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Multifunctionality of agriculture and territorial development: implications
and challengesin combining the approaches
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ABSTRACT

The paper addresses the relationships between dheemts of multifunctionality of
agriculture and territory with the aim of discugsihe implications and challenges of uniting
the approaches of multi-functionality and terrigbidlevelopment. Its reasoning is based on the
results of field research in eight areas or teng®located in different regions of the country
whose focus was to identify if territorial dynamigsd collective projects in these areas take
into account family farmers in their multiple fuiris and social heterogeneity.
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In recent years the notion of territory has assugredt importance in the discourse of public
policy makers in many countries including, and ppshaost importantly, Brazil. In relation
to agriculture and rural areas, territory appeacsgasingly as a innovative, privileged and
programmatic input that can renew the concept @l @evelopment. It is noticeable that the
concept of territory is similar to the conceptloé imultifunctionality of agriculture (MFA)
which was used years ago, especially in Europeanti&s, to guide the making of
agricultural and rural policies. In addition to tsteictly economic dimension, the
approximation of both concepts also occurs in tleagcenvironmental and cultural
dimensions involved in the agricultural and runadguctive processes, as well as in the
recognition of the importance of proximity and laoatin these processes.

This article aims to explore better the relatiopdtetween both concepts based on the results
of a recently completed research projethe first three sections of the article deal wfitéa
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conceptual foundations and the analytical frameveorkvhich the intended articulation
between the concepts of the multifunctionality ofi@gture, territory and territorial
development are based. The fourth section prelemtguiding references of the eight case
studies carried out in the research project meatabove, followed by a brief summary of
these studies highlighting their transversal qoesti In the conclusion to the article the
progress made and the challenges facing the ditféoeuses of multifunctionality of
agriculture and territorial development in Brazi &xamined.

Multifunctionality of family farming in Brazil

The concept of the multifunctionality of agricukufMFA), which highlights the importance
of the non-mercantile implications of agricultuespecially social and environmental, as well
as the production of public goods associated wgticaltural activities, involves a new and
expanded perspective of family farming that allole analysis of the interaction between
rural families and territories in the dynamics otisl reproduction, taking into account
families’ way of life in its integrity and not jusis economic components. The concept
incorporates the provision by these farmers of ipudods related to the social fabric, the
environment, food security and cultural heritageA(MIF, 2002).

Basically the MFA focus involves four levels of &sas: (i) rural families and their systems
of activities, (ii) territory, (iii) society and\{) public policies. The study carried out
previously by the research group on rural familredifferent regions of Brazil allowed the
observation of the circumstances that affectegér®rmance of the multiple ‘functions’
attributed to agriculture from the perspective asth families’ dynamics of reproduction.
These dynamics are ‘sited’ in the sense that theynagerted in specific territories, while at
the same time they contribute to the configuratibtihe these territories. The incorporation of
the territorial dimension also requires the in\gegion of the perception of the ‘functions’ and
the corresponding actions of actors and social odsvin the social construction of their
respective territories. Finally, analysis of pulgiicies is required to identify the extent to
which these policies recognize and confer legitimacyhe multifunctionality of family
farming.

In this way the observation unit is no longer agjtiere in the strict sense, but rather the rural
family taken as a social unit and not just as apctive unit. Rural family is taken to mean
the unit that is reproduced in the family econosyistem and which carries out any biological
process on a piece of land. It also has to be taiteraccount that the family is ‘situated’ in a
territory with determined socio-economic, cultusald environmental characteristics. As a
result the universe of analysis is expanded beyoadinits taken to be economically relevant
due to the production they carry out, in other vganaral family units are considered as a
whole, irrespective of the socio-professional stattiributed to them.

In regard to the reality of Brazil the concept of Mis useful as an instrument for the
analysis of agrarian social processes that caealegocial facts and dynamics obscured by
visions that privilege economic processes, eveanghat has to be accepted that in Brazil the
promotion of MFA tends to be combined with the stins of food production. The role
attributed by the concept of MFA to agriculturatiaities, especially agro-alimentary
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complete results of the research will be publisihe@azellaet al. (2009).
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production, in the shaping of rural areas and inrépeoduction of rural families, is one of the
differentiating elements between its applicatioeurope and Brazil. In the latter country
family farming, taking into account its social disgy, represents the form that best
expresses, whether effectively or potentially, whatconcept intends as an objective of
public policies aimed at the promotion of socialigaple and environmentally sustainable
models of production that can valorize culturaledsrty and the diversity of biomas.

The importance attributed to food production shdadccompared to the fact that the
economic reproduction of rural families in Brazilieonditions does not have a linear
relationship with the agricultural activities cadiout by these families, since many of them
obtain additional income from sources other thair tinercantile agricultural production.
Although this is not something new, this charastariraises specific challenges for the
correlation between agricultural activities and pinemotion of the other functions of
agriculture that it is intended to valorize. Thdibaal proposition in Brazil of the valorization
of the production of food and other agricultural geadways that include various ‘functions’
(social equity, cultural diversity, sustainabiligtc.) has non-trivial consequences in terms of
the instruments used to promote them, the treattodyg given to those ‘not covered by the
norms’, and the technical standards advocateddprincipal professional agricultural
organizations.

Previous studies carried out by the research gnawp highlighted four expressions of MFA
in the Brazilian rural reality (CARNEIRO & MALUF, ZIB). It should be noted that the way
each of these four functions is manifested reflpatsicular aspects of each socio-spatial or
territorial context, as well as how territories diferentiated in relation to the simultaneous
presence of one or more of these functions andrimilation established between them. The
functions are as follows:

a) Socio-economic reproduction of rural famitidisis is related to the generation of work and
income that can allow rural families to remainhie tountryside in dignified conditions. In a
context of high unemployment and low income fogésections of the population this is the
preeminent function. In relation to this it shobkel noted that agricultural activities continue
to play a central role in the economic and so@pftoduction of rural families in Brazil,
despite the fact that a large number of them obiatively little monetary income from their
own agricultural production.

b) Promotion of the food security of rural famili@sd societyfood security is considered

here in terms of the availability of, and accesgjtality foods that reflect ecological and
cultural diversity. What needs to be stressedimdase is the importance of production

aimed at self-consumption and the recurrent ret@®by local authors to this function of
agriculture, since, amongst other reasons, it ialtes the pressure caused by the rural exodus
on urban centers.

c) Maintenance of the social and cultural fabras a result of the above, as well as due to
factors linked to social identity and the forms otigbility of rural families and communities,
agriculture continues to be the principal factatttiefines the identity and type of social
insertion of Brazilian rural families. However, thknost always pessimistic expectations
about the future of agricultural activities costraith the intention of farmers to remain in
the countryside or ‘in their place’, meaning tHatit relationship with the rural (environment)
and agricultural activities has to be differentihte

d) Preservation of natural resources and the rueaddscapeon the one hand this function
involves conflicts between the sustainable useatiinal resources, agriculture practices
(some of which are traditional) in family farmingits, and aspects of environmental
legislation. On the other hand, the preservatiotheflandscape is a question little or almost
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never dealt with in Brazil, while it can be obseahtbat there is a low level of perception in
relation to the rural landscape (more than thecagtiral).

