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Abstract

The transformations occurring in family-based agtigal structures are raising
guestions in the academic and political worlds. Tjuestions being asked span the
history of agricultural representations over th& keentury. The ways of perceiving and
representing the different forms of agricultureatelto these transformations. Family
farming has acquired an international legitimacy isupresently being questioned by
agricultural evolutions in developed countries,vasdl as in developing or emerging
countries. The Sustainable Rural Livelihoods (SRapproach enables a global
comprehension to be formed of the agricultural tgrais a constituent of an activity
system that has become multi-sectorial and muki-selating to market and non-market
regulations. The relative significance and the reatf the mobilized capitals led us to
schematically present six organizational formsarhity agriculture in New Caledonia,
Vietnam, Mali, South Africa, France and Brazil. tlgsa more generic characterization,
which our proposed agriculture representation fnaor& outlines, is presented and raises
further methodological challenges.
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Diversity in family farming:
Theoretical and empirical approachesto its many forms

|. Introduction

We are witnessing today a resurgence of debateheomoles, position and importance of
agriculture in meeting global food, economic andiemmental challenges. Most of the
debates focus on the most appropriate productiuctstes for taking up these challenges.
Consequently, characterizing and understanding Sooh agricultural productidn their
strategies and efficiency, entail renewed methaglodd challenges.

At the same time, despite recognition of the veryag diversity that typifies the forms of
agricultural production grouped under the term ‘itgragriculture”, the latter is often simply
defined in opposition to other forms, notably eptemeurial, based on wage earners and
private shareholders. If, as an initial approximatione considers that the family farm results
from the combination of a production unit and a ifgranit, whose operations are derived
from specific objectives and functions (Lamarch@91L; Ellis, 2000), it is possible to consider
that the diversity of the types of family agricultuis linked first and foremost to their
environment. The way in which the dialectic comhbima between the economic unit and the
social unit is operated, in specific natural, shceconomic, political and technological
contexts, would thus influence the differentiatadrfamily forms of agricultural production.

These family forms of production have evolved owere, as the contexts into which they fit
have changed. Some forms have disappeared; otheeseimerged. Today in the countrysides
of the world, with the reconfiguration of town—cdoyn relations linked to downstream
concentration and the increased barriers to entoyglobalized markets, activities are being
diversified, pluriactivity is more than ever a iigabnd new forms of mobility have appeared,
and have proved to be essential factors for explgithe decline or, on the contrary, the
perpetuation and rooting of family farms in theallgnvironment.

In a rapidly changing context, one of the existimgthodological and conceptual approaches,
the “Sustainable Rural Livelihoods” (SRL) approaphpmoted by British Cooperation and
used by numerous international development agensieh as the FAO, can be used to take
into account environmental changes on several scaleng with the changes observed in
family forms of production. It can be used to stdifuctural changes at production process
level, but also the diversity of practices andpbsition of agriculture within complex activity
and income systems.

Taking another read on the historical changesenctiaracterization and analysis of forms of
agricultural production, we propose here a way @fresenting the diversity of family
agriculturé. This proposal is centred on the allocation andagament of capital involved in
the agricultural production processes and, moreshyjdhe reproduction of domestic groups,

! Understood, at micro-economic and micro-sociatleas conjunctions of all the technical, econoarid
social elements making up the agricultural producprocess.

2 Our comments remain centred here on family foripraduction, which rules out agricultural enteses
having lost all functioning around the family group
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and also looks at the more or less family naturéhefway capital is controlled. It makes it

possible to combine the SRL approach with otheremt@terodox approaches. The method
has been tested in analytical and comparative ténmnosigh case studies in New Caledonia,
Mali, Vietham, South Africa, France and Brazil,sang from the empirical research of the

authors.

We put our case in four parts. The first part psgsoa selective take on the main approaches
and schools of thought that have historically dboted to characterizing changes in
agriculture. The second part presents the majeurfes: of the SRL which will be used in the
third part, based on six case studies, to illusttag contrasting family forms of agricultural
production. Lastly, to sum up, a final part endeasao discuss the lessons learnt and the
prospects offered by taking a wider SRL approach.

We hope, in this work, to have avoided two maingsnd-irstly, we keep away from an
evolutionist vision of the changes. We emphasiae tie social and political context induces
or influences the way researchers and academigogeoto represehpeasants, farmers, or
agricultural entrepreneurs — we shall see thatténes matter! Consequently, we do not
attribute any particular value to one model or hegtwe note and explain its existence. We
also keep away from a determinist vision of the samanges, insofar as the diversity of the
trajectories of change in agriculture at globaleleargues in favour of taking that diversity
and the accompanying forms of organization intooant. This is one of the major assets of
this sector of activity which, whilst being in regsion in terms of the number of people
involved and its influence in the macroeconomicraggtes of western nations, remains the
main provider of jobs and incomes at global leVéle diversity of agro-ecological situations,
and also the diversity of complex relations betwéamers and societies, means that one
cannot reason in terms of a single model, be itHertypes of structures to be promoted or for
the types of trajectories to be encouraged (VarPdeg et al., 2009; Losch et al., 2011).

Our contribution to the debate seeks primarily éorbethodological. It seeks to provide a
representation tool that is flexible enough to adapthe diversity of situations, but also
robust enough to enable a comparison. As farmera oantinent scale are marked by the
diversity of conditions in the physical environmetd the specificity of national sectorial
trajectories, the representation tool needs to lidle 0 adapt to that diversity. The links
established between the world’s farmers, and isingéy the competition between them,
argue in favour of a common analysis framework #rables comparisons to be made on a
strict methodological basis. In an increasinglyeidependent and interconnected world, the
localization of investments or effects on the emwvment do not produce effects limited to the
locality in which they are made. Consequently siimportant to have a standardized tool
making it possible to grasp all these effects, sthaldapting to the diversity of the situations
mentioned.

¥ We do not deal in detail with the way categoriesepresentations are taken on board by the palitiorid.
However, it is an issue that underlies this artaole is sometimes explicitly mentioned, notablptigh the
review of current schools of thought and the caséiss.

* Merely taking one example of diversity: the tometmcentrate production sector involves speciall¢etth
American family farmers, backed up by high-techperatives; family producers in southern Italy emypig
more or less legal migrants; or a private companogted in the valley of Senegal with the obligatiomise local
workers for some tasks. The representations o€tfeesns of agriculture need to make it possibledmpare
them in terms of the resources they use, but hlseffects or impacts they generate on societiess¢onomy,
resources and the environment.
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|1. Representing’ family formsof agricultural production: a
theoretical and methodological diversity

In this section, we review a rational selectioraathors who have used different disciplines
and schools of thought since the™®entury to characterize and analyse agricultutee T

exercise cannot be exhaustive as the corpus iagoWe have intentionally made a selective
(hence incomplete and open to criticism) readinghiow how the social, economic and
political context interferes with the evolution pérceptions, and how the recent structural
transformations and on-going dynamics make it dsddo revise the ways in which we see
forms of production.

In the context of the industrial revolution andtresturing of the countryside in the United
Kingdom, and the emergence of large domains indlauMarx and Kautsky, among others,
predicted the inevitable transformation of smafidawners into farm labourers. The future
belonged to the workers and, among them, farm wsrkkead a rightful place in the
industrialization of agriculture based on the coniion of capital, large-scale livestock
farming and scientific and technical progress thas beyond the reach of small landowners
(Marx, 1867; Kautsky, 1900).

However, this prophesy did not come to pass, eitheWestern Europe or in the Soviet

Union, or in the countries of the socialist blochese the coercive imposition of this

“modernity” went hand in hand with virtually systatit elimination of the peasantry, apart
from some “pockets” of peasant resistance, as lardo Indeed, the theses of Marx came up
against the economic and social realities of afjtical production: few economies of scale,

technical progress that could be adopted by sraathérs, peasant logic that was not very
sensitive to the profit margin alone, or to a retan the capital invested.

Chayanov (1925; published in English in 1966 anénench in 1990) played a decisive role
in characterizing peasant economies then, by extentamily agriculture. In a precursory
manner, he defined the peasant model through tiks kexisting between production and
consumption, through the use of family labour (af@am the occasional exception), the cost
of which he judged not to be measurable by wayefrmharket, and through the production of
goods for use, not goods for trade. By startindiiabour and completing his analysis with
life cycleS, he emphasized the specificities of agricultureddpction, suggesting that it
should not be thought of in economic terms alomel, #hus explained the permanence and
resilience of family forms of production.

At the turn of the 20 century, the countries of the South were graduatherging from
slavery and colonization was being transformedeéut there was a gradual move from
political and military control of the conqueredrttaries, and the inventory of their resources,
to the issues of developménigriculture was characterized by a duality of misdthat
opposed large estates of agro-industrial crops wiflatchwork of “indigenous” agriculture
structured on a family basis, sometimes extendednwtompared to western standards,

® Couty [1987] spoke more figuratively of “ways @feing” agricultural production.

® As the labour is exclusively family-based, the pmsition of the family is an essential factor anig i
important to take into account variations over tifnem the forming of the couple to the break-ughaf cell
with the departure of the children.

"We refer particularly here to the political delsaire France when supporters of the colonial expangolicy
were pushed into admitting that the Colonies shalgd “bring in” income for the mainland and thatst
[Sarraut-Woods, 1998].
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around food crops and herds. For example, in sifat@a Africa, the large estates operating
with hired labour coexisted with small family farnis extremely contrasting situations

between the countries of southern and eastern @Af@ibbon, 2011), and those of French
colonization in West Africa.

After 1945, in the context of the “thirty glorioygars” of the post-war boom, rapid and deep
changes occurred in society as a whole; in the tcesnof the North, there was a slow but
sure transformation of a peasant economy into amcudyiral economy. Beyond the
divergences resulting from the use of differentotieécal references — Anglo-Saxon
anthropology and Weber on the one hand; DurkheichMarx on the other hand — French
rural sociology scrutinized the “modernization” pess that was sweeping the French
countryside and which led to unprecedented chaimgeduction structures. Mendras (1976,
2000) thus responded to Aron’s ideal-type of indaksociety in five poinf with that of
peasant society, membership of which defined tresg®: relative autonomy in relation to
the surrounding society, structural importance ofmdstic logic, relative autarchy, and
strength of mutual knowledge within society. A me&mbf society who lost one of these traits
would be a farmer. The peasant figure thus graggale way to the farmer, increasingly
involved in trade. Research was geared towardsthgernization process, a major change at
that time in history, which could only be understabthe analysis of the set of determinants
shaping the economic environment were broadendid/éip2003).

