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01 1,651 0.90 234 0.27 1,418 1.46
02 4,589 2.49 649 0.75 3,940 4.05
03 2,351 1.28 333 0.38 2,019 2.07
04 11 0.01 2 0.00 9 0.01
05 2,672 1.45 378 0.43 2,294 2.36
06 2,321 1.26 328 0.38 1,993 2.05
07 10,296 5.58 1,456 1.67 8,840 9.08
08 1,758 0.95 249 0.29 1,509 1.556
09 1,674 0.91 302 0.35 1,372 1.41
10 911 0.49 18 0.02 893 0.92
11 411 0.22 118 0.14 293 0.30
12 4,057 2.20 1,796 2.06 2,261 2.32
13 260 0.14 115 0.13 145 0.15
14 617 0.33 273 0.31 344 0.35
15 4,595 2.49 2,034 2.34 2,561 2.63
16 359 0.19 159 0.18 200 0.21
17 463 0.25 205 0.24 258 0.27
18 9 0.00 4 0.00 5 0.01
19 96 0.05 42 0.05 53 0.05
20 1,221 0.66 541 0.62 681 0.70
21 165 0.09 73 0.08 92 0.09
22 347 0.19 154 0.18 194 0.20
23 417 0.23 184 0.21 232 0.24
24 334 0.18 148 0.17 186 0.19
25 34 0.02 15 0.02 19 0.02
26 925 0.50 410 0.47 516 0.53
27 28 0.02 13 0.01 16 0.02
28 15 0.01 7 0.01 8 0.01
29 448 0.24 198 0.23 250 0.26
30 1,479 0.80 654 0.75 824 0.85
31 126 0.07 56 0.06 70 0.07
32 6,741 3.66 3,447 3.96 3,294 3.38
33 540 0.29 276 0.32 264 0.27
34 16,330 8.86 8,350 9.60 7,980 8.19
35 510 0.28 224 0.26 286 0.29
36 48 0.03 21 0.02 27 0.03
37 256 0.14 112 0.13 144 0.15
38 37,639 20.41 22,897 26.33 14,742 15.14
39 3,570 1.94 2,359 2.71 1,211 1.24
40 856 0.46 653 0.75 203 0.21
41 7,868 4.27 4,120 4.74 3,748 3.85
42 2,668 1.45 1,397 1.61 1,271 1.30
43 10,694 5.80 5,826 6.70 4,868 5.00
44 9,373 5.08 4,585 5.27 4,788 4.92
45 13,110 7.11 6,413 7.37 6,697 6.88
46 1,792 0.97 876 1.01 915 0.94
47 13,252 7.19 6,483 7.45 6,770 6.95
48 3,112 1.69 1,522 1.75 1,590 1.63
49 3,759 2.04 1,839 211 1,920 1.97
50 5,505 2.99 2,693 3.10 2,812 2.89
51 210 0.11 93 0.11 117 0.12
52 1,896 1.03 1,644 1.89 252 0.26
184,370 100.00 86,976 100.00 97,394 100.00
1 28,234 15.31 3,948 4.54 24,286 24.94
2 40,786 22.12 19,609 22.55 21,177 21.74
3 115,350 62.56 63,419 72.92 51,931 53.32
%
1
1 01 02 03
2 04 36 51
3 37 50 52
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%

01 355 0.24 7 0.10 278 0.39
02 987 0.67 214 0.28 774 1.09
03 506 0.34 109 0.14 396 0.56
04 2 0.00 0 0.00 2 0.00
05 575 0.39 124 0.16 450 0.63
06 499 0.34 108 0.14 391 0.55
07 2,215 1.51 479 0.63 1,735 2.44
08 378 0.26 82 0.11 296 0.42
09 1,544 1.05 290 0.38 1,254 1.76
10 427 0.29 15 0.02 412 0.58
11 406 0.28 114 0.15 292 0.41
12 3,785 2.58 1,668 2.21 2,117 2.97
13 242 0.17 107 0.14 136 0.19
14 576 0.39 254 0.34 322 0.45
15 4,288 2.92 1,890 2.50 2,398 3.37
16 335 0.23 148 0.20 187 0.26
17 432 0.29 190 0.25 242 0.34
18 9 0.01 4 0.00 5 0.01
19 89 0.06 39 0.05 50 0.07
20 1,140 0.78 502 0.66 637 0.89
21 154 0.10 68 0.09 86 0.12
22 324 0.22 143 0.19 181 0.25
23 389 0.26 171 0.23 217 0.31
24 312 0.21 137 0.18 174 0.24
25 32 0.02 14 0.02 18 0.02
26 863 0.59 381 0.50 483 0.68
27 26 0.02 12 0.02 15 0.02
28 14 0.01 6 0.01 8 0.01
29 418 0.28 184 0.24 234 0.33
30 1,380 0.94 608 0.80 772 1.08
31 117 0.08 52 0.07 66 0.09
32 5,999 4.09 3,027 4.00 2,972 4.17
33 480 0.33 242 0.32 238 0.33
34 14,533 9.90 7,333 9.70 7,200 10.11
35 510 0.35 224 0.30 286 0.40
36 48 0.03 21 0.03 27 0.04
37 256 0.17 112 0.15 144 0.20
38 31,123 21.20 19,589 25.91 11,534 16.19
39 3,293 2.24 2,178 2.88 1,115 1.57
40 532 0.36 392 0.52 140 0.20
41 7,557 5.15 3,935 5.21 3,622 5.09
42 2,562 1.75 1,334 1.76 1,228 1.72
43 10,694 7.28 5,826 7.71 4,868 6.83
44 8,360 5.69 4,062 5.37 4,298 6.03
45 11,693 7.96 5,681 7.52 6,012 8.44
46 1,598 1.09 776 1.03 822 1.15
47 11,820 8.05 5,743 7.60 6,077 8.53
48 2,775 1.89 1,348 1.78 1,427 2.00
49 3,353 2.28 1,629 2.16 1,724 2.42
50 4,910 3.34 2,386 3.16 2,525 3.54
51 196 0.13 86 0.11 110 0.15
52 1,703 1.16 1,474 1.95 229 0.32
146,816 100.00 75,591 100.00 71,225 100.00

