Among the 20 farmers identified as rutalelve are defined as conventional aeightarewhat
iscalledii al t er n at,ieither orgagicsfarmimgs),draditional smatscale systes(3) or

low-inputintegrated systea(1).

In regards taural farmers with alternative systemiseymay or may nopresent a splivith the

familial schemeTwo profileswere uncovered
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- Small-scale systemsthat had been developedy the f a r mpredécessorwith
traditional practices. These systens have been taken over by farmers with no farming
training; theylearnedeverything with their parents on the faend follow the traditional
schemé 3 farmers interviewed reflected this profitdl of them were over 50 years old

- Organic or integrated farming systemscarried outby rural farmers with outf-the-
farm experiencesThese &rmers have developetleir own systemand create a break
between the familial scheme and their own initiatifa@ge farmers interviewedould be
classified under this profile: 3 of thenad been travelling for a while amgveloped an
organic farming systemone had beera sheep herder for 20 yeaend createdan
integrated farming syster®ne farmemwho is from a rural origirtook over the familial
farm and managkit under a convential scheme for years before changiongr to
organic. This farmedid not hare any outside experiense&nd he did not explain his

choiceclearly.

When comparingnecrural to rural farmers general poiname outand f ar mer s & or i
influenceboth perceptions and practices. It is importéminote that each farmer has particular
experiencesand that other factorscome into playFar mer s®é ori gin and pe
appeaged to be good criterido establish a typologyin relation to differentdrming systems

Based on these criterigjx profiles were defined in which each farmer interviewedud be

identified they are presented here and summarized in table 1.

- Rural farmers with conventional system (12): farmers who have taken over the familial
farm after followingan agricultural training. They try to develop their systembecome
a highly productiwe system, following what they leagd and what is supported kpublic
policies T this one also include thene farmerwho doeshydroponics (higkinput
system) They represerthe majority in the valley.

- Rural farmers with smalcale traditional systen8) farmers who have taken over the
familial farm without any @ining. Theylearnedon the farm and continu&e traditional
practices of their predecessofsiere araisually smahscale systesimanaged by elderly
farmers

- Rural farmer with integrated system (1): only one farmer who has an agricultural training
and fad been working for 20 years assheplerd before settlinglown as farmer. He has
180 sheep under transhumarnteing summerand he watchesis herd all year long.

This category was made for this farnreiparticular becausee could not be classified in

any other profile.His system was neitha@ntensivenor organic productionhe had a
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rather traditional system bat largeherdi it wasnot a smakscale system, anlde was
from a rural origin.

- Rural farmers with organic faring system(4): farmers who are from a rural origin and
have changed tirefarming system to becommganicor taken over a farm which was
already organic.

- Neo farmers with organic farming system:(@rmers who are not from a farmer family.
They made tb choice of becoming a farmer and developed amardarming system in
agreementvith their values

- Neo farmers with integrated system:(8rmers who are not from a farmer family, they
made the choicto becomdarmer Theydeveloped armntegrated lowinput system that
might becloseto organic farmingput is not certifiedThey havechosemat to be organic

because of a lack of interest or a fear of constraints.

Table 1: Farmers' typologies

NEO RURAL
New in farmers community From a farmer family
9 farmers 20 farmers

Organic: majority of the production is certified
6 farmers 4 farmers
Conventional: yield maximization, efficiency, modern machinery and use of chemicals
12 farmers

Integrated system low-input system with practices similar to organic but no certification,
might use machinery and chemicals
3 farmers 1 farmer

Smallscal e traditional system: system d
traditional farming practices and still under similar management, old farmers with no
farming training
3 farmers

33.Far mersd6 characteristics
Different farming systemsometimesmeand i f f er e nt fs and expectationampyr o f i |
causea split between farmers ateate misunderstanding and tensighsural farmer who has
been livingat the sameplace his whole life said he hal good relationships with other local
farmers until he settled on a smadlaleorganicfarm. His neighbors haveonventional systems
with different practicesthey did not undestand his way of farmingnd it createdtensions

locally. Farmers from the same origin chaifferent view poing on agricultureand dd not
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understand each othdrhe farmer with a smalscale organic farm had been travelling a lot and

worked out offarming, which helps toexplain his diferent perception of agriculture.

Another young neo farmer recently settled talked about difficulties he had trying to intagpate

thel oc al f ar me He éplaned rthat lhe was peither from the area mon fa rural

origin and that, moreover, he had developed an organic system which was not well perceived by
local conventional farmers. This split appeatedoe an additional difficultyto addon to his

activity startup andis a potential obstacle to newia settlements.

1 Membership to organization
During interviews, farmers were asked about thmEmbership to organizatiorelated to
agriculture. Most of thenwere taking part of one or two farmer organizatsrusually for
practical reasons: cooperative wdarming equipment, selling gups, farmershop orlabeling
grous.No r el ation appeared between the differeli
organizations, it seenedto be a personal choiceA link could be established though between
their tradeunion affiliationand their systemdarmers with similar prisles usually had similar
affiliations.

1 Education
Apart from three farmers who learned at the familial farm and followed the r par ent ¢
traditional small-scale systemevery farmer met had agricultural training . This trainingwas
taken either at high schoauring higher educatiqror asadult training The thregfarmers who
did not haveeducationfollowed the traditional systerbecauset is the one theyearnedfrom
their family. Education is supposed to develop far@enswledge about different systems and
other practices, bringing them new insigtded ideas aboutheir activity. However, the
educationthey have wasvery different @pending on théime periodin which they took their
training. Farmers whaere inschool after the green revolution did mearnthe same approach
to farmingas farmersiowadayslt is difficult to assess whatducation each farmer received but
a distingion can be made betwe#re ones who got an agricultural trainingnd might be more
camble of developing new projecthangeheir practices or at least understand otheasd the
ones who only leaed on their farm and are limited to what they haesntheir predecessors
doing In that senseducation appeas as a factor that fitsthe typology, regarding the rural
farmers with small-scale traditional system and explaigin parttheir approach and perception

of agriculture.
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1 Life experience osidethe farm
Regarding life experiencesthasygh ave strong cul tur al i nfl uenc
out of the farmwere analyzedOn this point, the focus is on rural farmers, as neo,haye
definition, their own experience asitle of rural life. Out of 20 rural farmers sevenhad a
specific careewith past experiensoutside agriculturesuch asvorking in another field4) or
travelling (3). From thosewith different job experiences, only one was identified as different
from other rural farmerde wasthe onewith an integrated system who had been working as a
shepherd for 20 years. The others waset of conventional or traditional systems. On the other
side, the three farmers who had béeveling for a while showed different perception of
agriculture, developing organic systems within the local contesttof theirconventional farms
Theseyoung farmes whogrew up in rural aresicould have followed the cwentional scheme
andhad a different profile tharsimilar farmersvho theygrewup with.

