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Introduction 

Europe is expected to face increasing pressure on agricultural systems. Meeting the increasing 

global demand for food thus has to rely on increasing the production of the existing agricultural 

areas (Erb et al., 2013). While increasing societal demands for a wide range of ecosystem services, 

public goods and biodiversity protection (Wolff et al., 2015; Zasada, 2011) call for transitions 

towards agricultural systems that have minimal detrimental  environmental effects (Verburg et al., 

2013). Such a sustainable intensification (SI), that is, matching or increasing agricultural yields while 

at the same time minimizing negative impacts on the environment (Bommarco et al., 2013) is 

believed to be of great importance for meeting future demands on agricultural systems (Tilman et 

al., 2011).  

In order to provide windows of opportunity for SI transition, an important knowledge gap is the lack 

of insight in the role of societal context in adoption and feasibility of SI practices. The first workshop 

with stakeholders revealed that they also considered this as a crucial point1. Social capital has been 

found to be a key enabling factor for transition towards SI, at the same time increased social capital 

has also been observed as an outcome of SI practices (Pretty et al., 2011). For instance, social 

networks are crucial in facilitating the adoption of innovations by farmers, particularly regarding the 

evaluation of costs and benefits of such innovations (Steenwerth et al. 2014). Changes in 

institutional setups affect land use system dynamics and resilience (Niedertscheider et al., 

2014).This has led to include social capital and social networks at the core of SI developments and 

metrics (Smith et al., 2015). 

Objectives 

This deliverable is framed in the Work Package 2of VITAL, aimed at analysing SI transition processes 

in the context of actors and stakeholders in agricultural food and non-food systems, and to 

                                                      
1
 See Deliverable D1.1 Analytical and Scenario Framework of this project. Available at: 

<http://vital.environmentalgeography.nl/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/VITAL_D1.1.pdf> 
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establish the empirical transdisciplinary grounding from the perspective of stakeholders and 

networks in the different case studies. To do this, the research is focused on actor and stakeholder 

roles and mutual relationships within actor networks.  

This Deliverable 2.1aims to provide the preliminary stakeholder maps of each case study.  On the 

one hand, the main stakeholders involved in current or potential pathways of SI in four European 

farming systems located in the Netherlands, Germany, France and Spain are identified and classified 

into spheres of action. On the other hand, the analysis pursues to characterise and map the 

relationships among those stakeholders, distinguishing different types of relationships. 

This stakeholder mapping also allowed for the contact and engagement of these relevant actors in 

the course of the remaining tasks of the project, the identification of the main SI topics to be 

addressed across the case studies. It also let us know the system boundaries regarding the actors 

involved in the adoption of SI practices. 

The following sections display the methods, the general features of the farming systems prevailing 

in the case studies analysed, the four stakeholder maps and a brief discussion of first results.  

Methods 

The necessary primary information was collected by combining in-depth interviews with farmers 

and other actors who are relevant for the implementation of SI practices (identified by means of 

snowball sampling), and a participatory workshop in which these actors were involved. In order to 

ensure a common methodological approach, a protocol2 was prepared to select a first list of 

informants in each region and to structure the main information to be obtained in the initial 

interviews. As each case study was focused on the region-specific relevant topics, guidelines3 were 

elaborated addressing the method for conducting the workshop in order to enable the cross-

                                                      
2
 See document: Protocol preliminary interviews - WP2 

3
 See document: Workshop Guideline VITAL_1st Stakeholder_Agrather 
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comparability of the results. To obtain stakeholders’ feedback, an anonymous questionnaire4 was 

used for the participants of the workshops.  

From the primary information obtained, four different stakeholder maps were drawn, one per case 

study, depicting different actors and their relationships regarding the implementation of SI 

practices. 

                                                      
4
 See questionnaire: Stakeholder Feedback - WP2 
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General features of the farming systems by case study 

 

 

 

Kromme Rijn 

The Kromme Rijn region is located centrally in the Netherlands. It is a 219 km2 area where 86,090 
people live close to Utrecht, the 4thlargest city of the Netherlands, in a peri-urban and agricultural 
landscape. Agriculture in the area is characterised by dairy farms (376 farms/7496 ha) and fruit 
production (106 farms/1087 ha). At the Dutch level, the dairy sector is organized in such a way that 
most farmers are member of a cooperative which processes the milk. Some milk is sold on the spot 
market or to factories that are not a cooperative. Fruit farmers sell their fruit either directly to 
supermarkets, to large wholesalers, or to fruit buyers. Due to financial pressure, some farmers have 
phased out or are phasing out their farms, while the remaining farms enlarge in scale. Changes in the 
region cannot be seen separately from changes in the sectors as a whole. 

Upper Rhinluch

The farming system of Rhinluch, located in Northern Germany close to the capital Berlin, is a drained 
peatland that had been historically under strong intervention into the water management in favour 
for optimised agricultural production. As a result, the area is characterised by having a record of very 
intensive livestock production and the cultivation practice today ranges from intensive arable 
farming, including maize for bioenergy and asparagus, to extensive pasture. Efforts to increase water 
tables in order to protect biodiversity and reduce greenhouse gas emissions partly exist. Some 
farmers have established short food supply chains to Berlin. The area is also the largest migratory 
crane resting place in Europe and therefore of ecological importance beyond the region itself. 