It is interesting to look at how some aspects oeddry the concept of MFA are perceived by
opinion makers and policy makers at the local leVke research showed that the visions of
these farmers were quite diverse regarding agumind its roles, varying from the
recognition of agriculture as the basis of the l@z@nomy (due to its productive importance
and indirect financial support such as rural soegalurity) to the belief that it lacks economic
importance and the capacity to provide local dgu@lent with any impetus. Between these
extremes can be found an array of perceptions inhwthe low level of participation of the
agricultural sector in municipal output does nopéde a positive vision of the importance of
agriculture in the dynamics of local developmengvdttheless, this evaluation is
accompanied by an ambiguous vision in relatiomé&oftiture of farming and expectations
about children.

Relations between the multifunctionality of agriculture and territory

Territory is usually considered to be the privilegeuk in the expression of the
multifunctionality of agriculture which has to beken into account in the formulation of
public policies. However, the revision of the laarre shows that there are great differences
among the approaches of the authors who deal hétihelationship between
multifunctionality and territory. The principal d#rences, following the example of the
previous discussion about territory, are a resuilhefexistence of multiple meanings of
multifunctionality from the disciplinary point ofiew. One initial difference is between
authors who place the concept of multifunctionadityctly in the economic field and those
who consider it in a broader form. A second diffe® occurs between economists who take
positions on the question of public regulation amakse who adopt the perspective of
territorial development.

These differences also express at least four cosmoéperritory, which are non-exclusive and
which have close ties with disciplinary perspediva) territory as a unit of state activity to
control the production of externalities, both pesitand negative, by agriculture. This
approach is essentially a concern of the poligc@inomy perspective; b) territory as a unit of
construction of specific resources for economicatigyment; this corresponds to the point of
view of territorial economics; c) territory as theduct of a collective action, a concept
related to socio-economics of organizations; d)ttasrias a fundamental component of
traditional societies, in the sense of archaices@s, which falls under the perspective of
anthropology and economic anthropology. Let us lab&ach of these four concepts in turn.

a) Territory asthe place of expression and treatment of agricultural externalities

Public economics is concerned with social welfare is based on neo-classical economic
theory. More precisely public economics intenddetermine the ways social welfare (in
opposition to individual welfare, the concern ofmal economics) can be maximized. In this
approach what is of interest is the production r@gulilation of public goods, understood as
the goods for which the goods and services maibes dot properly function because of the
lack of the phenomena of exclusivity and rivalrypofzate good$.Its purpose is to determine
which state actions — always limited in order noterfere in the functioning of markets —

2 A private good is exclusive because it can onlysed by the consumer who pays for it. This goadatso be
a rival when its use by a consumer diminishes @eides the consumption of the same good by another
consumer. Market mechanisms are considered suftitbeémplement the exchange relations on which the
exchange of private goods is based.
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can maximize the production of public goods, withimas complementary solutions being
possible: (i) regulation; (ii) incentives (subsgli® stimulate the production of positive
externalities or, to the contrary, fines to redtie@ production of negative externalities); (iii)
the internalization of the treatment of externastin the production costs of goods, through
the introduction of tolls based on consent to paseoeive.

In the specific case of the multifunctionality ajreculture the principal questions considered
are the following: what are the amenities (posiBxéernalities) to be promoted? How can
they be hierarchically classify and priorities Is¢ablished? What is the optimum level of
production that can be predicted for these ameRiflé® responses to these questions
involves the analysis of supply and the searchxXtraalities based on the cost-benefit
relationship. This focus presents particular metthagical difficulties, notably in the
identification of the precise causes of exterreditand in their internalization (MOLLARD,
2006). Different applications of this focus are &alale in the literature about the recreational
fishing sector (SALANIE & LE GOFFE, 2002).

In this perspective territory is not an importanalgtical category. It is only a geographical
space for the expression of externalities and apresgly the space for the application of
public policy instruments. It is a complementaryiow in relation to the sector of activity or
public at which a public policy measure is aimed.

b) Territory astheresult of collective projects concerned with the construction of specific
detailed resources

Drawing on the logic of territorial economics, Maitl (2001) and Pecqueur (2002) focus on
the economic activity of a determined space, uthegconcept of multifunctionality to justify

a territorial development strategy. In this perspederritory is clearly defined as the place
for the construction of specific resources, a commideemed necessary for the creation of
differentiated goods. A specific resource is unerd as a resource that can only be
transferred from one place to another with grefdicdity. It is intrinsic to the place or the
territory. A differentiated good is a specific gomdm a specific place and cannot be found in
an identical manner outside the territory wheis firoduced.

Territory is thus understood as the result of gloacombined between actors and economic
agents. To the contrary of the previous approacthich territory is not regarded as an
important entity, here it occupies a leading rblat transcends that of agricultural
establishments and even agriculture itself. Mulidiionality is no longer a characteristic of
agriculture and is transformed instead into a gongtd characteristic of territory:
“multifunctionality results from the coordinatiori the mono-functional activities of farmers
and the set of actors” (PECQUEUR, 2002: 65). Thissthot signify denying the existence of
the multifunctionality of agriculture, but ratheigaes that it does not constitute the
fundamental element in the strategy of territodiewelopment. Therefore, what is in question
is not so much the valorization of the multifunctbty inherent to agricultural activities, but
the creation of an unprecedented competitive capaalled multifunctionality. This is

clearly an extension of work about industrial ded&r and clusters that analyze and try to
reproduce so-called territorial resources and assets

The mechanisms mobilized to encourage what sonm@ubhave called the
‘multifunctionality of territory’ aim to create “lskets of goods” (MOLLARD, 2001;
PECQUEUR, 2002 and 2006), since the goods and seraiising out of the territory are
associated with each other and are differentiatedlation to similar goods and services
produced elsewhere. This strategy of territorialedi@oment is based on three basic
principles: (i) the constitution of a specific ‘ig@ describing the products of the territory, in
other words, using Gumuschian’s concept (2002)irtberporation of the symbolic and the
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material; (ii) the prioritization of local marketis the detriment of distant markets to ‘forae’
situ consumption(iii) discrimination between producers in the esiment of the process
to select who will participate in the constitutiohthese baskets of goods and who will
benefit from the ‘club effect. Examples of this type of territory are very commespecially
in the case of product quality strategies baseBemominacédo de Origem Controlad@OC
or Denomination of Controlled Origif)We will return to this later.

c) Territory astheresult of convergent collective projectsthat are not exclusively
economic

Starting with a normative conception of the roleagficulture in society, numerous authors
see territory as the place for the constructioootiective projects. According to these authors
this involves carrying out joint actions for theoghbof the collectivity. From the disciplinary
point of view these dynamics refer to differ fielafsthought. On the one hand economic
references can be found in the field of neo-inBtihalism in relation to collective actions in
the utilization of common gootisstressing the importance of intercommunicatioth e

rules of collective decisions (OSTROM, 1990). Onabiger hand, references can also be
found to the field of the sociology of organizatiq@ROZIER & FRIEDBERG, 1977),

which deals with the roles of the individual withihre collective, relations of power with
groups and in a more general manner coordinatitwdsa actors.

