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LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integrating knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farming -

Comparison of goals between certified organic vs.
conventional farmers

Compare the types of goals and values that motivate organic and
conventional farmers in their choice of farming system

Comparison also made across three country case studies: France, Sweden
and Ireland

Farmers’ perceived values in organic farming compared to conventional farming
Gaélle Leduc, Bordeaux school of Economics
DG Agri EU 15 of february 2024




LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integrating knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farming -

Characteristics used by farmers to qualify their
choice of farming system

France:

Conventional: Sustainable approach, diversified practices, less restrictive, progressive,
use of chemical inputs

w Sustainable approach, diversified practices, technical, low-intensive, adapted to
social demand, premium.

EIDLAGIDUE

Ireland :

Conventional: Suited to farm context, traditional, local supply chain

airi Sustainable approach, self-sufficient, soil composition, environmental

Sweden:

Conventional: Suited to farm context, less restrictive, precision, use of chemicals, in
contrast to organic farming

KRAV'Systainable approach, naturally raised animals, no use of chemicals, environmental

Farmers’ perceived values in organic farming compared to conventional farming
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LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integrating knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farming -

What goals drive farmers to farm organic vs.
conventional?

Results indicate that both economic goals and non-economic goals drive
conventional and organic farmers’ decision.

n «u

Organic farmers: Economic goals include, “maintaining the business”, “earning a
living”, “ensure production”, “fewer costs” as well as more social motives such as

I

“morality”, “care for others” and “prove the value of organic farming”

Conventional farmers: motivated by non-economic goals such as “preserving
traditions”, “morality”, “think about future generations”, “sense of community”
and “supporting family” and economic values “earning a living”, “fewer costs”,

“being autonomous” and “ensure production”

Farmers’ perceived values in organic farming compared to conventional farming
Gaélle Leduc, Bordeaux school of Economics
DG Agri EU 15 of february 2024
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LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integrating knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farming -

What goals drive farmers to farm organic vs.
conventional?

However, a same goal between organic and conventional farmers can be
achieved in different ways :

Suited to farm context or Efficiency = Ensure production (conventional)

Vs. Soil composition = Ensure production (organic)
Quality feed (through fertilizers) - Animal welfare (conventional)

Vs. Quality feed or Naturally raised or Less chemical inputs - Animal welfare
(organic)

Efficiency = Free up time (conventional)
Vs. Technical = Avoid constraints = Free up time (organic)
Ensure production = Sustainability (conventional)

Vs. Avoid dependency or good environmental impact = Sustainability (organic)

Farmers’ perceived values in organic farming compared to conventional farming
Gaélle Leduc, Bordeaux school of Economics
DG Agri EU 15 of february 2024




LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integrating knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farming -

What values drive farmers to farm organic vs.
conventional?

Abstract values: both of personal and social type

Conventional farmers: divided between personal type of values such
as “personal development”, “pride”, “sense of achievement” and
social types of values such as “societal security”.

Organic _farmers: value both personal values such as “life quality”,

n «u

“lifestyle”, “satisfaction” and social values in regard to “societal security”,
“holistic view”.

Both conventional and organic farmers share the abstract value of “life

n n «u

quality”, “societal security”, “security”, “pride”, and “joy”

Farmers’ perceived values in organic farming compared to conventional farming
Gaélle Leduc, Bordeaux school of Economics
DG Agri EU 15 of february 2024
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LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integrating knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farming -

Some perceived barriers

Quotes from Swedish respondents with conventional production:

Organic is not necessarily sustainable: “Ecological farming as done within
KRAV perspectives is contradictory in regard to sustainability”; "Ecological is
not only what is KRAV certified”; "Why pay an extra cost for something that

does not provide additional value”

“Circumstantial necessity to use conventional methods as KRAV-criteria
fulfillment would not be feasible”

"Expensive to be KRAV-certified”
"Certification would reduce flexibility to use certain production methods”

- Emphasize the value of other ecological practices than organic farming for
environmental sustainability ?

Gaélle Leduc, Bordeaux school of Economics

Farmers’ perceived values in organic farming compared to conventional farming -
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LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integrating knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farming -

Key message

The identified values and goals = promotion/marketing of perceived
benefits of organic farming which are economic, social and
environmental = can be mirrored with conventional farming in order to

encourage conventional farmers to make the switch and increase uptake
of organic farming.