This is what Lamarche (1991, p. 10) observed irrdfisrence book on family agriculture. He
defined the family farm as being an agriculturaddarction unit where property and labour
were closely linked to the family, and though itsw@o longer peasant-based, it drew some
characteristics from the Mendras model. Lamarciagal-types, based on agriculture, arise
from the family nature of the operating logic ahd tlegree to which production is dependent,
notably on the markets, based on the following @iem

+

. A .
Agricultural ° Family
enterprise 2| agricultural
D | -
=1 enterprise
alE
& (]
als
- & + family-based y  +
N operation w
Modern family Food crops or
farm peasantry
v

Certain French rural economists, including Serv@lia72), taking inspiration from Marxist
theories, show how much the capitalist system, ety concentration and integration,

8 R. Aron’s ideal type of industrial society in fipmints: radical separation of enterprise and fgndiivision of
work, accumulation of capital, rational calculati@md labour concentration in the work place.

® Unlike the other three, the “modern family farra’category defined as being a sociological entitysi own
right, resembling the enterprise from a family giewpoint, and the peasant farm from a dependence
viewpoint (p. 276), seems to us to arise from tbgoal construction. Unlike Lamarche in the 19808razil,
France, Tunisia and Poland, this specific combimatif enterprise functioning with little dependemecethe
market was not found in the 6 national situatiox@@red for this document.

4
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comes to terms with the persistence of “small-scalemercial production”. A few years
earlier, “A France without peasants” (Gervais et B965) had been published, in which the
authors explained the persistence of small farmbeitsg one of the essential cogs in the
smooth running of the capitalist economy. “Smatitiaulture lived on by virtue of its ability
to accept payment for its production factors — aatably for its labour — at below the market
rates. This low remuneration for labour partly exps, alongside other cultural and social
considerations, why family members gradually diartincreasing share of their work time
away from the farm.

In a liberal perspective, the conception of thenfarerges on that of the firm in Coase’s vision
(1937), namely an entity that operates in a maskedre it is supposed to maximize its profit,
based on rational use of its production factordikgrprevious approaches, which based their
arguments on the specificities of a given sectogking responses to market signals
insufficient for explaining dynamics, farmers caotite here to the general interest, like the
other stakeholders. As entrepreneurs, they se@kdva interests; they are characterized by
private ownership of the means of production amdeéfiom” of choice. This vision does not
take into account history, rules and social or fpmelations — only the market relation,
although it gradually increases in complexity.

In 1986, Singh, Squire and Strauss (1986), ecortemas the World Bank and Yale
University, proposed modelling the behaviour ofnfarg households via the rationality
postulate using mathematical tools associated tiéh development of that neo-classical
school of thought. The idea was to design a modetre the agent had to solve two
maximization programmes concurrently: i) a consurpesgramme (he maximizes his
“utility” subject to budget constraints); and ii) &ntrepreneur programme (he maximizes his
profit under the constraint of factor endowment).addition to consuming and saving, the
farming household makes choices concerning theiticteoses to devote to either “work” or
“leisure”. In these first models, the markets wassumed to be perfect and decisions were
“separable” or recursive. There have been numedeuslopments since then. For example,
De Janvry et al. (1991) assessed the consequemci® dact that farming households,
particularly in developing countries, cope with angplete or missing markets. This work
makes it possible to pinpoint and analyse the weihg of farming households, assess the
effect of different policies on agricultural prodion, and provide information (e.g. the
elasticity of the consumption and production ofnfarg households) for some macro-
economic models, such as computable general egquiibmodels. The models of farming
households constructed in this way provide a canegframework for numerous agricultural
economists. They are intended to facilitate theewstdnding of farmers’ production and
investment decisions, depending on the needs awdinees of their household. Conversely,
they must explain the consumption and saving belawf the members of farming families,
depending on their production objectives.

In quite another register, some work has focusedeiming relevant observation units and
their agricultural and non-agricultural contoursha@ng the problems faced by development
operators and Africanist researchers, for whichféimeily farm model imported from Europe
quickly ran up against its limitations (Winter, B)7 The multidisciplinary research group
working on the improvement of investigation methads rural Africa (AMIRA) thus
recommended establishing a dialogue between “tepndapproaches”, requiring previously
defined stable observation units, and compreheraidequalitative “bottom up approaches”,
in which the definition of the observation unit asproduct of the survey (Couty, 1983;
Winter, 1983). Two starting points, which are netlasive, are proposed for this second type
of approach. Ancey (1975) suggested beginning déitision levels, themselves identified by

5
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the status of the individuals, within the family within the wider social spaces. Gastellu
(1980) preferred starting off from the economicdiimnalities of the residence, consumption,
production and accumulation, to identify the comitiaa involved and their types of

organization.

By subordinating the economic dimensions to coecaetions and social dynamics, this work
fits in with the criticism of neoclassical housethanodels (Gastellu, Dubois, 1997). It
participates in structuring a heterodoxy, basetherrediscovery of institutionalist principles
and the development of French Africanist Rural Exoits (ERAF) (Colin and Losch, 1994).

Starting from methodological advances, ERAF is cateh to moving away from technical

and economic criteria alone, to characterizing karforms of agricultural production and

assessing their performance, and to paying gredtention to structural dimensions and
strategies (Yung and Zaslavsky, 1992). The lateamot be reduced to the two principle
maximization programmes (of the consumer and of d¢mérepreneur) of neoclassical
economic theory.

The deliberations of ERAF tally with those of Pauhkl. (1994) who chose to reason in terms
of activity systems, starting from the premise i@t approaches centred on agriculture were
unable to account for family logics and stratedied were increasingly being affected by the

development of non-agricultural activities. Theiatt system is defined as “a metasystem

that includes (agricultural activities) alongside tother productive activities of the farmer

and his family”. Its use is centred on the functibrelations between activities, in the logic of

a portfolio of activities.

Within the empirical field of French agriculturedarts structural transformations, between
1970 and 1990, some work led to a questioning@fépresentation of the family farm model
as being two Human Work Units — the farmer andwife — of sufficient size to generate
income equivalent to two comparable wa§eg/hilst most publications at the time dealt with
farm modernization or improving productivity, thesestioning turned also to additional
starting points, regarding changes in the allocatibhousehold work time to agricultural and
non-agricultural activities. Often, only the heddtlee farm assigned his work time, or even
just part of his work time, to running the farm (@Bret al, 1970), which questions the
relevance of the “family agriculture” category (loasbe, 1972; Brun, 1989; Delord and
Lacombe, 1990). The work force was then employ#tkeein developing the heritage of the
farm, through the creation of new, not strictly qguotive activities, or by remunerated off-
farm work. Pluriactivity, although not recent (Ceth2011), raises the question in France
(Brun et al., 1970) and more widely in Europe (leauay 2005), of the place of strictly
agricultural activities within the set of activsiedeveloped by households. However, the
interpretations of pluriactivity are also diverseth it being seen as a result of surplus labour
due to improved productivity, or of a simplificati@f cropping systems, or of an economic
choice to reduce farming activities to the benefibff-farm activities. The dimension and
political implications of this research escape rhbim a socio-political context where a share
of the legitimacy of agricultural policies, and pewlarly of the common agricultural policy,
is drawn from the family model of agricultural pradion organization.

This pluriactivity issue has also been highlighteyl the work of rural historians, who
relativize the sometimes universalist scope thatesavould like to confer upon the family
household centred solely on agriculture: accordmdayaud (1999, page 21), in the™9

191t is this vision that was written into the instibnal and political plan of the agricultural artation laws from
1960 to 62 [Buchou, 1975].
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century, as much as in the™8entury, the exception was not pluriactivity butrmactivity.

A comparison of Dutch and French agricultural siegs clearly shows that pluriactivity, far
from being an anomaly as regards the household Invatie two players, is a major social
and economic fact in some of the most efficientcdgural economies (Van der Ploeg et al.,
2009). This research reveals how complex the typodd exercise is when one seeks to
understand the diversity of situations and one mawgay from conventional dualisms: no
fewer than ten types have thus been defined, basestiteria accounting for the place and
functions of agriculture in varied combinations,king it possible to describe the livelihoods
of rural people. It thus shows that agriculture autatedly still plays an important role, albeit
strongly interlinked with other non-agriculturaltiadies that contribute to the employment
and earnings of rural people. If we widen the fotoisagriculture in the South, we can
hypothesize without too great a risk that a plunaty situation is dominant worldwide and
that we need to adapt how we look at these waydanng” agriculture.

The migratory factor and its consequences for rswaleties thus upturns the representations
of space anderroir, but also the nature of relations within the fangoup and between
families. Following the precursory work by Amsedieal. (1978) on town—country relations,
research multiplied in the 1990s on links betwemwis and mobility in the societies of the
South, challenging the myth of peasant sedentantyimmobility (Skeldon, 1990). The geo-
economics of town—country relations (Chaléard andibrBsson, 1999) and of
interdependencies organized around the mobilitpeafple, exchanges and income transfers
(Peemans, 1995) developed at the same time asittpe i analyses in terms of archipelago
economies linked to the globalization process @/el996). It was other relations that were
being woven between family units, agriculture ané élsewhere, towards which part of the
family work force was moving; the size of the amumansferred in the form of remittances
shows the economic weight of these new relations.

In the 1970s and 1980s, research in the agriclltdeeelopment field focused on systemic
modelling of farm functioning and on establishiygdlogies of agricultural activity “in the
service of action” (Brossier, Petit, 1977). Oneugpraf typologies, often based on national
statistics, relied on variables of structure andtlo® nature and modalities of production
combinations. A second was based on the projeatssanations of farmers using farming
system analyses. A third was based on farm trajestoreconstructed from surveys
(Sébillotte, 1976; Capillon and Manichon, 1979).tWi this affiliation, typologies were
established on the basis of agrarian system diagnosharacteristic combinations of a
cultivated environment, production instruments, esutting way of artificializing the
environment, social division of labour between agture and other sectors, exchange
relations, ownership and strength, and on the whketeof ideas and institutions making it
possible to ensure social reproduction (Mazoye8,7).9

The institutionalist schools of thought mentionedowe for their closeness to French
Africanist Rural Economics (ERAF), but also the mestitutional schools of thought, were,
for their part, gradually turned by research indpér to perceive a broader agricultural and
rural economy. These extensions made it possiblsptcify the link existing between
agricultural units and with their natural, societonomic and political environment, through
rules, standards, organizations and collectiveoacte mention only three significant
examples: the taking into account of collectiveéaxgtthe analysis of the commons and the
contributions of the “transaction costs” schootlajught.