1 7,488 5.10 1,499 1.98 5,989 8.41

2 37,098 25.27 17,626 23.32 19,472 27.34

3 102,230 69.63 56,466 74.70 45,764 64.25
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10

3)

2

15.5 10.6

165 91 6
6.4 3.6
106 43
41 7
30.2
12.3 506
222 125
11) 8
777
118.4 26.6 1.31
12) 9
14 16
25,000 13
16 193 700
10) 3 13
32
11) 0.379
1

1
12) 118 + 90
13) 2
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1 2

1 2 1 0 0 14 8 0 1 16 9 0 1
2 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 4 1 0 0
3 3 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 2 1 0
4 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 2 1 0 0
5 5 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 3 1 0
6 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 1 0 0
7 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
8 2 0 0 0 28 6 4 1 30 7 4 1
9 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
10 16 5 3 1 1 0 0 0 17 6 3 1
11 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 1 0
12 2 1 1 0 3 1 1 0 4 2 1 0
13 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 3 1 0 0
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 48 19 9 2 1 0 0 0 49 19 9 2
17 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0
18 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
19 17 7 4 1 1 0 0 0 17 8 4 1
20 4 2 1 0 3 1 1 0 7 3 2 0
21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
22 1,716 1,008 788 91 6 3 2 0] 1,722 1,011 790 91
23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
24 14 9 3 0 24 14 4 0 39 23 7 1
25 64 45 29 10 104 74 47 16 168 120 76 25
26 33 26 6 1 117 92 23 3 150 118 29 4
27 40 25 17 3 35 22 15 3 75 47 32 6
28 0 0 0 0 3 2 2 0 3 2 2 0
29 9 6 5 1 56 38 32 6 65 45 38 7
30 107 63 34 12 83 49 26 10 190 111 60 22
31 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
32 4 2 0 1 3 1 0 0 7 4 0 1
2,094] 1,226 904 123 496 319 160 42] 2,589 1,545 1,064 165
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1 2

1 3 2 0 0 5 3 0 0 8 5 0 1
2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0
3 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 1 0
4 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
5 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0
6 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 6 1 1 0 9 2 1 0 15 3 2 1
9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
10 18 6 4 1 0 0 0 0 18 6 4 1
11 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0
12 2 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 2 1 0
13 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 1 0
17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19 12 5 3 1 0 0 0 0 12 5 3 1
20 77 32 18 3 1 0 0 0 78 32 18 3
21 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
22 6 3 2 0 2 1 1 0 8 3 2 0
23 83 39 28 4 0 0 0 0 83 39 28 4
24 15 9 3 0 8 5 1 0 24 14 4 0
25 241 172 110 36 35 25 16 5 276 197 126 41
26 37 29 7 1 40 31 8 1 77 61 15 2
27 34 21 14 3 12 8 5 1 46 29 19 4
28 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
29 8 5 5 1 19 13 11 2 27 18 15 3
30 344 202 108 40 28 17 9 3 372 218 117 43
31 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
32 5 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 6 3 0 1
908 536 306 92 168 108 54 14 1,076 644 360 106
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1