Farmers’ perceived values in organic farming compared to conventional farming
Gaélle Leduc, Bordeaux school of Economics
DG Agri EU 15 of february 2024




LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integrating knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farming -
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LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integrating knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farming -

Additional material



LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integrating knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farming -

Approach taken

We interviewed: 48 certified-organic farmers including 19 farmers from
Sweden, 15 from Ireland and 6 from France

& 50 conventional farmers including 20 farmers from Sweden, 13 from
Ireland and 5 from France.

Targeted farms: mixed-farming

During interviews, farmers were asked to list 5 characteristics of their
farming system that led them to choose this type of production

From each characteristics, respondent was asked a series of probes: “Why is
that important to you?” > sets of linkages between characteristics,
consequences and the associated values

Farmers’ perceived values in organic farming compared to conventional farming
.. . ragast o
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LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integrating knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farming -

Farmers’ types of reasonning

Conventional farmers’ reasoning do not often reach abstract

terminal/instrumental values as much as organic farmers do. They

sometimes tend to end their reasoning based on explicit economic
n

motivations such as “having less costs”, “make best use of resources”, or
to “free up time”.

Organic farmers: more complex train of thoughts with long chains of
different motives & sometimes circular chains = organic farmers are
more reflective on their activity

Farmers’ perceived values in organic farming compared to conventional farming
Gaélle Leduc, Bordeaux school of Economics
DG Agri EU 15 of february 2024




LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integrating knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farming -

What goals drive farmers to farm organic vs.
conventional?

Nevertheless, conventional farmers identified more numerous and wider type of
economic motives to justify their choice of farming system while in the case of
organic _farmers, they were of non-economic type (social, lifestyle,
environmental).

Conventional goals: Optimize, Avoid more work, Being flexible

VS

Organic goals: Health, Preserve finite resources, Contribute to natural life
cycle, Resilience

Farmers’ perceived values in organic farming compared to conventional farming
Gaélle Leduc, Bordeaux school of Economics
DG Agri EU 15 of february 2024




LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integrating knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farming -

Results

Differences among countries?

Irish respondents:

Conventional: traditions and inheritance + "not meny driven”;
Organic: "profits” center reasonning

French repondents: “quality” = both for conventional and organic

Swedish respondents with conventional production = tended to
justify why they were not certified organic:

"Ecological farming as done within KRAV perspectives is contradictory
in regard to sustainability”; “Ecological is not only what is KRAV
certified”

”Circumstantial necessity to use conventional methods as KRAV-
criteria fulfillment would not be feasible”

"Expensive to be KRAV-certified”

Farmers’ perceived values in organic farming compared to conventional farming — A MEC approach -
Gaélle Leduc, SLU g 13

KRAV presentation, 26t of September 2022

sssssssss
uuuuuuu




LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integrating knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farming -

Results

Swedish case: comparison organic vs. conventional

Respondents with certified organic farm:
Consequences of “Sustainability” centre their reasonning
Prominent terminal value: ”"Societal security” (social)
Respondents with conventional farm:

Consequence of “Ensuring production”, “business sustainability”
centre their reasoning

Prominent terminal value: “Security” (personal!)

Similarities: “Make best use of resources”, “Animal welfare”,
“Ensure production”, “Sustainability”, “Security” (personal)

Farmers’ perceived values in organic farming compared to conventional farming — A MEC approach
Gaélle Leduc, SLU
KRAV presentation, 26 of September 2022

1]
ﬂ RERUBLIGUE
FRANGASE

SLU =

| Sumrngro s @ 14



health (=3)

Prove (e value
of oTpanic

Comply with
morals (n=10)

farming (1e=3)

NSk L) i
— )
acp
z:
ot 0
4
5
Naturally .
raised
animals P
(m=11)
Premium Self-sufficient e orng use_of
1=2) fady chemicals (1=52)

Product

Busingss -
qustainabilily ;
T s Tor Think abow
oil future
n=8) e ns
- = (1
el 1
D 1
I I} il
[
D
Shm_.l syppl,\« Soil composttion
chain (n=8} (=6}

quality
=T

Farmers’ perceived values in organic farming compared to conventional farming — A MEC approach

Gaélle Leduc, SLU
KRAV presentation, 26t of September 2022

Suslamable

Presenve |

(=

Respapsibility {n=7}

Enyironmenial

approach (n=13) (n=11)

C- IS

ilions

ife back

1=2)

Adapied
to social
demand
(r=3)

Diversified
fanning
(=15)
-

‘ ‘ g‘\r‘et&gm Sup




- LIFT: Low-Input Farming and Territories

- Integratmg knowledge for improving ecosystem-based farmlng -
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