Understanding collective action is a means of gdiegond the mere individual framework of
the production unit in order to understand certemflective dynamics that give rise to
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profound agrarian transformations (modernization ajriculture, representation and
protection of interests, etc.). In this perspectihe contributions of authors in reference with
Commons (1934), who qualified collective action“ldseration and expansion of individual
action”, are essential. The recent Nobel Prize efiaiin Economics, Ostrom and Williamson,
urge us to pay attention to coordination rules amethods in two essential fields when
reasoning on the sustainability of agriculturaltegss. Ostrom (1992) and the school of
thought of the International Association for thei®t of the Commons (IASC) showed the
importance of the rules established and applieccdoymunities which endow themselves
with the institutions required to ensure they aespected. Williamson and the neo-
institutionalist school of thought showed that coencmal transactions cannot be limited to the
abstraction of the meeting of supply and demanda imagic place called “market”. The
relations woven around a transaction have a casar¢h for information, removal of
uncertainty, creation of confidence), and thesasmations themselves are regulated by
market institutions. And if we consider that onetloé purposes of agriculture is to place
goods and services on the market, how, in a fobowfrom Polanyi’'s work, should we deal
with the non-commercial aspects of agriculturalvaiegs that are of the same essence as its
commercial dimensions, which contribute to explagnithe functioning and longevity of
productive systems (Groupe Polanyi, 2008)? Thebeats of thought make it possible to
consider “the immaterial” that is located beyond #itale of the farm, but which is embodied
in the organizations and the institutions that ii@stthe room for manoeuvre of family farms.

The notion oflivelihoods?, which has been mediatized through its adoptiondifferent
think-tanks (Institute of Development Studies, Geas Development Institute) and by
British cooperation, can be used to develop reneamutoaches to the different forms of
agricultural production. The “Sustainable Rural dliioods (SRL) framework sets out to
consider the functioning of domestic groups intladlir dimensions, integrating pluriactivity,
sustainability and non-commercial aspects (Chambeds Conway 1991). The approach,
which is often judged all-encompassing and difficid implement in a concrete manner
(Farrington et al., 1999), breaks with the ideastafting from technical-economic practices,
and recentres the process on the capital endowneérdemestic groups which mark the
limits of functioning?. The non-commercial aspects are obtained by miegssocial capital
and by an understanding of well-being taken from Work by Sen orcapabilities® (Sen,
2000). Sustainability is considered by measuringynaé capital, which incorporates its use
and reproduction in the concept of performance,dstv by the capacity for resilience and
resistance to pressures outside the capital stei¢gcoones, 2009); a place is given to the
institutional dimension of development, with theabssis of structures and processes
facilitating or restricting access to and the useapital (Ellis, 2000).

The recent period, characterized by food, envirantaleand financial crises, has seen the
emergence of new ways of seeing agricultures, hotai a scale of elementary production
units and regarding the ways in which they are eoted to local territories and the world.
The intrusion of financial capital from outside thector (pension funds, sovereign funds, or
hedge funds) tends to disjoin capital holders: éhoho mobilize technologies and those who
have land rights (Afrigue Contemporaine, 2011).sThhenomenon renders the logic of

! This term is difficult to definetlle means of gaining a livifighambers, Conway 1991he activities, the
assets, and the access that jointly determineitireglgained by an individual or househdHllis, 2000]).

2 Functioningsas meant by Sen [2000]: eating enough, being iml iealth, being happy, remaining worthy in
one’s own eyes, taking part in community life, the vector of theskinctionings,combinations of states and
actions, participate in defining the accomplishnafran individual.

13 Understood as being different combinations of opputies and fields of possibility open to an widual; the
notion goes beyonfilinctionings by including what it would be possible to achievelo.
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differentiating between different forms of prodwctimore complex. For instance, Hervieu
and Purseigle (2011) have emphasized the recentgentwe of new forms of family
agriculture: one $pecialized,segmented and highly professional; the otmeieta] which
dissociates agricultural labour and working caditain heritage and land management”. The
same authors also estimated that corporate agneuwtas becoming diversified, depending
on the level of fragmentation and public interventin its capitalistic forms, and also that
defensive forms of agriculture calledbsistencer relegationagriculture were developing. In
Europe, the last two, which have notably arisemfrine employment crisis in the West,
escape from the usual frameworks of public poliopstruction and from the categories of
rurality analyses.

Does what is happening in the agricultural sectdrneed to be repositioned within a wider,
increasingly commercial logic, based on the growmability of the different types of capital,
for which the remuneration strategy would seem ¢onttade possible by this disjunction
process? Might what Petit (1975) did not envisagenbthe process of becoming reality? “It
is essential for the survival of the enterprisé thes profit be positive when these production
factors are mobile, i.e. when it is possible tovide them with remuneration equal to the
market price, possibly outside the enterprise. Caresee that this might not be the case with
agriculture, where the mobility of production fatas far from perfect”.

This journey through the literature, taking a histal path, shows that the representations of
forms of agricultural production are regularly undeed by reality and need to be adjusted.
SuIE)port for some “industrial” forms of agricultugaoduction organization at the end of the
19" century and the beginning of the™@entury by the Marxist school of thought tended to
cast peasant or family forms into the dark. Latierjng the “Thirty Glorious Years” of post-
war boom, observations in industrialized countrteen in developing countries, focused on
agriculture modernization processes. Too much itapoe was accorded to the dynamics of
specialization and intensification, to the detritn@f more composite forms combining
agriculture and other non-agricultural rural adi@és which, historically and structurally,
however, were the norm. The emergence of the'$approach in the 1990s might therefore
correspond to recognition that the specialized angknsified agricultural model -
corresponding to the outcome of a modernizatiorcgse strongly backed by the public
authorities — which the expertise of the North #mel elites of the South projected onto the
rural communities and agricultures of the Soutld, bt correspond and were likely never to
correspond to the realities of the South. The cuiperiod seems the right time to us to adapt
and renew the tools for understanding agrariantiesl

In the following section, we shall explain in whahy the SRL approach seems to us to be
suitable for taking into account and integrating thfferent dimensions that appeared in the
different work we have just described: pluriacttyihon-commercial dimensions, relocation
of individuals, etc. Indeed, taking into accounegé dimensions does not tally with the
dominant perception of specialized and almost exefly commercial agriculture in
developed countries. However, the realities of Nwth, and of the South, involve more
complex logic, which the modernized and specialifaath model alone cannot be used to
describe. An objective observation of agricultuesllities therefore leads us to reconsider our
“ways of seeing” the agricultural and rural se@sera whole.

4 Reasoned in a perspective of poverty alleviatéfarring to all the activities developed by ruraleholds
which do not rely exclusively on agriculture.
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I11. A flexible and integrative approach to the representation of
family forms of agricultural production: the Sustainable Rural
Livelihoods approach

The SRL (Sustainable Rural Livelihoods) approadu$es on domestic structures and capital
endowments. Such as it was briefly described eaitiseems, through its integrating nature,
to be compatible with many of the approaches meatan our bibliographical review. The
SRL approach and its variants initially set out, ammicroeconomic level, to construct a
methodological set of rural poverty measuremek&yito provide leads for public action in
poverty alleviation. They started out from the bsniof the frameworks available at the
beginning of the 1990s, seen as focusing on theéyatmn of goods and of commercial value,
overlooking pluriactivity and adopting restrictimeasurements of well-being.

In its formulation by Chambers and Conway (19914¢, approach centres on three concepts.
Capabilities define combinations ofunctionings that an individual might implement,
depending on what that individual can aspire t@dbe (loingsandbeingg (Sen 2000); they
have more to do with the effective free choice antion of individuals than with what they
truly possess. Equity is not only a relative measwant of income distribution; the
distribution of assets possessed by domestic groaesls to be looked at, but also the
opportunities open to them, and theapabilities. Sustainability is understood as being the
maintenance of a standard of living that does et the level and quality of domestic assets,
opportunities andapabilities

These three concepts are based on the endowmetiiesé groups in tangible assets
(pertaining to stocks and physical resources) awd-tangible assets (pertaining to
requirements, claims and opportunities, and rigitaccess). By emphasizing the intangible
nature of asset endowment, it is possible to tate account the institutional dimension, and
the degree to which collective action plays a inoléhe use and access to resources and the
facilitation of commercial operating through nomuoercial logic. The assets define the
result of accumulation strategies (an end), at shene time as they facilitate their
maximization (a set of means). The model identifres main categories of capital: natural,
physical, human, financial and soéfalThe outlines, then the measurement of theserelifte
categories of capital (especially social and huoegpital), are subjects of controversy and call
for adjudication. In our conception, wages aregraéed into human capital, we accept that
some livestock production practices can be asdiedléo savings, and we have written land
into natural capital.

The SRL approach has been widely used to assesis pobcy projects (Farrington et al,
1999), to fine-tune, formalize and quantify typadted approaches incorporating pluriactivity
and non-commercial activity (Leege, 2003), andrtalyse viability and poverty (Bebbington,
1999); it is important to specify the adaptatioreaded for it to be used in a more global,
comprehensive perspective of a break-up in the dasfrfamily agriculture and the dynamics
involved.

!> Human capital and social capital have both taeginid non-tangible dimensions.
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Figure 1. Summarized glimpse of the SRL approach (accor ding to Ellis 2000)
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Evolutionary trends and international and localteats partly explain the different forms
of production. They are also fashioned by the dieegpital endowments of the domestic
groups and production units, and by elements ofitireediate environment blocking
and/or facilitating access to those categoriesagital Capabilities and functioning$.
The effective use of specific combinations of calpand their translation into forms of
production, enable strategies to be implementedréta on the deployment and linking
of agricultural and non-agricultural activities. &hperformance of the forms of
production and their economic, social and enviramaleconsequences can also be
assessed on several observation levels in line whth sustainability challenges.
Performance can be extrapolated to the scale ebant territories (depending on local
configurations), and then compared with outsidedsraffecting its evolution.

We are not seeking here to validate the systenmeension and logical flow that the
approach underlies. However, we feel that the nutlogical principles guiding the
analysis of domestic structures (the middle twodsoxf figure 1), are useful to our
argument. The measurement and qualification ofteBpndowments and the conditions
for gaining access to them indeed appear to be riapoelements for representing
diversity in the forms of agricultural productidn.addition, we broaden the approach by
specifically considering the capital called upoaniroutside agriculture, and especially
by qualifying the family nature, or not, of the wthe different categories of capital are
managed. This broadening makes it possible to rategpluriactivity and mobility in the
representation of the forms of production.

The representation method is applied in the sametavaontrasting forms of production,
in different contexts. It is a matter of ensurihg tomparison between these forms, not
in terms of performance, but in terms of structanel strategy, agricultural production
and, more widely, reproduction. We put forward kiypothesis of a continuum between
the two ideal-types of the peasant farm and thewatural enterprise (Lamarche, 1991).
The method presented here must make it possibfmsdgion each form of production
along that continuum.