1 1,349 799 28 123 16 10 0 1| 1,365 809 28 125
2 124 47 12 11 4 1 0 0 128 49 12 12
3 2 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 1 1 0
4 3 2 1 0 2 1 0 0 5 3 1 1
5 3 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 2 1 0
6 33 6 3 1 3 1 0 0 36 6 4 2
7 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 1 0 0
8 5,000{ 1,109 640 221 32 7 4 1| 5,032 1,116 644 222
9 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0
10 3 1 1 0 2 1 0 0 5 2 1 0
11 27 11 6 1 1 1 0 0 29 12 6 1
12 15 8 5 1 3 2 1 0 18 10 6 1
13 20 7 2 1 2 1 0 0 22 8 3 1
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 9 4 2 0 1 0 0 0 10 4 2 0
17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19 13 6 3 1 1 0 0 0 14 6 3 1
20 1 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 4 2 1 0
21 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0
22 29 13 9 2 7 3 2 0 36 16 11 2
23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
24 116 69 21 2 28 17 5 0 144 86 26 2
25 344 245 157 52 121 86 55 18 465 332 212 70
26 119 94 23 3 136 107 26 3 255 201 50 7
27 153 97 65 12 41 26 17 3 194 122 83 15
28 3 2 2 0 4 2 2 0 6 4 4 0
29 38 26 22 4 65 44 37 7 103 70 59 12
30 140 83 44 16 96 57 30 11 237 139 74 27
31 10 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 11 0 0 1
32 36 18 1 5 3 2 0 0 39 20 1 6
7,596] 2,652) 1,050 457 576 371 186 49| 8,172 3,023] 1,235 506
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1 2
2,094 | 1,226 904 123 496 319 160 421 2,590 | 1,545 | 1,064 165
908 536 306 92 168 108 54 14| 1,076 644 360 106
3,001 | 1,762 | 1,210 215 664 428 214 56| 3,665 | 2,190 | 1,424 271
7,596 | 2,652 | 1,050 457 576 371 186 491 8,172 3,023 | 1,235 506
10,597 | 4,414 | 2,260 672 | 1,240 799 400 105 | 11,837 | 5,213 | 2,660 777
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Concepts and Methods in European Rural Development Policy

Philip Lowe
Tae-Yeon Kim

1 Introduction

Agriculture is the predominant land use in rural Europe, but no longer dominates
socially or economically. While it accounts for over 40% of the total land area of the
European Union (EU), it accounts for only 5% of employment. Indeed, it plays a minor
role even in rural employment and the GDP of rural regions. In many regions, indeed,
farming is much more important in cultural and environmental terms than in
economic terms. Nevertheless, the Common Agriculture Policy (CAP) still accounts for
just under half the EU’s annual budget. Whereas agriculture thus remains a
strategically significant policy sector and is the major force determining the rural

environment, most rural areas rely to a diminishing extent on farming.

The strategic significance of agriculture is historically rooted. As rural areas have
come to fulfil other functions, so other public policies (apart from agriculture) have
impinged on rural areas and so have governments been drawn in to resolve issues
concerning the social and economic development of rural areas. This is the field of
intervention nowadays called rural development policy. However, the nature of rural
areas and the challenges they face vary considerably across Europe with the
consequence that what is understood by rural development policy also varies. The
common feature is a certain perspective — one that is transversal (i.e. cuts across
sectoral concerns) with a territorial focus. As a deliberate focus of activity, rural
development policy has emerged as a counterpoint to, and in the intersection between,
two other established fields: agricultural policy and spatial policy.

This paper examines, first, the driving forces rural change in contemporary Europe,
focusing on population and economic changes. It then considers the concepts behind
rural development policy, particularly the movement from exogenous to endogenous
models of development. Next are sections on EU policy development and the varying
approaches of different countries. The final sections look at the importance to rural
development of public participation and environmental conservation.

2 The Driving Forces Behind Rural Change
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2.1 Population

Low population density is a characteristic of Europe’s rural areas, but what counts as
‘low’ differs markedly from region to region. Densities of more than 100 people par km?2
can be found in rural parts of southern Germany and the south of Italy, while in most
of central and northern Finland and Sweden there are less than 10 people per kmz2.
Similarly, the proportions of national populations that live in rural areas differ
greatly: from under 5% in Belgium and the Netherlands, to over 40% in Ireland,
Finland and Sweden (table 1).

Table 1: Proportions of National Populations Living in Rural Areas

Population in rural communities*
(% of national population)

Belgium 4.9

Denmark 32.4
Germany 12.0
Greece 30.8
Spain 24.4
France 23.7
Ireland 43.1
Italy 14.1
Luxembourg 19.3
Netherlands 3.1

Austria 34.6
Portugal 21.2
Finland 50.6
Sweden 66.8
United Kingdom 8.7

EUR-15 17.5
EUR-15 area 80.9%

*Population of local communities with population density below 100 inhabitants/kmz2.
Source: European Commission 1997.