Another question was asked to farmersrder for thento talk about themselved w haye you

a farmer?0. The intervieweesnswered differentlyput all expresed the idea of passion. Some
have a visionfor their job in its contexti b e iinnngture with animal®, figood life in the
countryside, and others likéeing independerandfree One farmei who isrural traditionali

said she felt good abofitt a ki ng care of a .little piece of

On this questiomo differences were obsexd Evenif farmers perceive and practice their
activity in different ways, they seem to shamilarfeelings and motivationfor what they do.

Getting information about farmers and their farms helped better defining farmer profiles. It
brought data that coul d be further used t
perceptions.lt was a good introduction to farnseand their farm which created a better
understandin@f the local context andhe perceptions develope&everal points were broached

during the interviews withthef i r st part focusing on agricult
andthe second parfocusing onbiodiversity. Theresults are presented following the order they

were asked.

3.4.F a r meercepdionsof agriculture

1 Evolutionof agriculture
When talking about evolutioaf (their farm, local agriculture, societyffarmers havea common
perceptionof the past reflecting thelocal history of farmingMost of them agree on the past
evolution of local agriculture: a decreasdarm numberandanincreasng sizeof theremaining

farmsi At h er e urargmoretpeopldvath small herds. The flocks were maintaining the
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landscape;people were maintainingg e r r alcteéss¢ t he end nodav(quote very
from a farmer) This idea is shared lire majority who hadeen living in the area for a while

and has seen ihevolution This ideais confirmedby the local histoy. It does not reflect
different perceptions but a common reality. On the otfagrd perceptions andxpectations for

the future differ a pessimistic visioris shared byhe majority (14 farmer$, andan optimistic

and dynamic perception of agricultural developmssharedy few (2 farmers)

Every farmer metvas aware of the risks and threats faced by agriculture and expressed
uncertainties about . Taepe uncedaintieseredu® 4o the mumerous | o
challenges and constraints met by farmetgh as dependencyon European subsidies,
restrictions, complexity of developing projects and initiativasd little support from civil

society. The local context reinforces these pessimiperceptionsand farmersfacing the
uncertain futuref local systems, feelwtk in rural abandonmeiti f ar mi ng futur e
on the evol uti on o folutigdnuoflac@ agacaltural isdm s bad pathsiml) fie v
years there will be missing % of the farmers needed, old farmers helvdig farms that it is
impossible for people to take them over, land prices are very high, finally the tourists buy them
and theg are not used for farming anyner, there i s t oo (gooteslirommo n e

farmers)

It was found that majority of farmers had a pessimistic vision othe future, farmers from
different profile and of all ageseven young farmers wheere just starting,did not think that
agriculturewould be sustainable in the futurefi | dondt think that |l oc
h e r(qudte from a farmer)Thirteenof the fourteenfarmers who hathis pessimistic approach
werefrom a rural origini half of the conventional, half of th@ganic, all of the traditional and

the one with an integrated systénand only onevas a neo with an integrated systerho was

at the end of his caredt is not surprising to find mostly rural with a pessimistic approach, as
they have seen tldecreasef farming locally. On the other side, neo are new comers with hopes
and beliefs for the future that brought thémo this activity. However onlywo neo farmers
expressed a real optimism for future, they wire youngemeo and had developed a local
farmershog A Ther e 1 s a natur al evolution toward 1

that are better and healthierquote from a farmer)

The promotion ofjuality products, local dynamics and dirsales through small loswnput and
diversified farmsappeaed as a solution to compete@ith big mechanized andtligh output
systemsMany farmeramentioned itwith no clear distinctions butlargerproportion of farmers
who werealready workig with local initiatives and lownput systemsFor the majoritythough,
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the actualocal farming systemsauld notsustainthemselves in front of industrialized regions if

nothingwas done to promote their quality and positive externalities.

At the farm scale,the perception of agricultural evolution is homogenous It is expressed in
various waydut little differences are seenbetween farmerdPeople under 40 years olgsually
have moreersonabprojects than older farmers wii@remosthopeto maintain theiactivity: six
of thefifteen farmers over 40 talked about personal projects,tandf the fourteenunder 40.
Regarding their profilesfive of the twelve rural farmershad conventional system, half of the
rural farmerhadorganic systeng2), the one rural with integrated systenpu of 3 of the neo
farmers with integrated system and all of the neo farmers with organic systérhg@jitiatives
developedtake place at the farm levéhrough personal projectsr include the wholdocal
territory through collective projectée.g.f ar me r s 6Takm@ pak entolective projects
appears to be a very personal choice; some farmers mentioned the benefits of collective actions
whereas othersvere willing to be independent, working dheir own.Only one neo organic

farmer talked about a collective project he was working on.

Regarding evolution of farming locally, farmers with an optimistic vision of future were found to
be the neo with local dynamics and diversified sraadlle systemlt is difficult to draw
conclusions as onligvo of them shared such optimism and many farmers had a balanced opinion
or no opinion at all. Howeveit seems that farmers who were from a rural origin had a tendency
to look at past agricultural evolutiothe one they had seewjthout expectingit to change,
resulting in a pessimist vision of the future. In that case, neo would bring new insight and

dynamism as they have not seen this and have a more objective apgpibactuture.