Reflection about collective action related to tha@tifunctionality of agriculture resulted in
two types of applications. The first refers to eotive actions implemented at a local level to
operationalize opportunities offered by public pgliThis is the case of ti@ontratos
Territoriais de Estabelecimen{&€TEs — Territorial Contracts for Establishmenésjalyzed

by Pirauxet al. (2003), amongst other authors, or agrarian classidn groups (SABOURIN
& DJAMA, 2003). The second application is relatedrte initiatives of local authors to
resolve a specific problem, for example, the scadfipasture during drought in the
Northeast of Brazil (SABOURIN, 2001).

In this approach the general character of the probtic— agriculture as a social contract —
favors the methodological concern, since it invelwesponding in a socially satisfactory
manner to questions such as what should be dotteywsom, where and how, and how can
actions be perpetuated. Discussion of the instrisrteat can facilitate negotiation and
coordination between actors is particularly comnsuth as diagnostics (PIRAUX al,

2003), the explanation of actor representations (DAN & CHANERT, 2003), and
modelling (BECUet al, 2004). However, the principal challenge is thestarction of
collective rules to implement and administrateabeeement between actors in a sustainable
manner.

Territory is defined here in various forms. It da‘imposed’ by the conditions of the
environment or the structure of the area (a micsohaoastal strip, village, etc.) or defined in
an administrative manner: a territorial unit or @itery occupied by the public who are the
subjects of a specific public policy. Finally, @rccorrespond to the territory occupied by
voluntary participants in collective action.

d) Territory asafundamental component of territorial societies

% A club good is an exclusive good which is notvalrigood. In other words the use of the good bgrssumer
does not negatively influence the capacity of agottonsumer to use it (COASE, 1960 and 1965; OLSON,
1999; OSTROM, 1990).

“ DOC products come from areas geographically demedcby particular edaphological and climatic
characteristics that have a high quality reputasissured both by production norms and traditionattices.

®> A common good is not exclusive because its consiomfs not restricted to the consumption paidifobut it
is a rival good because its consumption negativelyences the capacity of its use by other consame
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In political science a society is territorial whaecision making power is anchored at the local
level. A territorial society is differentiated fromnsector-based society in numerous social,
cultural, environmental aspects, etc., which deplirettly on national public policies and are
not regulated by organized economic sectors, iarailords by productive chains (MULLER,
2004). In territorial societies the absence ofvésthn of labor process means that
independent economic sectors are not attractednanetary transactions are not the only
way of regulating exchange between the membersaiéty.

Some researchers have sought to analyze the ralgrictilture in territorial societies in, New
Caledonia, Mayotte Island, Senegal and the Nortleddrazil, using the concept of
multifunctionality (GROUPE POLANYI, 2008). The purge of this research was to
understand how agriculture participates in thetweaf social ties that cement societies and
what its territorial influence was. These authasdianthropological instruments of analysis,
especially Mauss work on exchange (1950) and Podawgrk on the production of norms
based on exchange, solidarity and redistributi@®(2. Other authors also draw on
institutional economics in relation to institutiortdange (NORTH, 1990) and the role of
informal institutions (SCHMID, 2004).

In these studies territory is understood as a physind symbolic space, the source of both
the material and immaterial goods that structuote$p. The multifunctionality of agriculture

is expressed through the diversity of forms of exxgje and reciprocity in relation to
agricultural products, access to natural resouteesl, water, forest, etc.,) and labor relations.

To complete the analysis of the relationship betwdE&A and territory, it is proposed to
correlate the multiple functions of agriculture wikie activity systems of rural families
whose manifestations within territories are medidig social, economic and institutional
dynamics (Figure 1). As a starting point it is usébuestablish an initial and more general
differentiation between the private sphere ruledarayket regulation and the public sphere
regulated by collective norms (BONNAL & MALUF, 20Q071h the private sphere the
agricultural products sold constitute the agriaatincome that directly sustains the
economic and social reproduction of the family groubile in the public sphere the
multifunctional character of family farming givesawto the production of public goods
related to food security, the preservation of rettesources and the landscape and the
maintenance of the social and cultural fabric.ddigon, public goods constitute the principal
ingredients through which local norms are elabakatederstood as sets of rules, implicit or
explicit agreements and knowledge shared by afggnt part of the local population.

However, agriculture is not always the only sowt#hese private and public goods. Non-
agricultural activities can also play a significanle. The importance of these non-agricultural
activities is notably expressed in the supply oferial goods that can expand or even
constitute the largest part of family income. Thastvities can also contribute in a
significant form to the supply of public goods @&lation to food security (transformation —
alimentary products), the maintenance of the s@gidlcultural fabric (cultural or collective
production activities) and even the maintenancead$capes (specific productive
infrastructure, such as mills and factories).



Figure 1. Multifunctionality of agriculture, ruraktivities and territory
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Sour ce: Bonnal & Maluf (2007).

Agricultural and non-agricultural activities shagpsystem of activities whose coherence and
orientation depend on the individual and collectagectives of family members, which, as is
well known, evolve during the life cycle of the faynlt is important to establish here the
difference between pluriactivity and the activitys®m. The activity system concept is an
offshoot of Chayanov’s idea of rural family actie&, and was introduced for the first time by
Paulet al (1994) in their analysis of the functioning of fidyrestablishments on Caribbean
islands. These authors noted that the concepuobptivity did not allow the behavior of
family assets to be properly explained in situaiamere agricultural production was
precarious and the labor market unstable. Othdicapipns of the concept were made in
situations in which social activities played a liegdrole in family member activities, as the
consequence of the pressure of the social grouphenstrength of the rules of solidarity and
the commitments of the collectivity (BARTHES, 2003)

Both in Brazil and abroad researchers who work with theme usually limit pluriactivity to
remunerated activities, almost always on the platte@producer and family members, i.e.,
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to activities carried out in the private spheretha analytical scheme presented here, the
activity system of rural families is understood lae $et of agricultural and non-agricultural
activities, whether paid or not, carried out by nbens of the rural family in order to perform
the functions necessary for the economic and sogpabduction of the family. The activity
system is thus broader than that of pluriactividiyst, it covers all the members of a family
unit that are united through relations of relatiohsolidarity and/or reciprocity, whether or
not they are living togeth&rSecond, the system covers all activities, incigdhose which
are not merely economic. Included in this systeenaativities of a social, environmental and
symbolic nature, due to the understanding thatthiegproximity of the symbolic and social
which confers meaning on economic activities, wthikese activities are also indispensible to
maintain individuals in their social and environnamhilieu.

It is through these activity systems, as well asugh the specific collective norms
established in a conscious or unconscious manngredpcal collectivity, that territories are
imagined and implemented. Territories are consdéditd attain collective objectives. Local
assets linked to activities in economic sectorsrdtien agriculture (industry and services)
can also participate in this construction, as aelhatural resources and collective equipment.
Thus, the concepts of activity system and territmyespond to two spaces of intermediation
and negotiation. The former is related to the ddaimesd covers members of the family unit;
the second has a collective nature and involves@u@ and social actors.