Until the 1970s, the dominant population trend across Europe was urbanization — the
concentration of populations in lager urban centres, driven by the concentration of
employment there. The rural concomitant of this trend was rural depopulation, and
particularly the loss of younger and more economically active people. This was partly a
result of the ‘pull’ of growing urban economies, but also as technological changes
allowed agriculture to shed ladour. Because it tends to be younger people that move
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away, problems of an ageing and less economically active population are heightened.

Since the 1970s, the overall pattern has become more complex. While depopulation
continues, particularly in many parts of southern Europe and the remoter
mountainous regions of central and northern Europe, it is no longer a universal rural
phenomenon. Some more accessible parts of rural Europe, particularly those closer to
larger urban centres, have experienced counterurbanization as more affluent people
choose to move from towns and cities into rural areas, either to commute to work, to

retire, or to work in new or growing business sectors in the countryside.

2.2 Economic change

The economic functions of rural areas have changed considerably in recent decades.
There has been an inexorable decline in primary sector employment and traditional
rural industries have been squeezed. GDP per capita in rural areas is lower in all
countries than the national average, by between 8 and 30% (EC 1997). However, new
industrial and service activities have emerged, although not necessarily in those
regions suffering the most from rural decline. Indeed, it is possible to find some rural
regions in every EU Member State that figure among the most economically dynamic
in their country. Unemployment in some of the most developed EU Member States
(such as Denmark, Germany, France and the UK) is lower in rural than in ueban areas.

All the EU countries have suffered losses of primary sector employment over several
decades. Agricultural employment ranges from under 2% of the national workforce in
the UK to more than 10% in Greece, Portugal and Ireland. However, there are now few
regions in the EU where agriculture contributes more than 10% of the regional value
added and these are concentrated in Greece, Portugal and Ireland.

Forces of mechanization have widely affected not only agriculture, but forestry, fishing
and mining too; and expansion of production has encountered problems of
over-exploitation and over-supply. At the time, processing and manufacturing
activities once closely linked to the primary sector (such as farm machinery
manufacture, food processing, the leather industry, timber processing, etc.) have
undergone significant economic and geographical concentration and face growing
competition from outside the EU. Many service activities traditionally found in rural
centres have also experienced intensified competition from urban centres. The
consequence of all these developments has been the loss of much localized employment

from rural areas and regions.
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At the same time, new economic functions have emerged for rural areas. Indeed, new
firm formation rates and employment growth have tended to be higher in small towns
and rural areas than in large urban centres. There has been a net increase in
employment in all non-metropolitan regions of the EU with the exception of Greece and
Finland (OECD 1996). In some cases growth is due to the decentralization of
productive and service activities, but very often it is due to indigenous development.

Tourism has become a major growth sector for many rural regions. In some regions it
has come to play a key role in maintaining rural livelihoods and landscapes. Austria is
a prime example, with 15% of its GNP from tourism. The Austrian Alps have a highly
developed tourism economy which helps to support a complex system of small-scale
pluri-active farmers providing accommodation, tourism enterprises, handicrafts, etc.
In other parts of Europe, the development particularly of mass tourism has seen a
radical transformation of local economies, landscapes and settlements particularly
along the Mediterranean coast. The expanding leisure demands of sophisticated urban
consumers continues to provide significant development options for rural economies in
much of Europe, particularly as active pursuits (skiing, hiking, cycling, climbing, horse
riding, canoeing, etc.) and contemplative holidays (bird watching, heritage tourism,
gastronomy, etc.) gain in popularity.

3 General Concepts of Rural Development

Rural areas are characterised by generally low population densities and by relatively
extensive land uses such as agriculture and forestry. Yet beyond these simple
characteristics, Europe’s rural areas are extremely diverse in their socio-economic
conditions and their physical geography and, therefore, in the nature of their
development prospects and problems. Because of this diversity, there is no single,
overarching ‘rural problem’ for rural development policy to address. In the past, the
broad parameters of what constituted ‘rural development’ were easier to agree and
tended to be defined in terms of ‘modernising’ agriculture and rural services in order to
catch up with the standards of urban areas. In recent years it is increasingly agreed
that the development of rural areas should build upon and conserve their intrinsic
qualities and assets. So what may be required in one rural locality may differ sharply
from prevailing needs and opportunities in another.

Concepts of national and regional economic development in western countries have
been dominated by three strands of thought: Keynesianism, neo-liberalism, and
recently institutionalism. While Keynesian development policies where largely applied
during the post-war period, the other two strands of thought emerged to prominence in
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the economic recession of the late 1970s and 1980s, which was seen as a failure of
Keynesianism. Although Keynesian and neo-liberal approaches have a similar
perception of the problems of backward regions, they differ sharply in the means they
prescribe for achieving development. Likewise, even though the neo-liberal and
institutional approaches share a similar outlook on the economic situation, they
fundamentally differ in their perceptions of the problems of backward regions and

appropriate solutions.