The ideas expressed wh talking about agricultural evolution refletite lack of regional
programs answering local issues, @andeed for programs supportitaggal projectssmallscale

farming and local networks

T Agriculturebs rol es
As expressed in the introductiorgrulture has many roles to playjarmers are conscious of
the importance of their activity arghare acommon vision ofagricultured6 s mul t i pl e f L

(Figure 3).Differ ences appear when looking ahe importancethey attach to them
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Agriculture' roles
perceived by farmers

®m Maintaining open
landscape
Provide local and
quality food

m Support rural life

m Conserve local asset

m Create/maintain
biodiversity
Educate consumers
and create awareness

Figure 3: Diversity of farmers' perceptions of the
different roles of their activity

Functions mentioned during the interviews are presearidchnalyzetherein what seemed to be

theirorder of importance

- Maintain open landscapes and biodiversity i Far mi ng has a very i mpc
maintaining open landscapes, managing space and promoting biodiydesityers are the
countrysi daosiWarhdeainterfsar ming activity, t he
and forests, people do not realize the work done by farmers and their herds on the laadscape
for biodiversity 1 presented as the main role of fammby thirteenfarmers and secondary role

by six, the different profilesvere found in homogeneous pooponswith farmers from every
profile: eightrural of whomsix haveconventional farmspnewith traditional and the one with
integrated, andive neo both organic and integratethis functionis related to the stydarea

which is quitehilly, and whereuncultivatedlands turn into wilderness. Sheeprdimg is the

major activity,essential to maintain open landscape against bush invasi@nesteh mosaic of
habitats Most of the farmersfor whom this function was importantwere shepherdg7).
Biodiversity does noappear as a major role for many farmers but some of them talked about it
asbeinga result of open landscapleus of farming activites The importance given by many
farmers to this function is related to local dynamics and landscape ewolutitve past, farming
activitesweremuch more important and the resulting landscapes were different, with more open
landscape resulting imghly diverse habitats. This result brings every profile together to reflect a

local reality rather than a personal perception.
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- Provide local and quality food, feedpeoplei i We f e e d p,eve prddece lbcalarall | y
quality food that respects the environment amdadapted to local conditions AThe mai
function of agriculture is to feedprgsentegpdse an
the main function byten farmers one neo integrated systenwo neo organic systemghree

rural alternative systems arfidur rural conventional systemand as a secondary function by

two. If everyone knows about this basic function, farmers do not always think to mention it. It
seems of higher importance for the omasrking with short supply chains, who have direct

relations with consumers.

- Support rural life : makesa living for families, create jobs, transmit sustainable farming
systems, conserve local assets, create local econanatsespect or mer f &7 fin&e s 6 v
should respect and maintain what past farmers realized, they had good reasons to do what they
di dofiWe creat es jhelpf aonpipl oiretsuntiot imeask,e wae | ii vi ng
presented as the main function thyeerural conventionafarmers and as a secondary function

by six from all kind of profile Supposition is donéhat this pointseemmore important to rural

farmers as they have always been into this rurakilifé have witnessed it evolution in parallel

with farming
- Educate consumers and create awarenesfi We hav e a of aeatmgawarenbss | i t
from consumer s, make them realize that we ca

i presented as a secondary function by one farmer. This last point is at the margin but of interest,
it considers that farmers have a role to play in educating consumers by refusing to follow the
productive scheme arafferingthem something differenThis point was developed by a young
neoorganicfarmer.It is opposed to othersural conventional as well as neo farmevio were
criticizing consumers for not supporting local farmingf They | ook f or cheap
want topaythe price for local g a | i t yit reflexts a different perspective of local issues, in

one sidel find a farmer questioning himself and his role to play toward consumers, and on the
other side farmers that are criticizing consumers @vgkrvea certain disconnection between
farmers and societ¥only one farmer was found to question himseifthis issugit is difficult to

assess what influenddis perception.

Globally, I did not observe mucinfluences of the different typologiemfarme s 6 per cept
of theira c t i wole.tinge®ds apart from education which was only mentioned by one farmer,
typologies are mixed up in the different ideas and no clear distinction is coming out when
looking at one idea or one typology. Wlagipearedvere rather convergences and divergences

between and within farmer profiles.
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1 Outsiders perception
After talking about what they perceive as the main functions of farming, farmers were
guestioned about c i vtheke funabrsiaedof agrisultune enrgenerplt i o n
Once again, the results were variok$evenfarmers affirmed being perceived negativelyas
polluters and their farming activity seen asswabsidydriven production, reflecting a break
between farmers and consumens P e 0 p | @&nedative image of agriculture, we are seen as
polluters that take advaages of subsidies, they only looktla¢ intensive productionsnd do
not realize the work we do locallyn Consumer s are totally disco
food ins u p e r maThdreevtersavenrural conventional farmergnerural farmer with an

integrated system arntreeneo with either organic or integrated systems.

The split between farmers and societygs mentioned by a majority bsevenfarmers hd a

nuaned approachtwo rural conventionalpnerural traditional,onerural organic andhreeneo

organic. This group wasaking a difference betwedwo groups of people: the ones conscious

of farmersdé role and i mportance (usually cou
and the others who denigrate farmers (either peoptedo not care or city peoplei Ther e ar ¢
different kinds ofpeople, some that realize what we do and others that see farming as a
di sturbance creating noise, pollutionébo

Only four farmers expressed a positive imagehef societyon farming all of them being rural
and one with organipracticesthey seemed toe®either unaware of any criticisms optimistic
seeing a change iMCeconnsmenes sawhradnmess i s r

especially in rural areas wher.e people are i

Two farmers,had no ideaon that questionone neo and one rural with traditional system, they

did not know what otherhoughtabout their activity and did not really care

Farmers globally agreethat there is a disconnectionwith civil society. This is not specifito

this study area butather a general trend related to globalization. Farmers from everyeprofil
share similar perceptions on tlgeneral issue faced by our societyislduestion @ not bring

more insights on cultural factors influencing farmers but ratbafirm a commonssue met by

every farmer. It allows replacing farmers in the actual context and understanding how they place

themselves within civil society.
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1 Sustainable farming
During the interview, farmers were asked what they associdiestat st ai nab.ITee f ar r
results are represented and quantified in figure 4. This quantitative approach, further used in
figure 5, is not intended to shift from a case study mode to a survey mode but rather to provide a
support to the results presented here. Timdtimodaltext, with visual representation of ideas
expressed by different groupgives another ideaf the tendenciepresentedThe main ideas
expressed when talking about sustainable farming are represented; the number of farmers in each
profile (legend) can beompared to the number mentioning each idea and represented in the
columns. It alsdhelps figuring out who expressed which ideaven though the resulto not

show big differencebetween typologies.