12



Diversity in family farming

V. Representing the diver sity of family formsof agricultural
production: case studies

We now propose to look at how the SRL approachadened in this way, can be used to
describe some forms of family agriculture that ematrasting and illustrative of a multi-
faceted, diverse and complex reality. Six caseissudre presented, which we feel are
illustrative of certain structuring evolutions asdfficiently far from each other to show
the integrating nature of the conceptual framework.

These case studies concern some forms of familicwdyre encountered in different
countries. However, these cases are only segmiikisn from the extreme national
diversity based on strategic criteria (France, Br&outh Africa), community criteria

(New Caledonia) or geographical criteria (Mali, Wi@m); they in no way represent the
totality of family agricultures in their respectigeuntries.

Maintenance of a peasant agriculture with a low ag@nt economic
contribution: Kanak identity-based agriculture in &v Caledonia

New Caledonia is marked by a dual agriculturalettyry. This archipelago, with
250000 inhabitants, was annexed by France in 1853taig a convict prison there
(closed down in the 1930s), to exploit its miniegaources and to develop an agricultural
colony based on exports. The agricultural potertighe colony rapidly proved to have
been over-estimated, but it justified a land grathwhe indigenous Kanak population
being confined in land reservations. It was notilthe 1980s and the end of the pro-
independence struggles, through a compromise giemiag the emancipation of the
country, that a far-reaching reform took placedbalance land tenure between the Kanak
and the descendants of the settlers (the Caldachles$, until recent times and despite
some significant but dispersed advances, Kanakcuwgre, tapping into age-old
practices and knowledge, was reduced to defensidesarvival logic, centred on the
food and identity functions of agricultural prodioct, in confined spaces, on the fringe of
the economic circuits. Conversely, a Caldoche afitice cornered all the public aid in a
logic of modernization, based on the French modabstantially adapted to local
conditions.

Although diverse, the forms of Kanak agriculturevdaanumerous traits in common
(Gaillard, Sourisseau, 2009).

Land, which is rarely irrigated, is customarily tpgred” by way of a bundle of ancestral
laws, partially formalized under the land reforrarlahed in the 1980s. Indeed, subject to
a duly demonstrated link to the land, the refortuneed to the Kanak clans the lands
previously taken over by the Caldoches, which thexerted back to the domain of
“customary” lands. Land thus carries a strong syinkand political weight, by marking
the link with the origins of the clans and as agitgl marker of the achievements of the
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pro-independence struggle. Thus, natural capi@udes a paramount non-commercial
dimension.

Labour is primarily manual, provided by the domesgroup. It amounts to the main
production cost (non-financialized) in crop managamsequences that require few
purchased inputs. The quality of infrastructured ahthe health and education systems
has also guaranteed to the Kanak domestic grotjgghdevel of human capital over the
last 20 years.

The cropping systems, organized around a basiofdebpical tubers, are diversified in
both species and varieties. The finesse of the Kmowy, arising from a long adaptation to
plots of dire quality inside the reservations agsfrom the confinement, would seem to
be tending to fade, to the benefit of a simplifieatof practices. Nonetheless, agricultural
social capital, geared towards community membership tribe and clan scale (extended
family), remains decisive in the production procdsenables the circulation of varieties
and of innovations, whilst at the same time secgugiccess to land.

There is little physical and financial capital, lbese are rarely pooled or externalized.
Sales are rare and limited to short circuits in cwhmutual knowledge appears more
decisive than contractual commercial relations.

These types of agriculture have seen some chasgksat their edge, reflected in a

decrease in the diversity of varieties, use of bswlle irrigation, light motorization and

innovations to render work less laborious. Be #w®it may, the structure and domestic
integration of the types of capital that suppog #Hctivity give it undeniably a peasant
nature in the Mendras sense (1976). One fundameiftatence with the peasant ideal-
type lies in the strong connection of the domegtimup with general society through

wage-earning, whose share in total income is 0@ ABouard, Sourisseau, 2010).
Thus, human capital is highly mobilized outsidei@gdture.

Agricultural statistics tend to minimize the quéies that Kanak agriculture produces and
the aid arrangements seem poorly adapted to dlsist, particularly as the economic
prospects of the sector are well below the oppdrasoffered by the mines and the
administration. Yet, all Kanak families living oids the bush villages and Nouméa farm
a field, and although the plots are small, it wolddwrong to assimilate agriculture to a
leisure activity or to predict its disappearance. d context of severe economic
inequalities, the share of food self-sufficiency ukb appear to exceed %0 for
households living in tribes, which would seem teénancomes 2.5 to 3 times lower than
households not living in tribes (ISEE, 2010). Aethame time, agriculture is still an
essential prerequisite for voicing and gaining ggaton in the local political arenas, and
an element of security in complex activity systems.

14



Diversity in family farming

Resilience of large domestic groups and of “tradmial” agriculture in a
context of diversification by emigration: the Nortbf the Kayes region in
Mali

Mali currently has a little under two rural inhabits for one urban; in 1961, that ratio
was eight rural for one urban inhabitant. With sgr@lemographic growth (3% per year
between 1998 and 2009), the rural population cae8nto increase. In this context,
800000 farms (CPS, 2008) provide a living for &Blion people, i.e. 786 of the
Malian population. Between the social specializatiof professions, community
management of resources (including land), the lasge of domestic groups, and
disjunction of the economic units, these farms farefrom the Western ideal-type.
However, social organization is evolving, with lan@ppropriation” and land
management at farm level, a reduction in mutuaistsge groups, the break-up of
families and the growing monetarization of exchange

In a great diversity of situations, farming famslie the northern part of the Kayes region
develop farming systems typical of the Sahel zdwgy. cereals (millet and sorghum)

occupy the major share of the cultivated areas)galwith groundnut, cowpea, rice and
maize (if the families have access to irrigabled)arYields are low and sensitive to
rainfall. Livestock farming, which is mostly tranghant, plays a major role. Farming is
manual or conducted with animal draught power. bs@éputs is marginal, seeds are
produced on-farm; product sales are low (undef620f annual agricultural gross

product, according to Samake et al. (2008)).

In this region, which is subject to severe climateents and the natural resources of
which are fragile and difficult to develop, livestofarming, the main physical capital of
the families, plays an important role and is on¢hefelements of differentiation between
farms; it is both a place of accumulation and &elaf production. Social capital, one of
the driving forces of the strategies of familieglseg social recognition and recourse in
the community, has little influence over commera@aricultural production; there are
few professional organizations facilitating accesthe market and impacting production.
Migration is a very old practice, which escalatedhe beginning of the Z0century,
notably towards Senegal to grow groundnut (shogration). Emigration to France grew
in importance in the 1970s, notably under poor atimconditions and with the need for
labour in the former colonizing country (Daum, 199Bransfers of funds by emigrants
who have succeeded are an integral part of fammdym resources for consumption, but
also for investment or for diversification of ecomo activities. Thus, financial capital,
which is decisive in this context of poverty, ldsgelepends on emigration, hence on
human capital endowments.

Work migration departures are therefore part ofdtnategies developed by family farm
heads (Azam and Gubert, 2006). For migrations o) lduration to Europe, for example,
the necessary funds are often taken from agri@lltimcome and working capital.
However, the departure of a family member is ayriggtion. The farm deprives itself of
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an asséf and success is far from automatic, owing to therecu geopolitical and

economic difficulties. In addition, a migration defure of long duration does not
correspond to the exclusion of the migrant from fiwen; people departing remain full
members of the domestic group and if they retdray fully resume their place.

In a recent study, Samaké et al. (2008) showedf#rats in the Diéma circle of the
Kayes region are composed, on average, of 21 peopikiding two long-duration
emigrants per family, with one of them regularipdieg back funds. Emigration appears
as a factor for maintaining large demographic $tme&s. The domestic groups with
migrants maintain a large number of members to mmgze risks. Farms earn low
incomes, on average, but those with migrants coffneetter: the quintile of the poorest
farms is that where there is no emigrant. On tirerohand, 206 of the most well-off
farms have earnings arising from transfers by eanigrthat average over %

Use of human capital outside the domestic framewaekns that the farm’s income can
be improved if emigration succeeds. However, séhgodnd education levels remain
low, and although human capital is decisive in #teictural differentiation between
families, it is particularly linked to the capacttyemigrate.

Liberalization and development of efficient and énsified family
agricultures integrated in the market: diversifican in the Mekong delta
of Vietnam

Agrarian colonization under French domination ledstrong land polarization in this
country of ancient agricultural tradition. After $8ars of war, the country went through
an episode of collectivization of production fastand State control of the supply chains.
Starting in 1989, liberalization led to reforms tthaere accompanied by strong
agricultural growth and rapid economic development.

Among the agricultural zones to have benefited ftbese changes, the Mekong Delta,
the main rice growing zone in Vietnam, is charazest by its abundance of water, a
crucial natural capital for production, by limitedccess to quality land (highly

anthropized ecosystems, high population pressarg), by physical capital, including

irrigation and drainage infrastructures, and eqeptdor motorization, which have been
decisive in the development process in the zonee#g to equipment (motor pumps,
rotary cultivators) notably enabled gains in worlkitput and the intensification and

diversification of farming systems, which are s@srof income growth and agricultural
development.

In this context, when the farmers of the Mekongt®é&und relatively secure land tenure
under liberalization (multiannual and transferratights of use), with the individual use
of lands redistributed on the basis of the tenuistiag prior to collectivization, and a

8 Which is different from short-duration migratiowhich, for example, make it possible to reduce the
number of mouths to feed from family stocks dutting dry season.
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more lucrative price for their agricultural prodioct, they were able to consolidate their
rice growing activities (Le Coqg and Trebuil, 2005).

Nevertheless, a differentiation between family farsnon came about, depending on the
initial land endowment (area and type of soil), financial capital, and the social capital.
The social capital was greatly marked by migratitmgowns linked to the development
of manufacturing industry. In addition, with theestgthening of a more well-off urban
class and the opening of the borders, new fresduatosupply chains (horticulture,
animal products) developed, offering diversificatjgossibilities that were more lucrative
than rice growing.

Thus, some farmers implemented strategies for Extdnsion and diversification, or
even for specialization in these more profitabl@pdy chains (Le Coq and Trebuil,
2005). Those producers, who were characterizedrnbyet land capital (under 3 ha),
growing physical capital (motorization and plot depment), a relatively high human
capital due to the literacy effort, and sometimesgjam social capital (producer
organisations) (Yamazaki et al, 2001), were ablm#dke use of the achievements of the
green revolution (Le Coq et al, 2004) and diver#ikgir agricultural production with high
technical-economic efficiency, enabling Vietnambgzome one of the main exporters of
rice and agricultural products in the world.