3.1 Post—war approaches: the industrial and exogenous model

In broad terms, two contrasting models of rural development have characterised
European rural development. The classical formulation of rural development,
dominant in post-war Europe, was an exogenous model (‘driven from outside’), which
put industrialisation at the centre of the development. Key principles applied to this
model were the economies of scale and concentration. Thus, urban centres were
regarded as growth poles for economic development of rural areas. In other words, the
main forces of development were conceived as emanating from outside rural areas. The
function of rural areas was primarily to provide food for the expanding cities, and the
development problems of rural areas were diagnosed as those of marginality. Rural
areas were distant technically, economically and culturally from the main (urban)
centres of activity. In all of these respects they were ‘backward’. From this perspective,
the basic policy response was a combination of subsidizing the improvement of
agricultural production, and the encouragement of labour and capital mobility.

The theoretical base of this model was firstly the Keynesian theory of development,
and, since the 1970s, neo-liberalism. After the Second World War, the basic economic
problems of Europe were firstly the dollar shortage and lack of jobs, and then incomes
too low to purchase industrial goods (Dunford: 1995). The main solution of Keynesian
approach was to provide poor regions with financial aids in order to create to
employment and boost national and regional incomes at large, and then to stimulate
markets for mass production. Accordingly, the emphasis was on the role of state
planning, a combination of public and private ownership and regulation of the market
to regenerate domestic industries.

According to Keynesian theory, the more an economy saves and invests, the faster it
can grow. The way to achieve self-sustaining growth is thus to increase the savings
ratio through capital investment. A corollary is that one of the main constraints on
economic growth regarding backward regions is their relatively low level of new capital
formation. This provide the rationale for justifying government intervention to fill the
‘savings gap’ through government expenditure or the encouragement of external
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private investment (Todaro: 1997).

However, the economic situation from the mid-1970s onwards could be characterised as
one of economic recession with a declining rate of productivity growth in spite of an
increase in the capital-output ratio (Dunford: 1995). The neo-liberal critique of these
problems diagnosed a slow pace of economic adjustment resulting from “poor resource
allocation due to incorrect pricing policies and too much state intervention by the
government” (Todaro: 1997: 86). Accordingly, the neo-liberal approach, which is largely
based on neo-classical economic theories, prescribed privatisation of state-owned
enterprises and elimination of government regulations that distort factor, product or
financial markets. These steps were intended to stimulate both the efficiency of firms
and industries and, in turn, economic growth. For the neo-liberal approach,
development is simply a matter of permissive governments allowing free markets to
flourish and relying on them to guide resource allocation and stimulate economic
development”.

The neo-liberal theory of development is explained through notions of the free-market,
public choice theory, and recently Solow’s neo-classical growth model (Todaro: 1997).
While the free market and global economic integration are considered central to
development processes, some other elements of development are also emphasised: such
increased savings and private investment based on high profits; the stepwise
progression of industrialisation; the diffusion of innovation and technological
advancement through increasing global economic integration and competition; and the
progressive ‘trickle down’ of the benefits of growth to all social classes, economic
sectors, and geographic regions (Brohman: 1996). Though neo-liberal approaches
criticize conventional government intervention in development processes, they share
with the Keynesian perspective the premise that industrialisation and urbanization
are the ultimate objectives of development.

Thus, although Keynsian and neo-liberal policies used different means, - state
planning and market mechanisms respectively — they pursued similar objectives. For
rural regions, the first objective was to promote agricultural industrialisation and
specialisation. Research and extension were supported to improve agricultural
productivity through the promotion of mechanical and chemical technologies and plant
and animal breeding. Investment in farmland infrastructure was encouraged,
including machinery, buildings, land drainage, irrigation, land consolidation, and
storage and processing facilities.

The second objective was to encourage labour and capital mobility. In relation to
agricultural development, many countries tried to encourage smaller and older
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farmers to leave farming to boost agricultural productivity. Training was provided for
young farmers and technical advice and assistance was aimed at expanding and
progressive farmers. However, these measures helped create new social and economic
problems, not least the depopulation of peripheral areas. The ‘balanced development’ of
national territory thus became a preoccupation of policy in countries such as France,
Sweden, Austria and Switzerland. A second phase of exogenous policy, typically
focussed on peripheral regions, sought to address this issue through attracting new
types of employment into rural areas. Processing facilities were established and
manufacturing firms were encouraged to relocate from urban areas or to set up branch
plants. As well as financial and fiscal inducements, development agencies
concentrated on providing infrastructure, including improvements in transport and
communications, power supplies and the provision of serviced factory sites. Most
European countries adopted this approach, but it was particularly strongly pursued in
France, Ireland, Italy, the UK and across Scandinavia. In some regions (e.g. the
Mediterranean) the emphasis was on the development of tourism.