Utiel - Requena

Utiel-Requena is a region located inland in the province of Valencia where vineyards form a compact 
spot of around 400km2 in the middle of a plateau. Although the area is dominated by vineyards, they 
are sometimes combined with almond trees and cereal crop. Around two thirds of the farms in this 
region have less than 10 ha, and they are typically held by part-time or elderly farmers. However, 
medium-sized (20-40 ha) and large farms (over 50 ha) are run by professional farmers who are more 
prone to introduce technical innovations. The establishment in 1980 of the Protected Designation of 
Origin (PDO) Utiel-Requena drives towards the introduction of grape quality standards. The 
dominant pathway goes from extensive to intensive plantations. However, the process has not been 
linear or simultaneous. But it is clear that water supply is a decisive factor in increasing production 
volume. 

Vaucluse

The Vaucluse department is a very heterogeneous area of more than 3600 km² and going from the 
Avignon plain until the Mont Ventoux (1912 m a.s.l.). Mean farm size is small (around 20 ha), but 
with a high production value compared to other departments of southern France. Vineyards occupy 
around 60% of the utilized agricultural area of the department, and recently scale enlargements and 
furtherspecialization of the cultivation and transition to organic farming are observed. Beyond this, 
Vaucluse is also characterized by its vegetable and fruit production.
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Preliminary Stakeholder Maps 

Each one of the stakeholder maps displayed below includes the key actors and the relationships 

between them, also distinguishing different types of actors and relationships. The validation and 

verification of the maps is highly sensitive,so theyare likely to be completed or corrected in the next 

steps of the research project - particularly from the information provided by the surveys that will be 

conducted in WP3. 
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1.1 Stakeholder map - Kromme Rijn, Netherlands 
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1.2 Stakeholder map - Upper Rhinluch, Germany 
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1.3 Stakeholder map - Vaucluse, France 
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1.4 Stakeholder map - Utiel-Requena, Spain 
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Discussion 

The identification of the main stakeholders involved in current or potential pathways of SI in four 

case studies has helped to preliminary define the boundaries of the systems to be analysed. 

Stakeholders have been classified into groups or spheres of action that are similar in the four case 

studies (administration, public research, extension services, production, marketing, environmental 

conservation, agricultural supplies, etc.). Farmers were also split into different groups, according to 

the farm size or other specificities which were considered relevant regarding their role in the 

adoption of SI practices, or their interactions with other stakeholders. Besides, different types of 

interaction between stakeholders were distinguished (regulation, technical advice, representation, 

sales, control, cooperation, etc.). 

The mapping process allowed to disentangle how the public stakeholders interact (in a coordinated 

manner or not) and how they influence farmers (directly, through farmers’ organisations or other 

collective actors). Similarly, the stakeholder maps allow us to better understand how private actors 

(e.g. consumer groups, retailers, input or technology providers) play a role in fostering SI practices 

providing adapted technological solutions, demanding more environmental friendly products or 

setting up productive standards. 

In spite of the differences existing among these case studies regarding market functioning, 

regulation settings and other social and economic variables, several commonalities regarding 

stakeholders’ roles regarding SI can be highlighted from the analysis conducted so far: 

a) In the four case studies, public agencies were found to play a key role in 

promoting SI practices, by different ways of intervention (incentives, mandatory 

rules, support to knowledge transfer etc.). 

b) SI innovations are usually implemented at the farm level. The coordination and 

cooperation with actors and stakeholders at the regional level is insufficient. 
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c) Farmers' organizations have also arisen as crucial stakeholders as they are closely 

related with producers. However, they are not always able to play an effective role 

in the decision-making and programming regarding SI processes. 

d) The formal structures of knowledge exchange are not sufficiently developed. Most 

of the knowledge transfer is made on informal basis. 

e) There are great differences among large and small farms, and the mutual 

relationships between them appear to be limited. 

f) Communication between farmers and environmental agents is complex and 

difficult. 

All case studies coincide in that most of the actions desirable for SI are still to be implemented, and 

fall into the field of “Regional integration” defined in the conceptual framework developed in this 

project5. These actions at regional level should come from a clear and strategic understanding of 

who the stakeholders are, what they do, what their needs and aspirations are and what may be the 

areas for intervention and strengthening. 

The next task 2.2 of the project is aimed at answering some of these questions. The methodology of 

Social Network Analysis (SNA) allows for an identification of the actors with greatest centrality in 

the network to disseminate the adoption of said SI practices by farmers. Also, it makes it possible to 

measure the strength of this influence to farmers, and of these actors with each other. Finally, SNA 

results provide a basis for discussing the opportunities for cooperation that show greater potential 

to promote SI practices and which of them are currently underutilized. 
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