F a r manswe@vere various and for some of theelated to their sysm, perceiving what

they do as the definition of sustainabiliy. Three neoorganic farmers defirte sustainable
agriculture as an agriculture in which everybody gonganic with manysmall farms Seven
farmers, onventionalas well asalternative,defined it asfit he agr i cul t Theye we
addedthat local farmingwas a clean, lowinput activity with diversified biodiversity-rich
systems and that local conditions would not alldar intensiveunsustainable systemm that

sense, maintaining whas being practicedocally could bethe best option tamaintain
biodiversity andoromote sustainable farminget, ane conventionafarmersaid that agriculture

was actually nbsustainable and would require maeraallfarms andfewerbig farms.

Several farmers talked about integratemy-input systemsthat would use fewer cheuoals
(pesticides, fertilizers). Ais was not associated to losyistems, which aralready perceived as
integrated systemdyut looking at high-input farms in other regionsHowever it wasnot

mentioned by any conventional farmers

Locally, sustainability is associated short-supply chainsand local quality products. These
systemsare usually presented asnall-scale diversified andautonomous fams that would
integrate the environment into w4ddalanced activities (e.g. chestnut production and sheep
herding). Such a definition of sustainability represents in most cases the systems farmers are
into. i F o r, sustainable agriculture is a system which is diversified and as autonomous as

p 0 s s i(ghotedr@am a farmerfew farmers with small farms said that maintaining siedlle

farms rather thafarge ones would be more sustainabléd Ev er y b o d y takelcareudf d f |
his land rather than trying to get 100 ha and abandon the worst lands, when you have little land

you realize how important i t(quotsfromafdrmer)ou tr vy
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On the other side, a conventional farmer mentioned the impossibility to have every farm with
small systems as there is no place for everybody in swrteland it would be a problem for
consumers who cannot afford local quality products.

The economical fator also appears to be important in ordercteatea living, make job

opportunitiesand insure longerm resilience, especially for rural people.

Other farmers looked dactorsaroundfarming systems rather than the systeimsmselves.
Sustainability was then perceived assamplification of standards and a reduction of
constraints combined with fairerepartition of subsidies between farmers which could promote

farmerssettlementind support the developmentsohallfarming systems ana¢al projects.

On that question a distinction can beade between farmers promotingmall diversified
systems looking at sustainability at a global level, and farme&ese satisfied with what they
have, looking at the farm level sustainabilithe diversity of answers and the lack of evidences
in relation with the typologies make it difficult to withdraw conclusions. Howetewais
interesting to sesomefarmers in biggesystems saying that more diverse small systems would

be more sustainable.

B Rural farmers with conventional
systems (12 farmers)

Rural farmers with sma#icale

traditional systems (3 farmers)

m Rural farmers with organic systems
(4 farmers)

m Rural farmers with integrated
system (1 farmer)

m Neo farmers with organic system (6
farmers)

Neo farmers with integrated
systems (3 farmers)

Figure 4: Farmers' perceptions of sustainable farming
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3.5Farmersd p er c elpadivesitys o f

After talking about agriculture, farmers were asked about biodiversity, their perceptions of it and

the issues they relate to Kigure 5as figure 4, tries to give a complementary representation of
the results.

To the question about the meaning of biodiversity and what they wowldiassto it, farmers

had divese answerdut shared a similar opinion on most of them.

Hm Rural farmers with conventional
systems (12 farmers)

Rural farmers with sma#icale
traditional systems (3 farmers)

H Rural farmers with integrated
system (1 farmer)

B Rural farmers with organic systems
(4 farmers)

m Neo farmers with organic system
(6 farmers)

Neo farmers with integrated
systems (3 farmers)

Figure 5: Farmers' perceptions of biodiversity

Adiversity of answer s cdnhedobhsemedSemeyfarnies memged 6 s
several points, especialtiie neo organiand rural conventionalvhereas few had no idedout
the subject.

In general, farmers seem aware of thlationship between agriculture and biodiversitybut it
is mostly in the senghatagriculture maintaining biodiversity , rather than ecosystem services

that biodiversity brings to agriculturénly three farmers did mention some benefits from
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biodiversity, neo as well as conventionalnd 7from every profileassociated it to potential

damages caused by wildlifehere perceived as pes$tso their farm.

Most of the farmers who presented agricliure as a driver for biodiversity insisted on the
sustainablity of local farming practicesi i Far ms ar e diversified he
interest for biodiversity, they are many naf
thereis a balancegequilibriumb et ween agr i cul t u.rLecal agnallture st ur e
presented as integrated to its environment wigttural constraints preventing anlgarmful
intensification. One farmér a neo organi¢ said that, because of natucanstraints, they had

no other choice but to work with nature. Every farmmet waswell aware of the benefits of

local diversified farming systems for biodiversity. The opposite is not so obvious, and it looks

like many farmers, from every profile, aretmonscious of the services brought by biodiversity.

These results are interestinggatheran over view of far mer . dfétheper c
representation of farming as a factor of biodiversity could be expldipdocal context, | could
not bring nuchinsights on cultural factors influencirmgherperceptions.
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4.DISCUSSION

The resultsassesghe diversity of farmer profiles and corresponding systems. The riclofiess
diversity found in the study aremadeit a good place to studyifferent farmes @rofiles and
associated perceptions.s clearthatfa r mer s 6 e notcdepprnid bnoarsisgle factor, but
are rather shaped by a complex system with socioculturalpetgorand environmental factors,
which makes idifficult to find out convergences and establish an adapted typdthatcanfit

every farmer.In the literature, authors relate farmer typologies to different criteria such as
farming characteristics, farm size, age or attitudesanswer the research questitme focus

was made on cultural factorsrom general data collected during interviews about farmers and

their farms, what could be associatedwdtural criteriawas identified an@nalyzel.