3.2 Institutional and endogenous rural development

By the late 1970s the Keynesian exogenous model was falling into disrepute. The
continued intensification and industrialisation of agriculture came up against the
situation of domestic markets and environmental limits. This provoked the neo-liberal
response which sought to reduce the role of the state in the planning of commodity
markets and prices, and to open up domestic markets to international competition.

The recession of the early 1980s also resulted in the widespread closure of branch
plants which made many areas feel vulnerable. Other areas that had experienced rapid
expansion of tourism came to realise its seasonal and cyclical fluctuations as well as
the destructive impact on local cultures and environments of mass tourism. These
difficulties elicited a response quite different from the neo-liberal one and which in
part was a reaction to the neo-liberal agenda of cutting the budgets and powers of
regional and state agencies. This other response encouraged the exploration of
so-called endogenous approaches to rural development (‘driven from within’) based on
the assumption that the specific resources of an area -natural, human and cultural —
hold the key to its sustainable development.

The endogenous development ideas drew on four sources. First was the recognition
that during the 1970s and 1980s certain rural regions, with previously unrecognised
internal dynamism, had achieved remarkable progress. The ‘Third Italy’ —a semi-rural
region of towns and countryside stretching from mid to North East Italy — was the
most celebrated example. The question arose of what was the key to success for these
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regions (seen to reside and whether it could be replicated elsewhere.

A second source was regionalist movements and agencies seeking to overcome previous
policy failures by promoting forms of local development less dependent on external
capital, including rural diversification, support for indigenous businesses, and the
encouragement of local initiative and enterprise. Prominent examples of this kind of
approach can be found in the work of development agencies in Ireland, France, the
Scottish Highlands and Islands and in rural Wales, in mountain community projects in
Italy and Austria, and in villege development groups in Northern Sweden.

The third source was the debate about rural sustainability. The sustainability concept
seeks to bridge not only the conventional divide between economic development and
environmental protection but also embraces the viability of localities and communities
on which the maintenance of both the environment and economic activity ultimately
depends. Thus, there has been a growing awareness that a conserved countryside must
be socially viable and is therefore dependent on the vitality of rural communities.

The fourth source of ideas came from notions of self-reliance promoted by two groups —
radical greens and development activists working with particularly marginalized
groups. The former elaborated the ‘small is beautiful’ thinking of Schumacher into the
field of community economics, seeking to reassert local control over economics
activities to protect local production should seek to supply local needs, and strategies
should be pursued for retaining value added from the use of local resources within the
area. Development activists working with marginalized groups have also promoted
notions of self-reliance. Thus a feature of community development in peripheral
regions, such as Southern Spain, Western Ireland and Northern Sweden has been the
promotion of community enterprises and community ownership and management of

natural resources.

The institutional and endogenous model mainly concerns local resource endowments —
climate, harvest variability, land fertility, water quality and vulnerability to pollution
— and the nature of social, economic and cultural networks which are specific to each
region as fundamental conditions for long-term regional development. The main
purpose of this perspective is to improve local economic, social and cultural
circumstances through building local institutional capacity that is able to mobilise
internal resources and to cope with the external forces acting on a region. This is often
termed ‘institutional thickness' ! (Amin and Thrift: 1994). This emphasises not only

1 According to Amin and Thrift (1994), four factors contribute to a region’s ‘institutional thickness’.
First is a strong institutional presence, which includes firms, financial institutions, local
chambers of commerce, local authorities, development agencies, educational institutes and the
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economic or business development able to be embedded in the region, but also the
participation of various local agencies and institutions in development progresses.

3.3 Neo-Endogenous Rural Development

Recently some authers (Lowe et. Al.: 1995) have criticised endogenous development
ideas. They argue that the notion of local rural area pursuing socio-economic
development autonomously of outside influences (whether globalisation, external trade
or governmental or EU action) may be an ideal but is not a practical proposition in
contemporary Europe. Marginal area with weak demographic or economic bases are
likely to be particularly dependent on external aid.

More generally, any locality will include exogenous forces. The local level must interact
with the extra-local. The critical point is how to enhance the capacity of local area to
steer these larger processes and actions to their benefit. This is the notion of
neo-endogenous development. The focus then is on the dynamic interactions between
local areas and their wider political, institutional, trading and natural environments,
and how these interactions are mediated or regulated.

Neo-endogenous development thus incorporates ideas from the endogenous model
concerning local capacity-building. Thus, firstly, development should be re-oriented so
as to valorize and exploit local territorial resources — physical and socio-cultural — with
the objective of retaining as much as possible of the resultant benefit within the area
concerned. Secondly, development is defined by the needs, capacities and perspectives
of local actors; popular participation is a key principle and modus operandi. Thirdly,
development should be tackled in a holistic manner, dealing directly with the
interrelationships between economic, socio-cultural and physical wellbeing.

