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SETTING THE SCENE

WHY SHOULD WE FOCUS ON SERVICES?

» Definition: positive contributions that livestock provides to society
> Different categories of positive contributions
> Environmental, social and cultural

> Bundle of services: a set of services that repeatedly appears in time and
Space (Raudsepp-Hearne et al., 2010)

> Pioneering approach (Ryschawy et al., 2017)
> rural vitality, cultural services

> in addition to food provisioning, environmental services



> “Need to understand socio-economic determinants of the
composition of bundles of servies” Ryschawy et al., 2017

> |s the provision of bundle of services explained by current
characteristics of livestock systems or rather by past
transformations?

To what extent the current bundles of services provided
by livestock are determined by past intensification?

OBJECTIVE



GENERAL APPROACH 4
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RESULTS




RESULTS

ROVISION ASSEMBLED AROUND THREE INTENSIFICATION

HIGH DEGREE OF CO-STRUCTURE THREE DIVERSE PATHS

‘Transition areas’

RV coefficient = 0.57, p-value < 0.05
- intensification trajectories
- services provisioning
Correlations between tables’ variables
- 17 moderate to strong (/90)
- 10 livestock variables
- 51land use variables

- 2 socioeconomic




‘Extensive i
livestock areas’ B Landscape quality
b n=2ai e roduct quality

. Biodiversity
. High Nature Value

Bllwater quality

: .q_

3 t<;>

g L

-t




‘Extensive

jZ;, n=2ar7

3 t<;>

g L

-t

: .q_

‘Intensive

livestock ar ;
e, NS

& Lé"dmpﬂ quality
. Product quality

. Biodiversity
Sl High Nature Value
Bllwater quality

.Lé"dmpﬂ quality

"4 of livestock employ.
.Emphllfmﬂnt of farm
Bl Employment at industry



‘Extensive

livestock areas’
n=27

0.51

0.5

B Landscape quality
B Product quality

~ |Biodiversity
2 High Nature Value

.Water quality

.La;ndﬂcapa quality

"% of livestock employ.
.Emplcq.rn'rant at farm
.Emplcq.rn'rant at industry

B rroduct quality



DISCUSSION
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SYNTHESIS OF SOCIOECONOMIC FACTORS
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PERSPECTIVES
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CONSEQUENCES: INTENSIFICATION OF LIVESTOCK
PRODUCTION

> Relative gains
> Increased productivity trough adoption of technology
> High rural vitality services
» Externalization of land needed for feed production
> Increased dependence on external resourcess
> Local and global impacts

> Does it pay off???



PERSPECTIVES 13

PATHS TO BETTER SERVICES PROVISION

> Grazing based areas offered more balanced bundle of services
> Moderate stocking rates
> Higher share of ruminants

> Better valorisation of marginal land and higher reliance on local
feed resources



PERSPECTIVES

COMPLEMENTARITY BTW TWO REGIONS IN TERMS OF THE WHOLE
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CONCLUSION
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IN A NUTSHELL

> A compromise is needed between food production and

environmental quality and socioeconomic services

> Extensive areas deserves more attention, as they provide

multifunctional bundle of social, cultural and environmental

services to society.
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Herbivore Monogastric = Meat Milk EShareofFodderareaiAverage Labour Self- Mechani

SR SR productivity pruductivityi UAA : UAA Efarm size productivity sufficiency sation
Agrotourism -0.01 -0.26 -0.26 -0.22 -0.25 0.24 -0.20 -0.13 -0.17 -0.14
Landscape - 0.02 -0.23 0.03 -0.02 - 0.08 0.01 0.30 0.38
Product 0.19 E 5
Biodiversity 036 -025 045  -016 | 010
HNV 0.28
Water 0.23
Employ 046
Emp Farm
Emp Ind

CORRELATION