Thus, the concept of multifunctionality acquiresami@g only when it refers to productive
activities and not to territory, since it desigrsatiee simultaneous and differentiated effects of
an activity beyond its economic functions. Thus, thultifunctionality of agriculture does not
refer to the multifunctionality of territory, unkkother interpretations. Another question
concerns territories that correspond to the distioim of the alternative uses that a determined
space can have, as well as the relations thateasthblished with other spaces used in a
distinct manner. In the latter case what is at Goess more strictly the multiple uses of a
territory.

Specific resour ces, local actorsand territorial development

The foregoing literature review shows that, frora goint of view of the multifunctionality of
agriculture, certain characteristics of the conoéperritory need to be emphasized. One is
that a territory, since it is a delimitated unét,simultaneously a space of aggregation and
segregation, since there are individuals who asieléhand others who are outside; this
characteristic is fundamental in relation to terrée resulting from collective actions.
Furthermore, a territory is ‘bifacial’, to use Gusehian’s expression (2002). In other words,
it is the meeting of the material and immaterila¢ teal and the symbolic, the mercantile and
the non-mercantile. This characteristic can be tseahercantilize’ the symbolic linked to
agricultural activities, as in the case of theadiementioned ‘baskets of goods’ used by
Mollard (2001) and Pecqueur (2002), or to recogaiz@ valorize the specific ways agrarian
or rural communities are regulated in relation tocdture. This point needs to be developed
a little.

As pointed out by Carriere and Cazella (2006),istudf geographic space and reflections on
development mutually ignored each other until tBéQdks. After approximately a quarter
century of separation attempts to associate thenedan importance. As a result the space-

® Take, for example, the case of the activities iframt relatives, some of whom have migrated irnitive
form, who regularly send monetary remittances hiadke family members who remain in the family
agricultural unit.



place of development, in other words the simplgsupof economic activities, has been
substituted by the idea of space-territory equippeh life, culture and development potential
(LACOUR, 1985). The space-territory is differendidtfrom the space-place by its
‘construction’ based on the dynamism of the indinal$ who live in it. The concept of
territory designates here the result of the conétoon of actors’ individual spaces in regard
to their economic, socio-cultural and environmeatgects. Territory is not opposed to the
functional space-place, it makes it more complexstituting a supplementary explanatory
variable. Pecqueur (1987: 9) suggests that, “dagarses locally acquire a spatial dimension
that provokes external effects and can allow thatmre of a favorable environment for the
development of the productive potential of a spegface.”

The most recent studies of this topic indicatethenone hand, that the formation of a territory
results from the meeting and the mobilization &f #itctors who integrate a given geographic
space and who seek to identify and resolve commalsiggs. On the other hand, they show
that a ‘given territory’, whose delimitation is pato-administrative, can house various
‘constructed territories’. The organizational cgpifiation of various institutions and the dual
game intersection of the competition that is esthbb between companies and between the
different territories are constitutive elementshe concept of territorial development.

In other words ‘constructed territories’ have thbasic characteristics: a) they are multiple,
non-permanent and can be superimposed; b) most ke boundaries are not clear; c) they
seek to valorize the potential of latent, virtuallodden’ resources. Resources are taken here
to mean factors to be explored, organized, or lede&Vhen a process involving the
identification and valorization of latent resourbesomes concrete, resources become
territorial ‘assets’. Resources and assets careberig or specific. The former are totally
transferrable and independent of the suitabilityhef place, people, where and by whom they
are produced. The latter are difficult to transfigice they result in a negotiation process
between actors who have different perceptionseptioblems and different functional
competences (PECQUEUR, 2004).

The asset specification process differentiatesradgr from others and counterpoises the
competition regime based on standardized produdiew territorial configurations and
knowledge can be produced when heterogeneous kdgevie articulated and combined. The
metamorphosis of resources into specific assetsatdre disassociated from the long history
of accumulated social memory and from a collectivgnitive learning process (acquisition
of knowledge) characteristic of a given territory.

This specification process, thus, consists of thaification and differentiation of resources
which local actors reveal in the process of theltg®n of common or similar problems. The
maximum point of the maturation of a constructedttay consists of the generation of an
‘income with a territorial quality’, capable of @assing the income obtained through the sale
of products and services of a higher quality. Is ttonception the territory itself is the
‘product’ commercialized. To achieve this the diéfiet local — public and private — actors
create mechanisms to articulate their mercantitereom-mercantile actions with the aim of
generating a coherent heterogeneous supply ofaeatiattributes.

Institutional theory based studies of territoriéf@ioan interpretation that highlights the
collective actions of social actors (whether orthety are mercantile). The territory is at the
same time a collective creation and an institutioesource. The plurality of institutional
modes of functioning can be divided into two graups the one hand, informal institutions —
for example customs and the collective represemisibd society — structure the collective
and normative models of thought and social acfldrese simultaneously play informative
and cognitive roles. On the other hand, formal fastins “play a dual role, structural and
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cognitive, complementary to the role of informadtitutions; they correct to an extent the
insufficiency of informal institutions in organiZrthe economic system, as well as having a
concrete and constructed existence” (ABDELMALlal, 1996: 182).

The collective and institutional creation of tesrit is associated with the idea that the
transformations of the properties of a given teryitcan generate and maximize the process
of the valorization of the various — generic andcepe- resources of this space. The
‘institutional density’ of a space explains the swaction and characteristics of a territory.
Two fundamental properties are of particular impaetain this analysis: a) it is a reality in
evolution; b) it is the simultaneous result of tgarhes of power’ and ‘stable commitments’
established between the principal social actors.

The institutional apparatus implied in the dynangtgevelopment is not the same in all
territories. They vary considerably and some figageexceptions, which makes the imagining
of a generic model of this style of developmentasgible. Furthermore, the institutional
analysis of territory does not hide either socioremmic exclusions or social conflicts. The
reproduction of social exclusions can occur indbkective creation dynamics of a territory -
something which tends to occur frequently when @nfsaction of the local society
participates and benefits directly. In other wordgiatives which seek to transform a ‘given
territory’ into a ‘constructed territory’ throughé creation of differentiated advantages are
not exempt from the risk of elitization or the appriation of ‘income with a territorial

quality’ by a reduced number of actors — geneialéybest positioned in the social hierarchy.

As has been seen above territory is an active @idiexelopment that has specific resources
that are not transferrable from one region to agothhis involves resources that may or may
not be material, such as original know-how, gemgtalked to local history. The result is that
this type of resource cannot be valorized in angtkege. Territory is thus not only a
geographic or physical reality, but a human, sociatural and historic reality. This means
that the same technical and financial conditionsaichave the same economic effects in
terms of development in two different territorid$ie territory, as Courlet and Pecqueur
(1993) state, is the result of social constructidihat creates the territory is the system of
local actors.

Territorial development thus passes through annitorg of local resourcésAn inventory

that is made with imagination and is capable afdfarming negative aspects into new
development projects. Furthermore, symbolic vatasplay the role of socio-economic
resources. A territorial development dynamic issthat installed without the creation or
reinforcement of networks and forms of cooperatiinuctures of exchange between
researchers, civic associations, private compamedspublic authorities are fundamental to
stimulate interest in new projects. Territorial d®pment also assumes negotiation between
actors with interests that are not necessarilytidak but which can find areas of convergence
in new projects, so that they all can take advantd@n ‘atmosphere’ suitable to the
generation of unusual initiatives.