In addition, neo-endogenous development emphases the terms and conditions under
which local/extra-local connections are mediated. Firstly, the neo-endogenous
approach to rural development entails the decentralisation of government
interventions. The wunits of intervention switch from individual sectors and
socio-economic groups to territories of need and potential. Secondly, it favours an
approach whereby local territorial partnerships (comprising actors from the public,
private enterprise and voluntary sectors) assume responsibility for the design and
implementation of development initiatives.

voluntary sector. Second is a high level of interaction amongst these institutions. Third is the
existence of well-defined structures of collective presentation, which help to socialize costs or to
control rogue behaviour. Fourth is the strengthen of consensus around a common development
agenda for the region.
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Development based on local resources and local participation can thus be animated
both from within the local area and from above. In doing so, dense local networks are
important for local cohesion, minimising transaction costs, and building up and
retaining territorial capital. In addition, strategic external connections are important
in positioning the territory to its best advantage — politically, economically and
symbolically. Such connections may be achieved through local leaders, NGOs, public

agencies, business networks and trans-local alliances.
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4 Policy Development at EU Level

4.1 CAP and the modernization of agriculture

The evolution of European Community policy has followed, incorporated and
influenced these changing conceptions of rural development. In the 1960s and 1970s
the dominant preoccupation was with agricultural modernization. Since the 1960s, the
CAP has included an agricultural structural component to assist the workings of the
Common Market, funded through the Guidance Section of the EAGGF — the European
Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund. It was used primarily to assist
rationalization in agriculture and improvements in the processing and marketing of
agricultural products. In the 1970s, it also took on a social dimension, with measures
added to support early retirement and young farmer schemes, and to provide
compensation for farming in Less Favoured Areas(LFAs). LFAs represented the first
territorial component of agricultural structural policy. Their introduction recognised
that the policy-led process of rationalising and consolidating farm structures might
lead to the abandonment of some areas, and that the maintenance of farming

communities in marginal areas was a desirable social goal.

The accession of Spain, Portugal and Greece to the European Community in the 1980s
prompted a more fundamental rethink of the relationship between agricultural and
rural development. Each of these countries had large peasant populations and clear
needs for investment in their rural areas. But they added further to the Community’s
surpluses in the major Mediterranean products, at a time when Community decision
makers were becoming preoccupied with the problems of overproduction and mounting
budgetary costs arising from the CAP.

4.2 The Structural Funds

Agricultural structures policy began to be shifted away enhancing productivity to
improvements in the quality of, and establishing new markets for, agricultural
products, as well as beginning to develop environment justifications and objectives for
farming support. At the same time it was apparent that the modernisation of the
agriculture of Southern Europe would need to be accompanied by large-scale
investment in the infrastructure, services, and non-agricultural sources of
employment of rural regions. This view informed the major reforms to the Structural
Funds in 1989 and 1993. The new Objective 1 designation was intended to channel
European funding into regional development of the so-called cohesion countries —
Spain, Portugal, Greece and Ireland. It was also recognised that certain agriculturally
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dependent regions within the rest of the Community would need assistance to begin to
diversity their economic base away from uncompetitive farming — the intention of the
new Objective 5b designation. The reforms of the Structural Funds sought to combine
the different funds (the EAGGF, the European Social Fund and European Regional
Development Fund) in regionally targeted and coordinated programmes. As part of this
process there was major expansion of the Guidance Section of EAGGF, most of which
became part of a broader territorial approach to integrated development, with new
partnership and decision-making arrangements for programme management put in

place between the European Commission, Member States, and sub-national actors.

In 1988 the European Commission set out a strategic re-think of its rural policy titled
The Future of Rural Society which stressed the need for an approach that stimulates
development from within. The Commission explained that rural development policy
“must... be geared to local requirements and initiatives, particularly at the level of
small and medium-sized enterprises, and must place particular emphasis on making
the most of local potential”. This does not, the Commission argued, mean “merely
working along existing lines. It means making the most of all the advantages that the
particular rural area has: space and landscape beauty, high-quality agricultural and
forestry products specific to that area, gastronomic specialities, cultural and craft
traditions, architectural and artistic heritage, innovatory ideas, availability of labour,
industries and services already existing, all to be exploited with regional capital and
human resources, with what is lacking in the way of capital and co-ordination,
consultancy and planning services brought in from outside”. This thinking informed
Objective 5b but more particularly the LEADER programme, with its emphasis on
stimulating area-based innovation, community mobilisation and partnership building
and direct funding of local actors.