Supply chain restructuring and family agriculture ebtructuring:
examples of “strategic partnerships” in South Afiéc

Seventeen years after the end of apartheid, theudtgre of South Africa still displayed
high duality. On the one hand, @00 large “commercial’ farms on private lands were
highly efficient, thanks to which they controlldadetmarkets. On the other hand, 300 to
400000 “small” farms and 4 million “subsistence” midi@arms (DAFF, 2010),
marginalized during apartheid, generated limitedcatjural production and were unable
to keep going without sources of off-farm incomeagivood et al, 2006; Anseeuw,
2004). The post-apartheid reforms, mainly involvihg endowment of natural capital
(land reform — restitution, redistribution and nefoof land tenure), had contributed little
to erasing the contrasts: undefo60of formerly white lands had been redistributed
(Anseeuw and Mathebula, 2008) and small black fesrsgll had little access to water
and irrigated areas. In non-white agricultural mynkand tenure remained uncertain,
under mostly communal land management.

Recently, however, in this context of failed refoemd political reorientation towards
new development models, these farmers have beeergoidg a recomposition; their
capital endowments are evolving, as are their ahpitcess, management and control
methods. As part of the positive discrimination ipplintroduced by the current
government, some “strategic partnershipsave in fact seen the light of day to stimulate
black small-scale agriculture. These “partnershiggirrespond to contractualized

7 Official name given by the South African Governimen
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alliances, including beneficiaries of land reforpmivate agro-industry and government
(Derman et al, 2006; Davis and Lahiff, 2011). Oa timne hand, agro-industry controls
production and commercial management on a basismakimizing commercial
profitability and efficiency, and minimizing trardéon costs. Agro-industrialists,
therefore, manage production, directly or indingctbtally or partially, on the scale of a
large unit (the plots of the beneficiaries areragaied to a single production unit similar
to a large “commercial” farm). Financial capital mainly provided by the agro-
industrialists (and may be completed by public lragk (Fréguin-Gresh and Anseeuw,
2012). Natural and human capital is provided to #lgeo-industrialists in return for
preferential access to the salaried jobs offerethbycompany. For its part, in addition to
helping the agro-industries and beneficiaries nflleeform to form these “partnerships”
through mediation, the government takes part iroemgy the small black farmers with
physical capital (basic infrastructures, and admcal equipment for production and
storage) and in human capital (training and capduiilding). To strengthen the social
capital drained by years of discrimination, the B®@ale producers are encouraged —
sometimes obliged — to group together in coopesatibut these are more often sources
of disputes rather than of collective action.

These “strategic partnerships” seem to strengthenptoletarianization of small black
farmers, who have not been able to benefit frompib&t-apartheid reforms and whose
role is all the more marginalized, in that the nedsk which are demanding in terms of
norms and standards, tend to exclude them frommib&t lucrative supply chains. This
type of contractual agriculture relies on the utieinged dogma dominating large-scale
entrepreneurial agriculture, the efficiency of whiges in commercial profitability and
not in economic efficiency and social equity. Indlethis situation subordinates small
farmers to the agro-industries in new vertical gnéion processes. The latter profoundly
modify the representations that producers havegotaltural activity proper (Anseeuw
et al.,, 2011) and gives rise to new processes struturing in South African family
agriculture.

Emergence of societal forms pooling capital and -afntring the role of
the family: examples in France

Since the “Thirty Glorious Years” of the post-wardm period, the efficiency of French
agriculture has greatly improved in terms of prdaducvolumes and value. From a food
importing country at the end of World War I, Frencs now one of the leading
agricultural powers. The most recent period of tinesformation seems to indicate
changes in the family perception of production D@umentation frangaise, 2007).

On the one hand, the increase in French agriclilpuoguctivity has paradoxically gone
hand in hand with a certain generalization of plctivity. For farms that have chosen to
diversify, the capacity building of farmers alsosotves non-agricultural activities. In

many cases, human capital is, therefore, mostlg osgside agriculture, with the main
player even sometimes working part-time off-farrheTegree of training for agricultural
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workers has also increased, through continuing a&éhrec and training, owing to the
increased requirements as soon as young farmers @i with players entering
agriculture from other sectors of the economy.

On the other hand, some major restructuring hasntakace, resulting in the emergence
of societal forms of production, which currentlycaant for a quarter of the farms
inventoried (13500 in 2005). In these forms, capital managemenaken out of the
hands of the domestic group: physical capital islga (totally or partially) and human
capital is assigned on the basis of increased alpeation and technicality in relation to
the tasks to be accomplished.

These forms make it possible to pool the costangrifom the use of outside hired
labour, which satisfies labour requirements onftlten and which helps to strengthen a
way of life tuned to urban rhythms, by delegatiagks that are considered to entail
constraints that are barely compatible with fartihgs. In some cases, it is even possible
to see the relocation of the home in relation ® fdrm: agriculture as a way of life is
tending to give way to agriculture as a professioith a work timetable and a
relationship with work that come closer to the otbectors of the economy.

Natural capital can be substantially improved —leatst theoretically — through the
pooling of capital, which may make it easier to tresevironmental standards in technical
and economic terms. Financial capital may increéasaigh economies of scale enabled
by better rationalization of work, but their managmt nonetheless remains close to that
of the respective family cells.

Societal forms of production are now “accompaniéy’ legal measures through the
Agricultural Orientation Law of 2005-2006, whichatlenges the unique nature of the
family farm model.

Entrepreneurial dimensions of family agriculture: arporate agriculture
in Brazil

Agriculture in Brazil is dual and opposes formsewtrepreneurial production (8000
production units), farming most of the land, firmhserted in international trade, and
with more numerous family forms (4.4 million unitgared towards the domestic market
and self-consumption, farming only 2é of the land. This duality is the outcome of a
historical process marked by the centrality of ek@mriculture in the socio-economic
formation of the country and the persistence ofttetage of a colonial model based on
the plantation economy, slavery and patrimoniali@razilian family agriculture thus
developed in the geographical, social and econ@aps of export agriculture and has
been restricted by land tenure and wage rules vleme unfavourable to it (Baudel
Wanderley, 2009). Today, family forms of productiare extremely diverse and reflect
the wide range of natural, physical, human, finaheind social capital combinations
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resulting from the natural and economic context agdarian history. One of these
different combinations is corporate agriculture.

This corporate agriculture results quite broadiynfr European migratory movements,
primarily Italian and German, at the end of th& t@ntury. It developed in the States of
southern Brazil and quite largely escaped the calaeference. Unlike the other family
agriculture arrangements, this type of agricultirenefited from the process of
agricultural modernization in the second half af 20" century and greatly contributed
to the extension of the agricultural frontier, stimes turning into entrepreneurial
agriculture in the virgin lands of the West (Censdand North (Amazonia) (Cazella et
al., 2009).

Corporate agriculture is the result of a capitatusmeulation process over several
generations. The land is privately owned, passedndoy inheritance, or acquired by
playing, within a framework of generational migeatj on the price differential between
the agricultural frontier and the original zonesheTuse of irrigation and heavy
mechanization is frequent (Zanoni and Lamarche1R00

The cropping systems, using agricultural inputghkyielding varieties and GMOs, are

often organized around one or two key plants, Blpa the production region: sugarcane
and fruit (orange) production in the S&o Pauloargsoybean in the South, West and in
Amazonia, cocoa in Amazonia, coffee in the Southesgon, but also animal production

integrated in the agro-industry of the South. Fooops are reduced compared to the
most widely existing family forms of production,daare confined to a simple garden.
The disappearance of orchards, food crops (ricesasa, and beans) and small-sale
livestock farming is often seen.

In the southern and south-eastern zones of thetrgoupluriactivity is common, as is
dual-employment within the household, with the waféen having an off-farm activity.
The children often continue their studies or ak@ived in other sectors of activity. In the
Séo Paulo region, it is common for households i@ ledual residence, on the farm and
in town. The use of hired labour, especially terapgris the rule. These farmers are well
established in the commercial circuits and freglyecdll upon private technical services
provided by downstream companies or the organizatio which they are affiliated.

In Rio Grande do Sul, where this type of agricdtstructures coherent economic
territories, farmers are part of a dense cooperafabric involved in supplying,

marketing and processing products, but also initradd water management. This
territorial structuring movement is further stredmgted by the existence of privately run
community agricultural universities, which trainethagriculture professionals and
agricultural elites. It benefits from excellent K& in the union and political world,

enabling it to become one of the main initiatorshaf emergence of family agriculture as
a socio-political sector and actively take partha construction of differentiated policies
at federal level specific to the family subsectootably in the field of rural credit

(national programme to strengthen family agric@juor in agricultural insurance
(Family Agriculture Insurance).
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Corporate agriculture, therefore, lies at the hamm¥ between family agriculture and
entrepreneurial agriculture. Its transformation being brought about through the
combination of financial capitalization enabled foyal credit — bank or cooperative —
with the development of social capital acting a thfferent levels of governance: the
production region, federated State and federakSi#die human capital has evolved, the
family links have been transformed with the lesseplvement of family members in

agricultural production and the rural diversificatiof activities. The natural capital has

been globally maintained, given the absence ofabwous degradation of the soil and
water availability.
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V. Representing the diver sity of the forms of agricultural
production: towar ds a conceptual framework?

In this final section, we seek to position the fikms of agriculture briefly describ&d
within the range of possible configurations in thalectic between production unit and
social unit, between a family farm and an enteep(if. above and (Lamarche 1991)).
This means sketching out the formalization of aesgentation method that can be used to
judge the distance of the observed forms from dealitypes described in the literature,
based on robust criteria applicable in all situaiorl his method — which we test and put
forward for debate through this working documentis-based on synthetic and
multidimensional representations, inspired from$L approach.

Representation of the capital combinations callegan in agriculture

The capital combinations brought into play for aglture (within the full logic of the
SRL approach) illustrate and explain the structams practices involved in agricultural
production and product use. They define some fattmas are more or less labour or
physical capital-intensive, more or less integratethe different markets, calling upon
non-commercial coordination to varying degrees. T®asant farm, mainly geared
towards feeding the domestic group, based on antitgeconcept of agriculture, is
especially endowed in natural, human and, to aetedegree, physical capital. The
enterprise ideal-type, a form of production seekiognaximize sales and returns, is
based on major endowments of financial, physicamdn (in terms of outside hired
labour) and social capital (professional and ingtihal networks).

The different combinations are shown in a star m@iaggiving the relative weights (via a
subjective scoring system ranging from 1 to 10jikaited to each type of agricultural
capital, independently of is absolute value. Theedhcase studies reveal contrasting
situations.