4.1 Influences identified as cultural factors
Fa r meoriggndOwas acriterion to draw farmes pr of i | e ta bhedimparfante ar e d
uncoveringd ar me r s 0 . Riginctore etiveem mes and rufakmerswas observedvhich
might be explained by differebackgroundsThey may be expected to haadifferent approach
to their activilesbecausehey have evolved in different social environments.

Clayton, in her study on social psychological model of behavior (2@8p)ains thabehavioris

a result of a personods @wedge and mgbivatiomseThesecriteria u r r
are influenced by a social environment magef other people (Allport 1985 in Clayton 2005)

with information and norms shapirgnesb e h a v iatune is ndi Nst a physical reality to

which people respond butasoal constructi on wh o d@aytane2@0b,i n g
p. 91).

Rural farmers act based on what they have seen their parengsastham what may be expected
from them taking over the familial farm ankkep developing the activitfhey seem to be stuck

to a system, the one they have grayprwith, they have been taught and they are still supported
by public policies. They have always seen the ssthemegoing on and follow what they think
to be tohe Ifin osrere msrmaisitd rethink aheirt systero towafd ather farming
practicesquestioningt might be seen as questioning the family and the whole profession which
is not weltperceived(Nature Humaine 2012Moreover the reduction of mechanizationuse

of products, thmight require more handork or a redesigning of tHarm, might be perceived

as a regression and a backward evolution, after the progress achieved thanks to tKeit use.
Lewin, in his model of change (1947), talks abolifraezing stage He explails that people
who have already made a charage not willing to changeagain. This idea is used to explain
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farmersodé reluctance t o btleenopsacldssueh as faipof failmg i c e
new practicesfair of being looked at, critized and excluded (Nature Humaine, 20EX)dings
about onedasvepereeptisn®f farming reinforce this social pressGugposition can be
madethat farmers feeling so badly perceived by civil society will not loskng the support they

havefrom their rural environmenfrom their farmer network

Neo farmers have learnt from a differeatntextwith personal experiences side the farm
They have been influenced by a different social environment than farmersthetmorms and
information outsiderural life, as rural farmers who have traveled for a whileey do not have
familial pressure related to their faror decide to go beyond theas it is their owrchoice and
realization.All of this brings themspecific views onagriculture tlat will affect theirviews

toward biodiversity.
M Education

Farming trainingis seen asadditional sources of information and norms shapifagmers
behavior. Education brings another insigtio agricultual practicesespecially to rurdlarmers,

giving them the opportunity to learn about different systems than the ongréveypwith.

The three farmers who had no training but ledrfinom their parents anaok over the familial

farm were all ural farmers with smakcale traditional systenTheyhad no external source of
information and continwkthe traditional pactices of their predecessors. Here, lack of atioic
influencedthefarming systembut o r el ati on i s made to far mers
When | ook i ng ceptions bfdheimee, evéry ppole was represented when talking
about Aenvironment al management 0, evehheyt radi
can be compared to Atraditionalisto, one f ar
mountainous old farmers who argerested intraditional rural culture and are very good at
nature conservation through their traditional farming practitesse traditional farmers appear

to be more into environmentaiendly dynamics, contrary to relésifrom Paineau et a{1998).
Forthemt r ai ning and i nformation were key factor
of the environment. They found that most farmers with higher education considered themselves
as environmental managers and would rather integrate it to their practiceébe Qther side

farmers with no education or shorter training affirmed they would never become environmental
managerThesedivergencesnight reflect differences between study areas. Paineau et al. carried

out their study in dighly productiverural are@, marked by a majority of higmput large scale
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farming systems. On the other siday study took place i@ hilly low-productive area where

farmers have no other choice than working with nature.

Education appeat® bea factor shaping farming systemisar mer s per cepti ons
but not necessarily of biodiversitly.some authorsonsideredt to be an important factpothers

did not find |Iinks between knowledge and in
2007). Educationshould not be viewed in isolation but rather interacting with other socio

economic factors (Mills et al. 2013).
1 A Owftthef ar mdO experiences

It seems that rural farmers who have experienced different systems than the ogevthey

with T through traelling experiences or farming in a different waypractice a different
approachto their activites Given the small sample of farmers following this scheme it is

di fficult t o c-ofihefi @a mma hex p e@rhii esn cfeomuitboshave he r e
different profile than their colleagaeHowever, it fits with the typology established and can be
considered as an influencing cultural factor for rural farmétfs organic or integrated systerms

neither conventional nor traditional. Only one ruralamig farmer do not follow this tendency,

he might have forgotten to mention some experiences he had before taking over the familial
farm, or other factors may have come into play in his choice to convert to orghisidinding
agrees with EL£Hdawt opédst i eepsri ences iOuatdideuenc
experiences especially travellingjs expected toopen f ar mersdé mind and
understandings of agriculture and biodiversiButside activity and responsibility is another
source of informatiorthat encourages greatawareness toward environmahtactors It also

increases thepenmindednessf farmers engaginin such activity (Paineau et al. 1998).

Far mer s 6 poaorganiatonspdal tnot eppeartas a factefated to their typologyput
rather as a personal choisemefarmerspreferring to work on their own and others togettifer.
no link can bedrawnbetween farmer profiles and their activism in organizatisimsilar trade

union affiliation from similar profilesvas observed

Tradeunion affiliation was mentioned by some farmers seems to be one factor shapthgir
behavior Farmersaffiliated with specific tradeunion will have a tendency to follow its iaeand
identify to thesocial groupt createswhich in turn influences their behavior. Identity developed
through this membership supposes social pressure, and questioning it might be ditfieult.
tradeunion affiliation is maintaining farmers in thgstem it promotes and it might be difficult

for a farmer to go against in 2005, Gaytonanalyzessimilar groupdynamicstogether with her
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theory on social constructivism of natuesd suggestsreatingnew identities that could bring

different people@ogether toward a common goal.