Finally, territorial development is a tributary pess of the political and administrative
decentralization of the state, whose success degenthe civic quality of local initiativs
As a result this style of development seeks touaity local know-how by resorting to new
technologies. This means that information, trairang education programs have to be
included in local projects.

" For examples of territorial development projeastered on the valorization of specific territoriesources,
see Carriere and Cazella (2006).

8 An excellent analysis of this theme is made by&uit (1996) based on the Italian experience of
decentralization.
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These general precepts, however, cover differattiafrategies of economic development
due to the existence of a variety of productive murations, with the best known being
industrial districts, local productive arrangemeairsd company clusters. In all these cases
territories result from the grouping of companiepduction units, mainly small or mid-
sized, which give way to the specialization of dy@md to the development of specific
know-how. Nevertheless the relationship with thekeacan vary profoundly. In the case of
territories in the sense presented above, theegiras based on the development of non-
transferrable assets. While in the case of companglomerates, described in detail by
Porter (1985), this does not involve the evasiooonfipetition, as in the previous case, but to
the contrary facing it in the best possible cowndisi. Porter states that territorial development
depends on the competitive capacity of the terrjtalyich is associated with the quality of
production factors (natural competitive advantagesnpany concentration, the importance
of the rivalry created by proximity, and the existe of connected industries (upstream and
downstream from production) in the service and spypptas. Economic and institutional
density, as well as valorizing specific assetgvaliransaction costs to be minimized,
economies of scale to be created and an accuneitdivelopment process to be started
(KRUGMAN, 1995; HIRSCHMAN, 1986).

Porter’s formulations had enormous repercussidratm American in the debate on
territorial development in rural areas. They cdngtian important ingredient of reflection
about the ‘new ruralities’, and have been widelgeéisinated by international cooperation
agencies, such as the IICA (1998), and internatitomancial institutions, such as the World
Bank and the Inter-American Development Bank (ECHRRRI & RIBEIRO, 2002;
SCHEJTMAN & BERDEGUE, 2003; DIRVEN, 2006). In Britiese theories are important
references for thBrograma Arranjos Produtivos Loca{&PL — Local Productive
Arrangements Program) organized by the Productieveldpment Secretariat of the Ministry
of Development, Industry and Foreign Commerce.

It can be seen that the efforts to conceptualizédey reveal that what is at play is a
polysemic concept whose meanings depend on thipliisecy perspective of the person
looking at them, as well as the political and slograblematic of the context in question. The
various foci highlighted are justified from the pbof view of public policies and collective
action and can coexist. Nothing impedes territomssilting from distinct logics (whether
public action, collective action, or social regudafi from being superimposed on each other
and to a greater or lesser degree generating ysitinegative synergies.

Territorial dynamics, collective projectsand territorial construction

The research on which this article is based wasechout with two inter-connected and
complementary forms of input. On the one hand, sas#ies were carried out in selected
areas, covering the social construction of tere®rnduced by territorial dynamics and
collective projects present in these areas, amapjprguided by a common research question:
how do the territorial dynamics and collective padg present in determined territories
contemplate family farming in its multiple functioasd social heterogeneity. On the other
hand, public policies aimed at family farming ahd tural environment are analyzed as if
they were the bearers of a territorial focus oletéd the context of the territorialization of
public policies, with the aim of verifying the ingoration by these programs of the focus
elements of the multifunctionality of agriculturerpeective.

The objective of the research and the categorieshwits approach draws on strongly implies
the interaction of two spheres, one analytical #dwedother normative, the frontiers of which,
however, are not always clear. A good way to itlatst this is by looking at the concept of the
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multifunctionality of agriculture, an analyticaltegory which at the same time constitutes the
guiding principle of public policies. As discussdibae, the objectives of the research
demand that connections be established betweearottoepts of MFA, with a focus on family
farming, and territorial development, another catggvhose scope imposes a strong
normative concept. Highlighting the normative dirsien implicit to the concept does not
mean ignoring the fact that rather than an interrdedlt territorial development can be
considered a methodology, a way of thinking andrigag out’ development. It corresponds
to a process of the articulation of social actord sectors, strongly related to the perspective
of decentralization.

Dealing with territorial development requires takihe concept of territory as the analytical
starting point of the research. Therefore, we $tarh the idea that territory is a polysemic
concept, whose meanings depend on the disciplpengpective of the person looking at
them, as well as the political and social problemeatithe context in question. At the same
time territory can be the point of arrival whendalas a result of the territorial dynamics that
occur within it, or also the delimitation of a piga space based on the collective dynamics
that express the ‘game of social actors’.

Therefore, the concept of territory is being userktwith two meanings. ‘As an instrument of
analysis’ territory is a social construction thegults in the mobilization and organization of
social actors around collective projects in thpatgl dimension, involving material and
immaterial resources. ‘As a unit of observation’iterres are ‘given’ based on distinct logics
(of social organizations or public policies) ankieia as universes of observation in the
interior of which various ‘constructed’ territoriase manifested, expressing the collective
projects of the actors present in it. For this oeafe imbricated concepts of ‘given
territories’ and ‘constructed territories’ formwat by Pecqueur (2005) are explicitly adopted.

In relation to the concepts of collective projeatd gerritorial dynamics, the starting point is
that collective projects correspond to the arrargggrof social and/or institutional actors in
relation to shared objectives and resources ti@tviene in the given territories. On the other
hand territorial dynamics are the translation iacgpand time of the economic, social,
political and environmental repercussions of theas of actors and the relations (alliances
and conflicts) between them (PIRAUX, 1999 and 208¢jors are considered here as groups
and segments differentiated from civil society ameldtate, who constitute relatively
homogenous sets in accordance with their positisocio-cultural and economic life, and
who through their collective practice constructntiiges, interests and visions of convergent
worlds. It can be noted that the actions referretiagy (or may not) occur in the form of
collective projects.

As highlighted by Piraux (2007), the concept ofiterial dynamics has nothing to do with
whether or not a development process has a dymadmaracter. Often this concept ends up
being associated with a developmental idea of dgr@ven though it can also involve a
declining movement (for example a region in crisig)rthermore, the analysis of territorial
dynamics should not hide factors of inertia orisgahenomena, such as the maintenance of
the concentration of landholding and the exercfgqgowver, capable of revealing a certain
number of problems, while other phenomena, sucheasdnservation of productive family
systems, for example, can illustrate forms of tasise, of adaptation, or even interesting
innovation to be taken into account.

Considered in this way territorial dynamics carubderstood as the result of interactions
between the economic, social, environmental antiadg@mponents of territory (LEVY &
LUSSAULT, 2003). The shaping of territories anditleolution results from the territorial
dynamics present in them at the same time thae tthgsamics reflect the actual
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characteristics of the territories. Territorial dynics express the transformations of territory
under the influence of endogenous or exogenousrgas well as their evolutionary
tendencies (THERY & MELLO, 2003). Considering ttary as an organized and open
system, the analysis of territorial dynamics aldowes us to learn the relations between the
various components (economic, social, environmeartedlspatial) which constitute it and
which are interconnected through strong interasti@ERY et al, 2006). There are four
types of territorial dynamics: a) demographic aoda; b) economic; c) environmental; d)
spatial (PIRAUX, 2007).