18 Remember that these forms of agriculture areqaati cases chosen, among others, within national
situations, but they do not represent all the foemsountered in each country.
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Figure 2: Respectiveimportance of the 5 types of capitals called upon in agricultural
production
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By definition, the graphs only account for the fical and physical capital endowment
values indirectly, and relatively to the other ¢alsi. The former two are very low in
value in New Caledonia and Mali (little equipmemdafew infrastructures, few
opportunities or problems in raising financial nesm®s), as opposed to intermediate
levels in Vietnam and South Africa (equipment andtastructures provided by the
government or by the agro-industrialists, but diffties in gaining access to financial
resources, notably from private banks, which regymajor guarantees, beyond the means
of small farmers), and high in France (due to msi@nalized and societal forms, hence
pooling) and in Brazil (where the situation is benidg on entrepreneurial agriculture).

The Kanak agriculture of New Caledonia is primakbsed on natural and human capital
involvement, which largely dominates over the lotwgical or financial investments.
Apart from the importance of land and the symbalit of production in the relationship
between man and nature, it is especially the huresources of the domestic group that
contribute to the product, with possible use ofi@ocapital existing in the close vicinity
in the form of mutual aid. Consequently, it is lmaithat production is mainly intended
for family consumption and non-commercial exchan@eduding the social recognition
of producer families).

In the case of Mali, production capacities rely thwe abilities of producers to take
advantage of fragile natural resources under sexgapho-climatic constraints; family
labour and empirical knowledge (human capital) awtial capital take on great
importance. However, the weighting for these twaety of capital is relatively less high
owing to migrations.

Unlike the Caledonian case, the situation describe®iethnam shows an example of
“classic” agricultural intensification. This intdfisation calls for physical capital (inputs,
equipment) and financial capital (credit) with artas degree of natural capital
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“consumption”, with the protection of natural resmes not being a great concern of the
producers engaged in these processes, which alds steong integration in the product
market.

Along the same lines, the South African case ilaiss the development of vertical
integration of family production by an agro-indysprimarily calling upon physical and
financial capital with a view to developing commatcproduction, based on an
entrepreneurial model that has proved its worthteirms of maximizing profits and
making use of public aid within a political framesk®f positive discrimination in favour
of black small-scale agriculture.

In France, human capital tends to be a lesser timesg in agriculture, at the same time
as it is gradually becoming organized on more bired labour type basis The societal
forms — at least theoretically due to economiesazfle — are definitely more able to
manage the relationship with the environment bylipgoefforts to respect norms and
standards and change practices, and thereby usendégral capital (less degradation).
They somewhat resemble hybrid types of logic betwesterprises, cooperatives or
associations, which greatly rely on and tend tergjthen social capital in sectorial and
professional systems of logic. However, this adtice also involves a non-commercial
logic through the coherence and duration of callecactions which have culminated in
the mobilization of national and European publipfsart.

Lastly, the corporate family forms in Brazil briimgo play physical capital and financial
capital to establish an agriculture that is wetkegrated in the commercial circuits, but
whose efficiency also results from the endowment ase of social capital seeking to
have a favourable impact on its economic envirorimbuat also on its political and

institutional environment (training, and direct andirect public support).

Representation of the capital combinations calledan outside agriculture

For each situation, and in line with the same eabytprinciple of relative measurement,
we represent the forms of capital brought into pfaym outside agriculture. It
particularly means illustrating the weight of photivity and mobility. These dimensions
enter into the usual characterization of ideal-ypethe literature as context variables,
and especially to judge agricultural practices; fu#y integrate them here in the
representation of strategies, because they arssental outcome of them and because
they also explain the diversity of family formsprbduction.

The peasant ideal-type is not mobile and is prilpaevoted to agriculture. However, we
postulate that their membership of their local camity is little changed if they use
work and social capital outside agriculture, bytnieBng themselves to non-commercial

9 Even though we exaggerate the issue slightly feermethodological reasons, it is not uncommon to
hear the new generations of farmers aspiring tfe @&tyle more in phase with that of wage earnténat (s
nothing new), and put it into practice (that is eew
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activities within that community. Likewise, mobiliin extended family networks (even
long distance), reproducing community logic in aseehere, does not break with the
peasant nature. The entrepreneur ideal-type isadized, but although it is pluriactive
and mobile, it will preferentially call upon phyaicand financial capital to maximize
commercial profitability, reproducing the capitéiisntensity of agricultural production.

Figure 3: Respectiveimportance of 5 types of capital called upon outside agriculture

Agricultures of tribes in New Caledonia Agricultures of an emigration zone in Mali Intensive agricultures of the Mekong Delta
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Along the same principles as for the types of ‘@gtural” capital, the different
combinations of “non-agricultural” capital thus rsaee how domestic strategies deviate
from the agricultural activity, through pluriactiyiand/or mobility. Some differences are
also found in terms of the overall estimated vatithe physical and financial capital.

The Malian and Vietnamese situations offer the Etwalues. The South African case is
intermediate: in fact, small farmers are not sded in agricultural production, or they

even become wage-earners of the agro-industriaérgde which almost totally

incorporates all stages of the supply chain; imgepf financial resources, these small
farmers still largely depend on sources of outsim®me, particularly public social aid

intended for the poorest households. In the Caledosituation, the development of a
Kanak entrepreneurship is recent, and wage-earngmgains largely favoured for

diversification. The French and Brazilian casesthwnajor contrasts within each

situation, reflect considerable physical and finahovestments outside agriculture.

In New Caledonia, the Kanak domestic groups amxetbre, integrated in a privileged

way in the job market through the human capitaésted in wage-earning. Although the
situation has been favourable overall for two desaglob seeking is also a matter of
interpersonal relations, often facilitated by famihks. Be that as it may, although social
capital is paramount in seeking a wage, the wesflobligations in relation to one’s clan

may prove a handicap for developing enterprisevisies, be they agricultural or non-

agricultural (Godin 2009).
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In Mali, the migratory strategies are based on humapital (limited in terms of
education and training), with social and finanaabpital serving to pay for the cost of
migration.

On the other hand, in Vietham, the different typdscapital are concentrated on
agricultural work (specialization or diversificatip with recourse to off-farm wage-
earning for the production units that do not eigry these dynamics.

In South Africa, family producer inclusion policies “partnerships” with agro-
industrialists paradoxically strengthen the move wage-earning (entrepreneurial
development model of the large white commerciam&gr and development under
constraint of forms of collective action.

In France, the family societal forms rely on stgate involving combinations of human
(through labour), financial and social capital, htalling upon natural capital for
activities to expand beyond the agricultural atyiffarm holiday accommodation and
processing).

In Brazil, the corporate farmers may use some eir thhysical and financial capital in
non-agricultural activities, or invest with a view generating rents, from trade,
craftsmanship, real estate and other forms of invessts. The domestic groups also have
access to some paid activities of one of the mespbeatably in the field of qualified
jobs, unlike in Mali where training levels are miting factor for gaining access to better-
paid jobs.

It seems that it is in the Brazilian case that tifges of pluriactivities engaged in least
affect agricultural dynamics, which approach thoé¢he enterprise. In the French and
Brazilian cases, they go hand in hand with a dcstenfrom the peasant ideal-type, by
greatly affecting allocation of the labour and sbcapital factors.

Representation of the family nature of the possessand management of
the different types of capital called upon in agulture

Lastly, perception of the family nature of the pess8on and management of the different
types of capital called upon in agriculture liesla# heart of our expansion of the SRL
model. In the peasant ideal-type, the differentesymf capital are entirely held and

managed by the family group, in a relative autardéhythe case of the enterprise, all the
types of capital escape family management and aadable on an open and perfect

market.

In order to represent this family or non-familyitréhe star graphs assign to each type of
“agricultural” capital a “score” ranging from 1, tiie family is deprived of management,
to 10 if management is exclusively family-based.

26



Diversity in family farming

The agriculture of the Kanak tribes in New Caledonwhich is primarily non-
commercial, relies on a strong hold of the famitgup on all the types of capital called
upon in agriculture, whether substantial (human aatural) or not (financial and
physical). As we have seen, that control has itstrpart, in terms of putting the brakes
on commercial integration, with the strength ofiabielations being divided between the
household and extended groups (clans and tribes)al¥ typically in a situation of a
peasant form of production.

Figure 4: Relative degree of control by the family sphere of the 5 types of capital
involved in agriculture
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In the emigration zone of Mali, the domestic gragmtrols the capital called upon for

agricultural production. The community rules, ndyabn land tenure, acknowledge the
individual, but the family retains the appropriatiand management of labour capital and
its peasant nature. Distancing from the peasam faocurs via mobility, but also by a

partial weakening of the agricultural social capttarough its externalization towards

associations that are sometimes structured orga tarale.

Strong family control is seen again over all thpita structures in the case of Vietnam,
with partial recourse to the social capital linkéal the development of producer
organizations, but at very different levels of phgb and financial capital, unlike the
situation in New Caledonia and Mali.

The South African case shows a strong contrashahmost of the physical and financial
categories of capital fall outside the control loé family group (provided by the agro-
industry or by public aid), with family control ové¢he natural capital and the social
capital greatly marked by the domination of outsplayers (groups imposed by the
public authorities and agro-industry).

In the French societal forms, the family group tetalfade before the need to coordinate
the different areas of work engaged in. This cawtion fragments and externalizes the
control of a share of the sets of capital (paréidyl physical capital) to collective bodies,
with domestic control being reduced to the areawofk for which the farmer is
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responsible. We, therefore, have differentiatedh®pf coordination, of a peasant nature
for the different areas of work, and of a more dtadized “cooperative” nature along the
lines of the entrepreneurial model for the farna aghole.

Lastly, Brazilian corporate agriculture relies omgraater integration in the markets and
this is reflected in the types of financial and giogl capital that are less controlled by the
family, in line with rules that largely escape datie arbitration. In addition, these farms
use hired labour and call upon social capital tledies on sectorial and professional
relations that lie largely outside the domesticleir What most brings these farms close
to the peasant model is their relationship withdlégenure, but this may rapidly slacken
and be recomposed in externalized systems of coomhéogic, notably by turning to
land hire.
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VI. Conclusion

The representation method proposed here, adapiedtfre SRL approach, offers some
simple and accessible schematizations of typesggofwdture, despite their being very
different. It thus makes comparisons easier andlesadiagnoses, observations and
original analyses on a rural household and farrtesca

The effort to characterize and weight the differewlicators by type of capital acts as a
checklist, by leading one to take into accountila elements making up the capacities
and strategies (agricultural or not) of the doneegtoups. Qualification of all the types
of capital (including differentiation of the caggawithin the five major groups isolated),
appears of particular interest, not only for chaazing agricultural practices, but also
the different pluriactivities and mobilities (notalperceived through the use of human
and social capital), that are known to be strunturin order not to lose the complexity of
the processes at work, the method offers the adgantof combining several
complementary approaches.