4.2F a r meercemions offarming
To identi fy fagricuhueearns diodivedsiyatheywerd asked several questions
about ths topic. Different subjects were broached in order to get a global understanding of their
perceptions and analyze them through typol&@owing individual context of farmers and how
they situate into ihelps develom better understanding of public views (Fisclet al. 2007)
Moreover, examples of social constructions of nature and expectations for future would allow

better di scussion and reflections on individ

The resultspreviouslyreportedreflect the diversityand similaritieswithin farmer community

well represented in the study area. Fasm@erceptionsvere heterogeneoubut most of the

time farmers from different profiles did share similar ideas] farmers from similar profiles had
different opinions Ap a r t from far mer s 6, thateallaveddefihing & h ar a
typology, every subject broached during interviewsa s di fficult t o e X
perceptionsi of | oc al farming, Its evolution, rol e,
farming, biodiversityi appeared as a complex heterogeneous data baseothéthardlybe

related to the defined profilesGlobally, they did not bring much knowledge on cultural factors
shaping farmer d6behavior, neither confirmed the typology. The results show a great
heterogeneitybut also similitude between profilethat were difficult to analyze.Rather than
statistical and quantitative research, the stulibyvald exploration of diversity betweéarmers.

Regarding the 1 mpor t ansfuactidng apartefrons thegshepherdstbeinga g r
mainly concernedavith the landscape maintenance, cultural factor were not identified as strong
influences. When trying to understand mental constrefcbsodiversity, Fischer et al. looked at

views on theole of humans imature.Theyuse group discussions adistinguish humans living

in rural areas, who perceived human culture as compatible with nature, to outsiders seeing
human presence as harmfalrature Groups were made trying to cover a crssstor of the

general public and looking #hei ndi vi dual s 0 theagenkral public mtdrview&ly e r
farmers defined humans as active managers o
ther ur al environment 0 ()Rvhishdshsimnilar te the reslits frobdal0 7 p p
interviews. Itcontrasts with other actors perceiving humans as either users or enemies of nature,
illustrating the negative view of agriculture that was perceived by farmers from outsiders. These
different views resulted in different attitudes towards how managemenidskeke place

(Fischer et al. 2007). It appears important to integrate tdemto decision making to find out
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solutions Actions should beadapted tothe majority, and avoid potentiatonflicts between

groups because of different constructs of natéetgrson 1995 in Hull 2001Another point
mentioned in agriculturedos role was the pr oy
function is shared by several but not the majority of farmers; it reflects a chante
expectationf civil society toward agriculture that has been integraéal farming systems.
Farmersd primary production apptedocus onaotherevi d
services provided by farmers. It agrees with the hypottsegiportedoy Dockes et al. (Z0¥)

that values from civil societsre of increasing importance to farmeffar Dockes et alfarmers

identity is evolving a lot but remasivery diversified, which was confirmed in this study.

43Far merso6 perception of biodiversity
When | ooki npgerception df biadireesityst@o points are coming out: most farmers
agree on the relations between agriculture and biodiversity, in the sense of agriculture
maintaining biodiversity; but farmers have different ideas when defining biodiversity and what it

can bring to agriculture.

The first result can be linked to biodiversity challenges of this Natura 2000 site (appendix ).
When looking at dynamics between agriculture and biodiversity it is clear that local farming as a
role to play in maintaining biodivsity, through open landscape and habitats diversity.
Replacing farmers in this local context might explain their perceptions; most of them have seen
the landscape closing and wilderness growing, and with it a change in local species. As a result
they areconscious about the importance of farming for biodiversity and try to promote their
activity as a biodiversity driving force. Here it can be assumed that local context influences their
perception of agriculture and biodiversity relations. No matter tlysies and typology, it is

their activity which is important to the territory and that bring them all together under similar
perceptionslt seems that being in a similar area with similar dynaiiisch hilly area does not

allow highly productive farming brings farmers together as regards to their perceptions of
interactions between agriculture and biodiversihoreover, they might be willing to revalue

their activity which has been quite underestimated, as regards to theioilea out si de
perceptios of agriculture.

If most of them agree on the relation between agriculture and biodiversity, they differ when
looking at biodiversity in itself and what it cgrovide them. Few farmers sounded positive
about biodiversity: onlythreetalked about the befits they could get from it whereaseven
associated it to pests. Such differences are difficult to analyze as they do not seem to relate to

typology, they might be related to other factors such as personal experience.
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For the majority of farmers, diversity of wild species appeared more relevant than diversity of
ecosystems and genes, even though perceptions of species diversity were not UNoform.
farmers talked about diversity of genes and few of ecosystems but sspiesgsity was
mentioned several times in different ways: some species were presented as pests by some and no
by others (e.g. vultureslE x i sti ng schemas might influence f

rather than valuable elements of ecosystédhsyton et al. 2005).

Similar results appear when looking at restittsn Herzon et al. (2007), in which different
concepts are included undera r me r ftiodivergty s

In Herzonret al . 6s study, the term fAbiodiversityo
use other terms such as nature or fauna and flora. Understaridind associations made with

t he t er m MhAchuseandifferenereastions:ycanfusion, definitipand critical comments,
depending of individual sd0 perceptions, bel i
could be identified inthis study but beliefs and values associawith them could not be
determired Nevertheless, if farmers withifterent profiles did share representations of
biodiversity, it supposs that it is related to the study area where farmers have no other choice
than working with nature, due to local natural constraints. They have different relations to nature

and biodivesity than farmers workingn highly productive and mechanized lands.