The ‘demographic and social’ component results ftbenfact that the human being is the
first agent of the mutation of activities, with thijects of social groups being the basis of
spatial dynamics. The demographic characterisfitiseopopulations present in a region
determine to a great extent the resources, ecombenieElopment potentials, and reactions to
modifications in economic policies, amongst oth&esritorial dynamics also directly interact
with social disparities, which at the same timelaoth causes and consequences.

The economic component is related to the transfooms of economic geography. Since the
end of the 1980s in particular, mutations in thedpictive system, industrial organization,
urbanization and new functions of urban centeesgtlolution of the role of rural zones, etc.,
have been the elements covered by the spatialguingp. Talking about the spatial economy
signifies admitting that spatial entities (natigrralgional, local) form the basis of the
dynamics of economic processes. It should alscobedrthat the social and economic
organization of a territory has its own logic ahdtteconomic phenomena are manifested in a
regional spatial context.

The ‘environmental’ component, on the one handeappin the production process as a
factor limiting development, together with mark&d the other hand, the level and nature of
economic activity condition, and are conditioned thy, availability of the renewable
resources available, due to their management ariéd\tbkeof degradation.

Finally, the ‘spatial’ component is related to fhet that human beings live in a space that is
constructed and managed by humans. To understarad ssations and the distribution of
populations as well as their commercial exchanigggsnecessary to have knowledge of
essential elements such as the location of aesyithe flows of persons and goods, the
effects of distance and accessibility, the homodgmeiheterogeneity of space, including in
terms of center and periphery.

The components of territorial dynamics identifiadhis way have to take into account the
following dimensions covered by the concept ofiteries that also contribute to the shaping
of particular territories: a) actions of econommtlaocial agents corresponding to areas of
influence or spaces for action; b) territorial sifisation, considering environmental
imperatives; c) relations between rural familied #meir respective territories (society and the
spaces in which it is located); d) identity aspeejghe implementation of public policies
through political and administrative units (mungatiies and states) and the types of
coordination between them (partnerships, regides;tories’, amongst others); f) current
institutionality in relation to which questions @fuity and rights are presented regarding the
social groups that may or may not be covered.

In summary, in the way used in the research colleqrojects imply social sectors that share
objectives and strategies, while territorial dynesrare in part a translation of collective
projects. The game of actors, with its politicdieaces and conflicts, conditions the
possibility of whether or not projects actually ammto effect. This has repercussions in
relation to the exclusion of groups or social sexctostorically present in the territories. By
relating the concept of the multifunctionality afreculture and of territory, the valorization of
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the potentialities of a territory, especially bynidy farmers and in the formulation of
collective projects, is highlighted. Since theseeptalities and valorization are the objects of
dispute, the privileged focus of the research shbalthe game of social actors and the
institutionalized spaces of mediation and negamgtivhile the interests of the least mobilized
farming sectors not included in decision makingcpsses also have to be looked at.

According to the definitions presented previoutilg observation unit (given territories)
adopted in the field research was a spatial delirortavhich took as a reference politico-
administrative units due to the organization of infation and the particular interest in public
policies. The delimitation of this unit started lwthe municipality and its scope was
established in accordance with the dynamics otthlective projects and public policies
observed. The collective project input allowedtfoe coexistence of multiple constructed
territories present in a given territory or obsévaunit.

The study of collective projects consists of thBriigon of two to three supra-municipal
projects, chosen according to their relevancedwoitbrial dynamics, seeking to contemplate
the greatest possible diversity of dynamics, a$ agetirawing on three criteria defined in
light of the MFA focus, namely: a) relations witmfay farming, both related directly to
agricultural production and indirectly related te tmembers of rural families; b) material and
symbolic dimension (identity) in the constructiontloé territory; ¢) social and political
recognition.

As has already been highlighted, the research ga&eial attention to the processes of the
inclusion and exclusion of farmers in the areadistlj circumscribed by the exclusions that
compromised the expressions of the multifunctidgpaif agriculture. It is also worth noting
that the research instrument included mappingruree's, documentary analysis pertinent to
the collective projects and territorial dynamicdloé areas selected, as well as the results of
previous research carried out in the zones stunigtie team members. In some case studies
the identification of dispersed or fragmented awtithat did not shape collective projects as
defined above, but which were relevant for thelrfanailies, were privileged in the analysis.
What is being referred to here are the ‘daily’ atsian territories that are not covered by
‘formal’ development actions, since they are not iated or led by social movements and
organizations or by public policies. Furthermohe tesearch also sought to contemplate the
dynamics associated with the large private comgantgch were expressed in the
observation unit. All these assumptions are reladembmplementarities, (open and hidden)
conflicts and exclusions present in the given temes.

Summary of the principal results of the case studies

The analyses of the territorial dynamics and tHkective projects present in determined
territories, with an emphasis on the way familynfarg was contemplated in its multiple
functions and social heterogeneity, revealed &t liksiee elements on which a typology of the
different cases could be constructed. This typolagnes into account the diversity, and more
especially the specificity, that can be found miterial dynamics. The second element that
differentiates the cases is related to the degredgorms of family farming in the specific
territorial dynamics and projects. The third coesatl the convergence and divergences of the
collective projects involving family farming pregen a given territory. On the basis of this

the areas studied were divided into three groupsrdimg to the most pronounced
characteristics in the territorial dynamics or eotlve projects.

® The detailed analysis of each of the case stytesented here in a summary fashion can be foutfgein
publication mentioned above (CAZELL#&t al, 2009).
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In the first group can be found the studies abautdeial dynamics linked to public policy
territories. It includes the areas around Campiran@e (PB), the North of Espirito Santo,
Maraba (PA) and the Parati coast (Rhe so-called Borborema Territories (PB) and the
North of Espirito Santo can be characterized asippblicy territories with convergent
institutionalities, since the collective projectdtoe social actors linked to family farming, and
the corresponding conflicts of concepts and intsreend to converge on public policy
spaces. In both cases, but more strikingly in Bogbi, there existed strong collective
projects (identity territories) before the implertaion of the territorial development program
by the Ministry of Agrarian Development (MDA), naly¢he activities of Trade Union
Group in the promotion of agro-ecology in the casBorborema, and the mobilization
related to rural education and agro-ecology in Esp#anto. These collective projects,
carried out by strong and active institutions, couigd the foundations on top of which were
constructed the ‘identity territories’, which iretitase of Espirito Santo also counterbalanced
the agro-industrial territorial dynamics linkedredorestation with exotic species.

The Maraba region is configured as a public pdi@yitory with divergent institutionalities,

to the extent that the principal collective progeltive distinct positions and even opposing
visions in relation to certain questions. Especiatiyable are the divergences of the principal
social movements in relation to the choice of stjig®to strengthen family farming in an
agricultural frontier (or post-frontier) contexiydrgences that are materialized in the choice
of agricultural models that differ in terms of thierarchy established between the economic,
social and environmental functions. For some movésnehat is important is strengthening
family farming, even if this has negative environtampacts, such as those caused by
cattle rearing. For others all the three functibage to be taken into account equally through
the promotion of an agro-forestry system basedgoo-acological principles.