Through a set of weightings, the different représons proposed lead one to take into
account the interrelations between the differepitahendowments, which often explain
the strategies. Together, they make it possiblefine-tune the two-dimensional
differential criteria of family agricultures in theision notably of Lamarche (1991),
between the peasant farm and the family farm. TRe 8pproach adds the notion of
capabilities to the principle of the cross-overviedn dependence on the markets and
dependence on the family (cf. above), and integrtite question of economic units and
functions (notably production, consumption and deste), commercial and non-
commercial dimensions, and can be used to repodiie performance of farms in their
institutional environment.

Although it facilitates the differentiation betwedamily forms of agriculture, the
representation method does not propose typololgidees not seek to group the forms of
production by major type; it sets out rather frome fprinciple of the existence of an
infinity of possible situations. Easily placing ggof agriculture within the space of the
possibilities helps to avoid the classic failingk tgpologies: being too rigid and
restrictive, or reducing diversity according toraal number of criteria when reality is
much more complex.

Lastly, the degree of family withdrawal from the magement of the five types of capital
involved in agriculture measures the fragmentatmi agricultural operations, of
responsibilities, and of the distribution of thealtk produced. That withdrawal, which is
generalized but partial, leaves room for new fomwhscoordination and new players,
which cannot be understood without going beyondsthiet framework of the farm and
of agricultural production. It is a decisive elerhé&r understanding and accompanying
the changes in family agricultures.
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However, this very largely exploratory model willave to be fine-tuned, which
presupposes taking up some real research challerge®ng those challenges,
assessment of the different types of capital, eafpgdruman capital and social capital,
appear central.

The “how to evaluate” raises questions. How can dumapital be assessed depending
on the types of abilities acquired or used, dependn their origin (empirical knowledge
or more formalized knowledge) (Carpenter et alQ4)@ How can it be measured and,
thereafter, how can it be compared to the otheesyq capital and how can extremely
different national or local situations be comparether than by listening to those
involved? Clarifications and arbitration will beagssary, which will call for some major
selection work and undoubtedly some experiments.

Changes of scale also remain a problem. For exartipdeproposed method primarily
accounts for the social capital attached to theziddal and his or her domestic group, by
measuring what the latter draws, for himself oisk#y from collective action; all in all, it
says little about the degree of individual commitini@ the supply chains and territories,
and is not very explicit about these more globaéle of analysis. It would be important
also to look at the capital attached to a givendpective sector or a territory of
membership, highlighting more the interrelationsseng between the different levels of
social capital construction and expression. Thimmoent is valid for all the capital
measurements.

Lastly, using this representation method to inged& structural changes also
presupposes defining time steps and limits, inmoileistinguish between what relates to
structure and what relates simply to cyclical mecdras. What is at stake here is the
correction of a recurrent criticism made of the S&lproach, or in any case, its uses: its
static nature (Farrington, 1999).

Thus begins a chapter of work that sets out to nthlerepresentation method more
robust and even more integrative, by multiplying tase studies and going into them in
greater depth. Such an initiative follows on ndtyritom the empirical work described
here, with a view to adapting “our ways of seeifgghily agriculture in order to monitor
its dynamics.

30



Diversity in family farming

References

Afrigue contemporaine (Ed Jean-Jacques Gabas) J20idestissements agricoles en
Afrique. Afrique contemporaine n° 237, AFD, Paris.

AMSELLE J.L., AGHASSIAN M. et SALIOU-BALDE M. (1978 Les Migrations
africaines. Réseaux et processus migratoires., Réaispero, 127 p.

ANCEY G. (1975), Les notions d’'activité et d’'actiés I'intérieur d’'une exploitation
agricole. Brochure AMIRA n°11.

ANSEEUW, W. (2004). La reconversion professionng#es I'agriculture marchande et
politigues publiques. Le cas des mineurs du Nontl@&ape. Université Pierre Mendes-
France Grenoble, France.

ANSEEUW, W., FREGUIN-GRESH S., NIENABE E., BANDA KDEREMBWE A.,
NICHOLSON R. (2011). Assessment of contractual ements for agricultural market
access in South Africa: A smallholders' perspectNgMC/CIRAD/UP, Pretoria, South
Africa.

ANSEEUW, A., MATHEBULA, N. (2008). Land Reform aridevelopment: Evaluating
South Africa’s Restitution and Redistribution Pragmes. Research paper No. 2008/1.
Postgraduate School of Agriculture and Rural Dgwelent, University of Pretoria, South
Africa.

AZAM J.P., GUBERT F. (2006), “Migrants' Remittancasd the Household in Africa: A
Review of Evidence.” Journal of African Economiesl. 15, n°2, p. 426-462.

BAUDEL WANDERLEY, M. d. N. (2009), O Mundo Rural o> um Espago de Vida.
Reflexbes sobre a propriedade da terra, Agricuamailiar e Ruralidade. Porto Alegre:
Ed. Da UFRGS.

BEBBINGTON, A. (1999). “Capitals and Capabilitied: Framework for Analyzing
Peasant Viability, Rural Livelihoods and Povertyorld Development 27(12): 2021-
2044.

BOUARD S., SOURISSEAU JM. (2010), « Stratégies degnages Kanak
Hybridations entre logiques marchandes et non-naggds. » Natures Sciences et
Sociétés, vol. 18 n°3, p. 266-275.

BROSSIER J., PETIT M. (1977), « Pour une typolaigs exploitations agricoles fondée

sur les projets et les situations des agriculteusconomie Rurale n° 122, 1977/6, pp.
31-40.

31



Diversity in family farming

BRUN A. (1989), « La famille comme unité d’analyde secteur agricole ». Economie
Rurale, n°194, 1989 : 3-8.

BRUN A., LACOMBE P., LAURENT C. (1970), Les agritutes a temps partiel dans
I'Agriculture Francaise. Paris, INRA SCEES.

BUCHOU H. (1975), « Les jeunes agriculteurs de<anri960 et les lois d'orientation et
complémentaire ». In: Economie rurale. N°108, 1935-37.

CAPILLON A., MANICHON H. (1979), « Une typologie ddrajectoires d’évolution des
exploitations agricoles : principes, application dé&veloppement agricole régional »,
Académie d’Agriculture de France, Extrait du preeesbal de la séance du 10 octobre
1979, pp 1168-1178.

CARPENTER J. P., DANIERE A.G., TAKAHASHI L.M., (2@, “Comparing
Measures of Social Capital Using Data From Southéasan Slums.” Journal of
Economic Behaviour and Organization, 55(4): 533:551

CAZELLA A., BONNAL P., MALUF. R. (2009), Agricultum Familiar:
multifuncionalidade, desenvolvimento territorial r@rasil. Rio de Janeiro: Mauad
éditions.

CHALEARD J.L., DUBRESSON A. (eds.) (1999), Villes@mpagnes dans les pays du
Sud. Géographie des relations. Paris, Karthal&, «blommes et sociétés ».

CHAMBERS R., CONWAY G. (1991) Sustainable ruralelifnoods: practical concepts
for the 21st century. Brighton, IDS Discussion R&486.

CHAYANOV A. (1990), L'organisation de I'économie ysanne. Paris, Librairie du
Regard.

COASE R. (1937), “The nature of the firm”. Econoajid, 386-405.

COCHET H. (2011), « Origine et actualité du “systeagraire” ». Tiers-monde n°207,
2011 : 97-114.

COLIN J.-Ph., LOSCH B., (1994), “But where on Eatihs Mamadou hidden his
production function? French Africanist Rural Econcsn and Institutionalism.”,
in Anthropology and Institutional Economjcs. Acheson (ed.), University Press of
America, pp. 331-363.

COMMONS J.-R. (1934), Institutional Economics. Bdace in Political Economy.
MacMillan, réédition Transactions Publishers, 1990.

COUTY P. (1983), Systemes et rapports de productketherches de TORSTOM sur
les terroirs, les groupes ethniques et les regadrique Noire. In COUTY P.,
WINTER G. Qualitatif et quantitatif, deux modes ri/estigation complémentaires,

32



Diversity in family farming

réflexions a partir des travaux de 'ORSTOM en euilirural africain. Paris, brochure
AMIRA n°43.

COUTY P. (1987), « La production agricole en Afegsubsaharienne : manieres de voir
et fagons d’agir ». Cahiers des Sciences Humaiessom, 1987. Repris dans Couty Ph.,
1996. Les apparences intelligibles, Une expériaficeaine. Editions Arguments.

CPS (2008). Recensement général de I'Agricultut@ AR- Campagne Agricole 2004-
2005. Résultats définitifs - Volume 1 Rapport dentBgse. Bamako, Cellule de
planification et de statistique du Ministere dgiieulture.

DAFF (2010). The Strategic Plan for South Africargri&ulture. Department of
Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries, Pretoria, t8aAfrica.

D'HAEZE D., DECKERS J., RAES D., PHONG T.A., LOI W. (2005). «
Environmental and socio-economic impacts of insthal reforms on the agricultural
sector of Vietnam Land suitability assessment fobiista coffee in the Dak Gan region
Agriculture. » Ecosystems and Environment 105 (2099-76.

DAUM C., (1993), Quand les immigrés construisent lgays, Paris I'Harmattan.

DAVIS N., LAHIFF D, (2011) Joint ventures in Souflirica’s land reform programme:
strategic partnerships or strategic resource gtabtétnational Conference on Global
Land Grabbing University of Sussex, 6-8 April 2011.

DE JANVRY A., FAFCHAMPS M., SADOULET E. (1991), “Bsant household
behavior with missing markets: some paradoxes ewad, Economic Journal, 101
(409): 1400-17, November 1991.

DELORD B., LACOMBE Ph. (1990), « Dynamique des stunes agricoles
exploitation ou famille ». Economie Rurale n°1999Q : 19-25.

DERMAN, B; LAHIFF, E., SJAASTAD. (2006). StrategiQuestions about Strategic
Partners: Challenges and Pitfalls in South Afriddéésv Model of Land Restitution. Paper
prepared for Conference on Land, Memory, Reconstru@nd Justice: Perspectives on
land restitution in South Africa, 13-15 Septemb@0&

DUFUMIER M. (1996), Les projets de développementicaie, Manuel d'expertise.
Paris, Karthala.