The perception of biodiversity asinitially defined as the core dhis research but could not be
developed as much as perceptions of agriculture, due to a lack of data andfr@suttse
interviews | f f ar mer sd biadlieefsity nandt what nthey associate tociauld be
identified | could not relate these different viewsttw typology, or find any logic regarding
farmersoé profil es an,dapad dronr teis geeptibn ofgagriqulurec e p t
serving biodiversityThe results are in agreement with Fischer et al. (200#p found a great
variation between individuals on the way they perceived biodiversity. Their sample was
composed oimembers of the general publiof whom farmersconsideringbiodiversity as a
resilient body and its managemea# a constraint for their activity which is similar to some
results presented previously. They insist on the importance of nasnasry influential to
individual construcs of biodiversity also mentioned by Clayton as a component of social

environment.

Paineaet al . (1998) did not find any |l ink betw
natur e, for them knowledge and i nf orvievadni on ¢

the environmentOn the other side, Schmitzberger et al. have a farngpgoach, trying to show
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how farmersd economic situati on, personal it
mai ntenance in agricultural | andscapes. Fro
mentality, economic situation and attitudesward agriculture and nature, they manage to
classify farmers according to distinct farming styles. They show that biodiversity at the farm
level correlate with different farming styleBheir sample was composed of 8 study areas spread
over the territoryjn order to cover the diversity of landscape types, and 23 farnes. results
compared to the results found here, might supposehbaypology established could have been
further developed, integrating criteria additional to what was defined asraufactors. The

focus on sociccultural influences might havenasked some other important influences.
Information about technical, agricultural practices and economic aspects are relatively poor and
could have been interesting to explain some redulbgings out dack of data collected through

interviews.

The diversity of answers collected frahe interviewswasnot necessarily of importance for the
research questiopmuttheyadded to the numerous factors in
behaviori social, psychological, physical, persoaadmay explain the difficulty to identifyhe
relationdip between farmers, their perceptions @odential cultural factors in between.

4.4 Limitations

In regards to my results,egeral parts of the methodology &l in this study should be

questioned

The sample of 29 farmers might have beensimall to find clear evidenced.also suppose that

taking the whole sample within a same ameay misrepresent potential cultural factors. As
presented earlier, the area is very diverse but all of the farmers met are situated within the same
valley and arethusliving with similar dynamicsand cultural influences. In ik sense, it could

have been intesting to expand the study #&different region,carrying out similar interviews

with another samplcation,compamg it to theseresults.

Regarding interviews, thguide might have been too oriented brar mer s0 per c ey
agriculture with little space for biodiversity and related farming practicRs mentioned
previously, some additional factors should have been considered, and could have explained some
results. It would be interesting to look at practical aspects of the farms visited in oggrato
broader vision of farming systems and compa

and onfarm biodiversity.
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If the choice of not recording farmers appeared as a gootltpdat them express themselyds
i's al so a wewwikes wailld havefbaen goed ts liring in references and restitute
more direct statements. It could have helped not to depend only on interpretations done through

analysis grid but also on real sayings.

The study being carried out at the same taweheinternship,haddifferent expectations, was

also complicated to combine the two projects.

Finally, the difficulty to answer the research questimay be a result in itself as well. It shows
thateven thouglfarmers are criticized and put into boxes, iha easyto classify them. Each

farmer has perceptioribat are usually reflected by the farming system. Howewany factors

come into play and may influenteese reflectionsEverything fom the social environment to
economic valuesind personal valuegsfluenceindividual behavios andthe resultis complex

factors interacting and evolving over time and spé8ehmitzberger et al, 2005; Clayton, 2005)

As presented byGreider andGarkovich (1994) in Hull 2001fidi ver si ty of de
naturalnesseflects the diversity of cultures, values, beliefs, and purposes of the people doing the
definingo (,H827 et al. 2001
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5.CONCLUSION

Farmersd perceptions of agriculture and bi o
multiple factors interfay: from sociocultural téechnica) psychological anénvironmentalAs a
result, a great heterogenews found in individualvorldviewsand corresponding behaviors, of

which farmer communigsarea good example.

Cul tural factors shaping farmersé attilhudes
this study,a few criteria were identified as culturatfluencesand used to defi
profiles: fa r meoriging out of farm experiencegducationand, as regards to biodiversity
perception, local contexiThey reflect different social environmsrand knowledgepoth are

I mportant el emeencepsonf 1 ndividual so

A typology wasdevelopedand farmersvereclassified according to their personabchcteristics

in order to identifyanalyze cultural factorsif each farmercould be relatedo the profiles
defined and differences and similarities between thdemtified no link was made to the results
about their perceptions of agriculture dnddiversity.This lack of connection between typology
and perceptions was justified by the influence of other factors that had not been considered.
Other limitationswere foundn the methodolog: the confinement to the study area appdars

a boundaryd cultural factorsresearched local context being already an influenc@milar
inquiries in other rural arexould be interesting in order to compaesults,values, andthe
importance of local contextMoreover, when looking atinteractions between ffiaming and
biodiversity which was the core ofthis research it could be valuable to look further at
i ndi vidual s& c biadigersigytbe looking lataotfarma acionsand interactions

beyond representations.

Inconcl us i oview onfbiadivargty asedot limited to cultural factors but a result of
many influences creating a great diversitwhich requires local approaches in order to be
accepted and integrated the majority.
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Appendix I: The Natura 2000 project in he Eyrieux valley

Natura 2000 is a network of natuterrestrial and marin@rotection areaslt was established by
European Union in 1992 under th&@una FloraHabitat Directive, in complement of the Bird
Directive from 1979Its aim is to ensure longerm survival of valuable and threatened species and
habitats to promote biodiversity and valorize natural asdetequires the establishment of Special
Protection Areas (SPASs) for the Bird Directive, and Special Areas ofeBaion (SACs) for the

Habitat Directive, identified by each member state.