Since it is a frontier region where the abundarfagatural resources, especially forestry, is a
trait that profoundly differentiates it from thehet cases, the discussion of agricultural
multifunctionality acquires a special form hereeThrest appears as a difficulty hindering
the promotion of agricultural production and its caal is seen as a necessary condition to
make this activity feasible. This vision has beenfoeced by the difficulties of implementing
productive agro-forestry systems and by family farsrsearch for survival, with the food
security of the family itself being what is mostgartant. The implementation of identity
territories by the MDA has, in turn, valorized ipartial and incomplete manner the
collective projects of family farming institutions.

The coastal region of Paraty corresponds to a ppblicy territory with a still fragile
institutionality, although it does have collectiv®jects capable of mobilizing specific
territorial resources. It is significant that timtiative of creating an identity territory in this
region was created at the national/state leveght bf the absence of both territorial
dynamics and territorial projects which could haustained it. Thus, what can be seen is the
management, albeit still embryonic, of a differeteithand combined supply of territorial
services and products, with the future potentiaitprotecting this space from possible
competitors. Here the idea of baskets of territ@eds and services makes sense and
appears to be an element that points to a positii@ilation between the multifunctional
nature of agriculture and territorial development.

The four examples mentioned above reveal the oglstexisting between the collective
projects and dynamics and the policy of territodevelopment, allowing the conclusion that
the strength of local institutionality and the mréfuof collective projects exercises a strong
influence on the structuring and orientation ofnitky territories.

The second group of case studies is composeddiestaf territorial dynamics that reflect
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formal or informal productive arrangements invotyfiamily farming: Vale do Taquari (RS),
the South of Minas Gerais and Serra Catarinenser(thumtain region in Santa Catarina
State). Unlike the previous case studies, whaearitiese experiences is not a policy of
territorial development, but rather economic dynasmelated to one or more products
resulting from family farming. The dynamics studiadvale do Taquari were the result of an
old and consolidated agro-industrial arrangemeagetl on conventional agricultural
cooperativism. Nonetheless, it can be noted thlbagh it is a zone that has been occupied
for a long time, the socio-economic and environrakeiméterogeneity has not been altered and
it is possible to find family production systemseigrated with agro-industries and with high
levels of technification, normally located in valte existing alongside the more traditional
hillside systems, that are less integrated anchiéetl and where production for self-
consumption has a relevant economic and culturahimeg. Institutional density and
coherence and proximity between economic and adadestitutions gave the Taquari
region a logic close to that of a productive cluster

The coffee region in the South of Minas Gerais masraerging productive arrangement,
where a new type of cooperativism can be foundstriecturing phase based on the
production of quality coffee that is differentiatedm the remainder of regional production. It
should be noted that the zone studied has a ladgiobn and already possesses the necessary
logistics for coffee growing. In other words, theergence of a new productive system aimed
at the production of organic coffee, especially ioumtainous areas, represents a form of
differentiation of this type of coffee from the ramder that is produced in a conventional
form and sold as a commodity in the internationatkat. Following the example of Paraty,
this collective project seeks to valorize the speityf of territory (productive, cultural and
geographic) and also family farming functions retbto the maintenance of traditional
activities, quality production and the social inigar of impoverished rural families.

In contrast in the Serra Catarinense what standaretthe implications of the predominance
of an exclusive industrial arrangement focusedhenindifferent production of timber, a large
part of which is destined for export, and of paged cellulose. Added to this is the fact that
the project of promoting agro-ecology for the depehent of the region has not managed to
expand the range of institutional partners necgdsacause a rupture with current low levels
of adhesion by family farmers. Therefore, the ititigs of the business universe, organized
civil society and public policies of a territorigipe present a profound disarticulation and
fragmentation with sector based and corporate ngspyevailing. The current configuration of
the institutional environment cannot provide eittier implementation of collective projects
with the possibility of generating a composite dypd territorial products and services, or
the valorization of the precepts of agricultural tifiuhctionality.

In this type of situation the regulatory intervemtiof the state through, for example, the
application of a stringent form of environmentajidation, seems to be one of the few forms
of altering the scenario of indifference in theibass universe, strengthening the multiple
functions of family farming and, as a result, ensgiits social reproduction. Another
possibility, returned to below, is the contractuatiian of extensive public policies, in this
case in relation to the industrial sector.

Finally, there is the peculiar condition of the mtain region of Nova Friburgo (RJ), where
the existence of territorial dynamics resultingnfirprojects with little articulation and fragile
institutional insertion can be observed. The fiagdf the agro-ecology promotion project
can also be perceived here, revealing a mismatevebea, on the one hand, the objectives of
this project and the organizations involved iraitd on the other hand, the interests of the
majority of family farmers in that region.
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The comparative analysis of the case studies alsats the experience of three transversal
themes that are expressed with different interssared in different forms according to the
region. The first is related to models of agrictdtuAs highlighted above, the question of the
modernization of agriculture — an old and gener@remce in debates about agriculture —
leads to a hierarchy between the economic, sootkavironmental functions of family
farming, not rarely favorable to the economic disien as evident in the cases of Maraba,
the South of Minas and Vale do Taquari. Howeverait also be looked at from a perspective
that involves the valorization of non-productive dmsions associated with this type of
agriculture, as proposed by the multifunctiongtigrspective.

Alongside the question of modernization is the usston of the meanings and scope of the
agro-ecological focus. In the theoretical sphereiodel of agriculture seems to be one of
the most consistent, both in relation to the presepagricultural multifunctionality and

those of territorial development. Despite the diggrces of interpretation between those who
use the concept, it is evident that agro-ecologglires various dimensions covered by the
multifunctionality of agriculture focus, for exangaby minimizing the importance of the
strictly economic dimension in relation to the sd@nd environmental ones. The presence of
this focus in almost all the areas studied andheroparts of the country should not obscure
the fact that in the majority of cases, the nundfdamily farmers and territorial

organizations involved is quite small.

The second transversal theme refers to the teaiteconomic strategies in which the
perspective of the aggregation of value predom@mabeugh with a limited valorization of
specific territorial resources. As has been seerngtibe valorization of transferable
resources that are independent of historical padatities, property and the collective learning
of the place where they are produced, is incapafbdenerating a territorial quality income
which can surpass the income obtained from theadgleoducts and services with a higher
quality.

The third transversal theme is that of public peBcin this case considered in terms of their
important inductive and at the same time polarizivlg in territorial dynamics. The inductive
role is manifested in the mobilization of local aeditorial actors, both public and private,
after the commencement of what is classified hetbaprocess of the territorialization of
public policies in Brazil. Mobilization capacity ggeater in national programs, a
characteristic that reflects the traditional impocde& of the Federal Government in the
formulation of guidelines and in the managemerguddlic policy resources, although it also
occurs with state programs. This should not obstheeole played by territorial social
dynamics and by national movements in the terrii@ation of policies, as the cases analyzed
here demonstrate, where these dynamics precedevandietermine the formatting of policy
territories. The polarizing role of public policiessults from this to the extent that the
formulation, and more especially the implementat@frprograms expresses or gives
visibility to the conflicts inherent in the coexasice of various territorial dynamics, with it not
being rare for them to be seen as spaces for thardation of interests and the choice of
priorities.