EASTWOOD, R., KIRSTEN, J., LIPTON, M. (2006). Premnr& deagriculturalisation?
Land inequality and rural dependency in Limpopovproe, South Africa. The Journal of
Development Studies 42:1325-1349.

ELLIS F. (2000), “Rural livelihoods and diversity ideveloping countries.” Oxford,
Oxford University Press.

33



Diversity in family farming

FARRINGTON J., CARNEY D., ASHLEY C., TURTON C. (198 Sustainable
livelihoods in practice: early applications of cepts in rural areas. ODI Natural
Resource Perspectives, n°42.

FREGUIN-GRESH S., ANSEEUW W. (a paraitre). Integrgsmall-scale farmers in the
citrus sector in South Africa: Agri-businesses, tcacts and (indispensable) public
action. In Contract farming for improved marketegs. FAO/I.A.A.E., Rome.

GAILLARD C., SOURISSEAU J.-M. (2009), « Systemealgture, systéeme d’activité(s)
et rural livelihood : enseignements issus d’'unel@tsur I'agriculture kanak (Nouvelle-
Calédonie). » Journal de la Société des océaniste29, p. 279-294.

GASTELLU J.-M. (1980), « ...Mais ou sont donc cestés économiques que nos amis
cherchent tant en Afrique ? » Cahiers de 'ORST®é&fie Sciences humaines vol. 17, n°
1-2, p. 3-11.

GASTELLU J.-M., DUBOIS J.-L. (1997), En économiéunité retrouvée, la théorie

revisitée. In PILON M., LOCOH T., VIGNIKIN E., VIMARD P. (dir.), Ménages et

familles en Afrique, approches des dynamiques copteaines. Paris, Les étude du
CEPEL n°15, p. 75-97.

GERVAIS M., SERVOLIN C., WEIL J. (1965Jne France sans paysanfaris.
Editions du Seuil.

GIBBON P. (2011), Experiences of Plantation andgeaBcale Farming in 20Century
Africa. Working paper.

GODIN P. (2009), Enquéte sur les petites entreprisgnak en tribu. Synthese des
entretiens et éléments d’'analyse. Schéma d’amérageet de développement de la
Nouvelle-Calédonie. Document de travalil.

GROUPE POLANYI (2008), La multifonctionnalité deagjriculture. Une dialectique
entre marché et identité. Paris, Coll SyntheseseQu

HERVIEU B., PURSEIGLE F., 2011, « Des agriculturgec des agriculteurs, une
nécessité pour 'Europe » Ceras - refuejet 2/2011, n° 321, p. 60-69.

ISEE (2010), « Synthese 5. Budget consommationna&sages 2008 ». Institut de la
Statistique et des Etudes Economiques, Noumeéa, 4 p.

JOLLIVET M. (2003), « Comment se fait la sociologia propos d’'une controverse en
sociologie rurale ». Sociétés contemporaines (20089-50 : 43-61.

KAUTSKY K. (1900), La question agraire : étude des tendances de l'agriculture
moderne. Paris, Giard et Biére.

34



Diversity in family farming

LA DOCUMENTATION FRANCAISE (2007), Perspectives pdiagriculture francaise
et la PAC, Ministere de I'agriculture et de la pécRaris, La Documentation frangaise.

LACOMBE P. (1972), « Les Stratégies d'adaptatios @&ploitants agricoles a la
croissance économique : application au Languedas$titon contemporain ». These,
Université de Montpellier 1, Faculté de droit et deiences économiques.

LAMARCHE H. (1991), L’agriculture familiale. Compaison internationale. I. Une
réalité polymorphe. Paris, L’Harmattan, collectibiternatives rurales.

LAURENT C. (2005), « Les agricultures de I'Union rBpéenne ». In: Laurent C,
Thinon P. (Eds), Agricultures et Territoires. PaHermes Science : 31-55.

LE COQ J.F., TREBUIL G., DUFUMIER M. (2004), « Hist of rice production in the

Mekong Delta. » In: BOOMGAARD P., HENLEY D. (ed.)Smallholders and

stockbreeders. Histories of food crop and livesttarkning in Southeast Asia. Leiden :
KITLV (Series VKI, 218), p. 163-185.

LE COQ J.F., TREBUIL G. (2005), «Impact of econonliberalization on rice
intensification, agricultural diversification, andral livelihoods in the Mekong Delta,
Vietnam. » Southeast asian studies, 42 (4) : 510-54

LEEGE D. (2003). Dans quelle mesure la microfinasicka formation agricole peuvent-
elles contribuer a la réduction de la pauvreté demesrégion défavorisée du Cambodge ?
Thése de doctorat de I'Université de Montpellie429 p.

LOSCH B., FREGUIN-GRESH, S. WHITE, E. (2011), Rufabnsformation and Late
Developing Countries in a Globalizing World. A Coangtive Analysis of Rural Change.
Final Report of the RuralStruc Program, Reviseds\er. Washington, DC: World Bank.

MARX K. (1867), Le Capital, Livre I. Préface de lAlthusser. Paris, Garnier
Flammarion 1969.

MAYAUD J.-L. (1999), La petite exploitation ruralsomphante. France, XlXe siecle.
Paris, Belin.

MAZOYER M., (1987), Dynamique des systemes agraiRegpport de synthese présenté
au Comité des systemes agraires, Ministere de ¢adRehe et de la Technologie, Paris,
Novembre 1987.

MENDRAS H., (1976), Sociétés paysannes. Elémenis pioe théorie de la paysannerie.
Armand Colin Coll. U.

MENDRAS H., (2000), « L'invention de la paysannetin moment de I'histoire de la
sociologie francaise d’'aprés-guerre ». Revue Fisage Sociologie 41-3, 2000 : 539-
552.

35



Diversity in family farming

OSTROM E. (1992), Crafting institutions for selfsgoning institutions. ICS Press.

PAUL J.-L., BORY A., BELLANDE A., GARGANTA E., FABRA., (1994). Quel
systeme de référence pour la prise en compte datilanalité de l'agriculteur : du
systeme de production agricole au systeme d’aéfivittes du symposium Recherches-
systeme en agriculture et développement rural, pler, CIRAD, p. 46-52.

PEEMANS J.P. (1995), « Modernisation, globalisatiemnterritoires : I'évolution des
regards sur [larticulation des espaces urbains ueaux dans les processus de
développement ». Revue Tiers-Monde, tome 36, n°141

PETIT M. (1975), « Evolution de l'agriculture etraatere familial des exploitations
agricoles. » Economie Rurale, 1975, 106 (1) : 45-55

POLANYI K. (1944, (éd. 1994)), La Grande Transfotima. Aux origines politiques et
économiques de notre temps. Paris, NRF Gallimard.

SAMAKE A., BELIERES JF., CORNIAUX C., DEMBELE N., ELLY V., MARZIN
J., SANOGO O., STAATZ J., GAUTIER D., (2008) Progmme RURALSTRUC.
Dimensions structurelles de la libéralisation plagriculture et le développement rural.
Phase Il - MALI. IER/ MSU/ CIRAD, janvier 2009, e 1, 209 p. ; tome 2, 155 p.)

SARRAUT-WOODS J., (1998). La ploitique francaise c®opération en matiere de
développement rural. Des certitudes a la dérive.. I@bservatoire Francais de la
Coopération, Kharthala, Paris.

SCHNEIDER S. (1999), Agricultura familiar e indualizacdo: pluriatividade e
decentralizagao industrial no Rio Grande do SultdPdlegre: Ed. Da Universidade
UFRGS.

SCOONES I. (2009), “Livelihoods perspective andafludevelopment.” Journal of
Peasant Studies vol 36, n°1, p. 171-196.

SEBILLOTTE M. (1976), Jachere, systeme de cultsgsteme de production, Institut
National Agronomique Paris Grignon, 1976.

SEN A. (2000), Un nouveau modele économique. D@pedment, justice, liberté. Paris,
Odile Jacob poches.

SERVOLIN C. (1972), Aspects économiques de l'algmipde l'agriculture dans le
mode capitaliste. In L'univers politique des pagsdtaris, Armand Colin.

SINGH I., SQUIRE L., STRAUSS J. (1986), Agricultukousehold Models. Baltimore,
Johns Hopkins University Press.

SKELDON R. (1990), Population Mobility in DeveloginCountry: a Reinterpretation.
London and New York, Belhaven Press.

36



Diversity in family farming

VAN DER PLOEG J. D., LAURENT C., BLONDEAU F., BONNAOUS P. (2009),
“Farm diversity, classification schemes and muitdtionality”. Journal of
Environmental Management 90 (2009): S124-S131.

VELTZ P. (1996), Mondialisation, villes et territes. L’économie d’archipel. Paris,
PUF.

WINTER G. (1975), Le point de vue d’un planificatesur le probléme de I'amélioration
des méthodes d’investigation en milieu rural africBrochure AMIRA n°2, 24 p.

WINTER G. (1983), Deux modes d’investigation irrétlnles mais complémentaires. In
COUTY P., WINTER G. Qualitatif et quantitatif, deumodes d’investigation
complémentaires, réflexions a partir des travauX@BRSTOM en milieu rural africain.
Paris, brochure AMIRA n°43.

YAMAKAZI R., DUONG VAN NI, DUONG NGOC THANH, NGUYEN QUANG
TUYEN, NGUYEN VAN SANH, LE THANH DUONG (2001). « Cinges in
agriculture Structure of Mekong delta of Vietnaml.>Rakuno Gakuen Univ., 26 (2): 99-
104

YUNG J.-M., ZASLAVSKY J. (1992), Pour une prise eompte des stratégies des
producteurs. Montpellier, Collection DSA n°18.

ZANONI M., LAMARCHE H. (2001), Agriculture et ruréé au Brésil. Un autre modéle
de dévelopement. Paris : Karthala.

37



Diversity in family farming

38



Ll idiidild

Human Economy Programme

Faculty of Humanities

Humanities building

University of Pretoria

Lynnwood Road

Hillcrest

Pretoria

0028

South Africa

Tel: +27 (0)12 4202696 Fax: +27 (0)12 4203886
www.up.ac.za/HumanEconomyProgram

Govlnn - Centre for the Study of Governance Innovation
Department of Political Sciences

University of Pretoria

Lynwood Rd

0002 Pretoria

South Africa

Tel: +27 (0)12 4202696 Fax: +27 (0)12 4203886
www.governanceinnovation.org

Post-Graduate School of Agriculture and Rural Development
Faculty of Natural and Agricultural Sciences

University of Pretoria Pretoria 0002 South Africa

Tel: +27 (0) 12 420 3601 Fax: +27 (0) 12 420 3206
www.up.ac.za/academic/agrirural

o T

K.' 5

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

Faculty of Natural and Agricultural Sciences