Natura 2000 is not a system of strict natural reserves excluding every anthropogenic activity; it rather
intends to promote working in partnership dohieve nature conservationjettives. Territories
identified as Natura 2000 are subject ofdepth inquiry to identify human as well as natural
challenges. Sustainable management is looked at from ecological and socioeconomic perspectives in

order to develop action plans adaptedllyc

In France, 1753 Natura 2000 sites are spread over the territory covering a high diversity of habitats
and speciesThe Natura 2000 B6 site fAVall ®e de | 6Eyr
study area, joined the network in 1998. Howetréngs have only started to move since 2011, when
the river syndicate ASyndicat Mi xte Eyrieux C
supposes connecting local inhabitants together and with their environment in order to have
participatory @proach and to develop action plans adapted locally. This area is spread over 20 173
hectares, mostly situated along rivers, and covering 33 municipalities. Thanks to important climatic

and topographic diversity, this area presents a high diversity dhtglspecies and landscapes.

Actually, the B6 site is carrying out an-depth inquiry to define local goals and related action plans.

In that process, it appeared essential to include local actors, especially farmers, who have a direct
impact on biodivesity through their activity. For that reason, a 6 months internship was proposed to
look at local agriculture, its challenges and dynamics and its relation to biodiversity. This project was
expected to develoaction plans, in collaboration with local faens, to promote dynamics between

local farming and biodiversity.

The internship took place at the same time of the research and followed a similar methodology.
Results were reported through a public presentation to farmers interviewed as well as tecanetian
general public. This meeting allowed presenting outcomes of the study but also exchanging with
local actors and inhabitants on the Natura 2000 project and on various subjects related to agriculture



and biodiversity. A report was also produced andiphied as a result of this six months internship.
't can be c Nausak00&iweB60veebsitet h e i

Sourceswww.developpemendlurable.gouv.fr http://valleeeyrieuxet-affluents.n2000.fr/
(Retrieved August 2014


http://www.developpement-durable.gouv.fr/
http://vallee-eyrieux-et-affluents.n2000.fr/

Appendix Il: Dynamics and challenges ofgriculture and biodiversity in the study area(Source Naturalia)

This document was made for the Natura 2000 project and is still under construction, it gives a broad idea of dynamidkeagdsbéalocal farming
activities as regards to biodiversity
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AGROSYSTEMES CONSTAT

BIODIVERSITE FONCTNENLE

ELEMENTS PRECIS DE
BIODIVERSITE

RISQUES POTENTIELS

PRECONISATIONS DETGEN
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dynamique de la

végétation.
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pastoralisme
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Rdz FFr A4 RS f Qf
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Petit Murin, Petit et Grand
Rhinolophe, Minioptére de
Schreibers

Invertébrés:
Mercure, Azuré des orpins,
Azuré du serpolet, Hermite,

DectigLe des Brandes,
/ NRIjdzSG RS

Reptiles:
Lézard ocellé

Habitats naturels:
6410- Prairies a Molinia sur
sols calcaires, tourbeux ou
argilolimoneux (Molinion
caeruleae).
4030- Landes séches
européennes ;

5120- Formations
montagnardes &ytisus
purgans;

6210- Pelouses séches
seminaturelles et facies
d'embuissonnement sur

calcaires (Festueo
Brometalia) ;
6510- Pelouses maigres de
fauche de basse altitude

Abandon du paturage favorisar 1
f QSYONRdzaal AftSY
de pelouses seches et de landes.
(SaintJuliendu-Gua, Creyseilles, St
GenestLachamp)

Mise en culture des prairies humide
Surpaturage

Retournement des prairies f

Définir les zones délaiéss
par le pastoralisme et el
O02dzNA RQSYONZ
Localiser les secteurs ¢
pelouses supaturés ainsi que
les prairies en mauvais état d
conservation, identifier les
causes et travailler el
concertation avec les paysar
pour orienter les parcours.
Adapter les périodes ds
fauche.

t NAGAE SIASNI
FdzYA SNJ LJ2 dzNJ f



AGROSYSTEMES

CONSTAT BIODIVERSITE FONCTNENLE

ELEMENTS PRECIS DE

RISQUES POTENTIELS

PRECONISATIONS DETGEN

Leur situation ngermet pas en

fQSdrd fQSilo
communauté animale

spécifique a valeur
patrimoniale.

Zones fonctionnelles utilisées

LI2dzNJ £ QFf AYS

f QI GAFI dzy S 6

Bondrée apivore pour exemple

S LkdzNJ £ S RSL
espéeces comme $echauves
Peu représentées souris.
sur le site, Les haies permettent de servit
Cultures essentiellement LJ2 dzNJ f I YA RA TA
annuelles dans la basse plus généralement de zones

vallée de
f Q9 & NA

refuges pour la faune, en plus
de leur role dans la
conservation des sols, la lutte
O2y GNB f QSN
[ I LINB&aSyOoS R
cultures permé une lutte
biologique permettant de
limiter les traitements
chimiques.
Les canaux agricoles abritent
s3artsysyid ROQF
02YYS f Q! ANRZ2Y
oaasS olIttsSS

BIODIVERSITE

Avifaune:
Bruant ortolan, Alouette
lulu, PieGriecheécorcheur,
Fauvette pitchou, Circaéte
Jeanle-Blanc,Bondrée
apivore, Buzard cendré
Milan royal.

Invertébrés: q
Agrion de Mercure, Diane,
Ecrevisse a pieds blancs ¢

Chiropteéres:
Petitet GrandMurin, Petit
Rhinolophe

LYGNRRdzOGA2Y R T
R Qtfophisation)

Pompages

Dispariton de zones agricole 1

ouvertes de plaines favorables

f QI 0O0dzSAt RSa Ay
(Les Ollieresur-Eyrieux, SBauveur
de-Montagut)
Curetage/rectification/busage de
certains fossés agricoles

Dégradation des hatats de T
f QSONB@GAaaAS t L
berges) par piétinement du bétail, €
augmentation des matiéres el T
suspension

Valoriser les petites
exploitations, la polyculture e
les circuits courts.

Limitations des emplois d
produits phytosanitaires afir
de conserver la biologie de
sols dans un bon état
indispensable  pour  un¢
agriculture de qualité el
durable.

Utilisation de  semence!
adaptées au climat et a |
nature des sols locaux.

Cl @2 NXA &SNJ
fourragere des éleveurs.



Appendix Ill: Map of environmental dynamics of towns selected for
interviews