Based on the case studies presented here in agddomm it seems evident that the multiple
functions of family farming are not widely acknowtged, although they are present in
various degrees in the territorial dynamics andective projects analyzed. In addition to
unequal recognition, the studies show that it issasary to contextualize the functions to be
valorized in each case. It is equally importantigghlight that the multifunctionality of family
farming does not represent a key focus in the féatran of public policies in rural
development. Ultimately the productive dimensioragficultural activities represents the
predominant focus and the principal justificationtfte implementation of these policies.
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Conclusion: challengesfor the conjunction of foci in public policies

The elements supported by the studies carriechaiel eight chosen areas, as well as the
analysis of the programs concerned with family faugrand the rural environment which
incorporate the territorial perspective, reveal am@nt challenges for the conjunction of the
foci of the multifunctionality of agriculture andrtitory or territorial development in public
policies. The first is the requirement that progsaadopt territories and rural families as a
reference — rather than ‘family farming’ — consittas producers and managers of the
territory in which they are located. An initial eguence of the revision of the productive
focus of family farming is that the activity systemf rural family units are considered, rather
than being limited to one or more products andisesvsupplied by these family units.
Therefore, in place of conventional agriculturalipowhich concentrates the promotion of
family farming on the supply of credit based on pineduction of goods, systemic credit
instruments are required, which can take into acctiensets of activities carried out in these
units.

Another consequence is related to the role at&dbtt non-agricultural policies, in particular
‘social’ policies, in the socio-economic reprodoctiof rural families, also including here
agricultural activities. Furthermore, the focusfamilies is necessarily present in non-
agricultural programs, in other words in those paogs of universal access aimed at rural
families in the countryside, for example anti-poygesocial security, education and health
policies.

The incorporation of the territorial focus in regent of, or at least with the perspective of
expanding, the conventional sector focus has iraptios for questions of governance. The
tendency of public policies to move towards fragtagan and differentiation has redefined
the place of sector policies, in this case thoseewmred with agricultural and rural areas,
while also interfering in the way the territorialclus is incorporated. By assuming that their
purpose is to promote a type of social and teratoe-equilibrium, sector policies face the
challenge of expanding the importance of the farughe poorest farmers, present in
territorial development programs. Also noted, wita help of the cognitive focus of public
policies, was the role of policy networks and comitias, which occurs not only in terms of
the formulation and coordination of public progratmst also in the implementation stage.

Also in relation to the institutional landmark oftgiec policies, public policy decentralization
processes are faced with the challenge of achieongpatibility between the general
directives of programs and the perspectives of lactdrs. Relations which are established
between the general (national) directives of progrand local actors are marked by
bidirectional complementarities and tensions betwbese directives (‘top down’) and local
interests (‘bottom up’). The recognition of thesenplementarities and tensions is in turn
related to the requirement of interlocution spaa®s$ coordination mechanisms not only
between the spheres of government or action, botlatween distinct programs and between
the different elements of a program.

The analysis of programs and other studies abtatetethemes, as well as elements extracted
from case studies, suggest three possible foch®mtegration or articulation of public
programs and actions. The first is integration witlocus on territory, which signifies
understanding the complex unity between urban aral spaces and between the municipal
and supra-municipal spheres. This also favors tiergence of questions related to poverty,
social inequality and the environment, amongstrstheis worth bearing in mind that the
territorialization of actions and programs involvies participation of social actors in general
and rural families in particular.
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A second possible focus for the integration orcatétion of actions, which has already been
mentioned above, is to consider the rural family asiin activity system and manager of
territory. This implies the revision of the conviemial instruments of agricultural policy and
seeking a closer correlation with non-agricultum@iges. By way of illustration we can
mention the promotion of the transition of agricudiuand extractivist models, the
valorization of territorial resources and the adition of social policies in the socio-
economic reproduction of rural families.

Finally, the possibility of expanding the contradizetion of relations between the state and
the rural families covered by public programs repres a contribution to the aforementioned
conjunction of foci that is still relatively unexpé. This involves the implementation of
territorial development actions and policies capatflvalorizing the multiple roles or
functions played by rural families, including soaahtrol over actions and policies.

One of the most important advantages of the inqatmm of the MFA focus is that contracts,
depending on the way they are implemented, cantt@aparent form, involving social
participation, of defining priorities, implementingnd monitoring the destination of resources
based on reciprocal commitments between the statbsociety, rural families and farmers
covered by public policies. Another advantage oftactualization is that it expands the
possibility of combining different forms of suppdor these families in a sole or a limited
number of instruments or contracts. Furthermoiis,rttechanism can contribute to the move
from a sector based focus to the rural-territdnals mentioned above.

It is desirable that the basis of this new ‘soc@tract’ should come from the current
demands of Brazilian society in relation to agticté and the rural world, as well as the
demands of farmers themselves. Of course it withdeessary to have a wide-ranging debate
about how to identify these demands and about whricbesses and institutional frameworks
should be used. Also in relation to the abovepjiears that changes in the norms that
regulate the farming profession are required ireBragarding the treatment of those ‘outside
the norm’ and the particular question of young fasvand rural youth, especially in relation
to succession process and support for new fasildfeyoung farmers.

It is presumed that reflection on the multifuncabty of agriculture and the introduction of
its precepts into public policies concerned withZflran development rural can assist the
designing of a development model that seeks tHasimn of the family farming categories
traditionally marginalized in the dynamics of thedernization of agriculture. Furthermore,
introducing the multifunctional character of agricué into the policies of territorial
development implies foreseeing a social debate ahewdvantages and disadvantages of
transferring public resources for the improvemdniving conditions in the rural
environment - and more than this, about the défimiof the responsibilities of local
authorities and the farmers benefiting from thedfar of these resources. In this way
operations implemented in the rural environmengpite bearing the mark of ‘welfarism’,
can make subsidies dependent on benefits for saniggneral, such as the preservation of
the environment, biodiversity and landscapes, ¢fiefrof anthropic pressure in urban centers,
and the production of quality foodstuffs.

Finally, the question raised in some case studieatahe interfaces of the business universe
with the rural world and in particular with familyrfaing remains open. Here what is in
question is not only the issue of integration betveamily farming and agro-industries,
already widely discussed, but the form of compaifior the productive occupation of space
to the detriment of the social reproduction of fanfiédrming and in particular the so-called
rural amenities. This study reveals that the exijpansf areas of reforestation with exotic
species exerts a strong pressure on incipiendiviéis aimed at the consolidation of family
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farming, the promotion of territorial developmentlahe valorization of agricultural
multifunctionality.

Following the example of the above discussion ablmeitontractualization of policies of
support for family farming, it is also worth askiagout the relevance of the application of
this instrument to the business universe and tte,sn relation to the encouragement and
regulation of socio-environmental responsibilitys #een in the cases analyzed, some public
policies actually provide incentives for businessiatives detached from the precepts of
territorial development that are perverse fromgbmmt of view of the social reproduction of
family farming.
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