4.3 The Cork Declaration and Agenda 2000

The mid-1990 saw increasing interest in combining the agricultural structural
measures of the CAP with the partnership approaches to rural development employed
in the Structural Funds. In 1996, Commissioner Fischler convened a conference on
rural development at Cork in Ireland to try to widen popular support for his ideas on
the building on of an ‘integrated rural policy’. Central to the Cork agenda was the
notion that some element of the resources saved from future reductions in agricultural
commodity support should be recycled within rural areas through agri-environment,
agricultural structures and rural development spending. The ‘Cork Declaration’
pointed towards an expanded rural development programme with an emphasis on
including the whole, farmed countryside, rather than focussing on specific
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geographical zones (see Table 2).

The Agenda 2000 reforms of the CAP included such a programme in the form of the

new Rural Development Regulation, hailed as the CAP’s new ‘second pillar’ (see Figure

1). Through this measure, rural development has been swept into the vanguard of

European policy, as part of a policy model to be applied in Central and Eastern

European Countries too as they join the EU. Four main sets of countries inform this

process:

® Firstis adesire to equip economic sectors and individual firms with the capacity to
adapt to the market conditions of an increasingly liberalized system of world trade.

® Second is a view that economic development should be sustainable, especially in
environmental terms.

® Third is the need to switch the weight of agriculture policy from commodity
support to alternatives more acceptable within the World Trade Organisation
talks.

® Fourth is the view that development policies should be flexible and more locally
tailored to meet the diverse needs and conditions in rural areas.

The arrangements for programming and implementing the Rual Development
Regulation represent a new model imported from the operation of Structural Fund
programmes. Each Member State was required to draw up seven year development
plans ‘at the most appropriate geographical level’ for the period 2000-2006 integrating
all rural development, forestry and agri-environment measures. Although the former
measures are optimal, and a very broad-based menu of measures is allowable, the
latter are compulsory with the result that each region has to have an agri-environment
programme in accordance with its specific needs. IN effect, a fragmented set of EU
farm structures, forestry aids and regional adjustment policies has been welded
together, broadened in scope and elevated to a new strategic status.

Thus what constitutes ‘rural development’ in the EU has come to be understood as
those activities eligible for support under the CAP’s new Rural Development Plans and
LEADER across the whole countryside, and the new Structural Fund programmes
largely in designated rural areas. A wide range of institutions in the member states is
influenced by this European mantle, while they retain their own perspectives. They
can draw on a succession of European and more local models of rural development,
creating a rich variety of conceptual and operational preferences.
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Table Cork Declaration
The Main Principles — A Summary

1. ural Preference
Sustainable rural development must be at the top of the EU agenda and become the
fundamental principle that underpins all rural policy.

2. Integrated Approach

Rural policy must encompass within the same legal and policy framework
agriculture, economic diversification, management of natural resources,
environmental enhancement and the promotion of culture, tourism and recreation.
It must apply to all rural are as in the Union and be subject to co-financing
differentiated according to need.

3. Diversification
Support for diversification of economic and social activity must focus on providing
the framework for self-sustaining private and community-based initiatives.

4. Sustainability
Policies should promote rural development which sustain the quality of Europe’s
rural landscapes, including natural resources, biodiversity and cultural identity.

5. Subsidiarity

Rural policy must be as decentralised as possible within a coherent European
framework that ensures partnaership between all the levels concerned (local,
regional, national and European). The emphasis must be on participation and a
‘bottom up’ approach to harness the creativity and support of rural communities.

6. Simplification

Rural policy, especially its agricultural component, needs radical simplification of
legislation to ensure greater coherence, subsidiarity and flexibility, but without a
renationalisation of the CAP.

7. Programming
The implementation of rural policy should be through a single integrated
programme for each region.

8. Finance
Local financial resources must be encouraged to promote rural development, with
improved synergy between public and private funding.

9. Management

The capacity and effectiveness of regional and local government and community
groups must be enhanced, through improved training, technical assistance,
networking and exchange of experience.

10. Evaluation and Research
Monitoring, evaluation and beneficiary assessment will need to be reinforced.
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5. Participation in Rural Development

5.1 The rationale for participation in rural development programmes

The increasing interest in participatory forms of rural development can be seen in the
context of the wider shift in models of development from exogenous approaches.
Previously, development policies — intended to overcome what was seen as the intrinsic
backwardness of rural areas — had focused on improving their physical facilities and
material resources. The emphasis was on investment to restructure and boost
productivity in the primary sector, the financing of infrastructural projects and the
encouragement of inward investment. Places on the receiving end were merely as the
locations in which externally-driven economic forces were played out with little
consideration of the potential for indigenous development (Garafoli, 1991; Amin, 1994).
However, during the 1980s, both academic research and the assumptions underpinning
development policies began to shift as the human and cultural resources of localities
came to be seen as neglected factors in understanding the geography of economic

development in Europe’s rural regions.

As a result, dominant top-down development paradigm has been replaced with a more
bottom-up perspective which focuses on territory, diversity and the optimisation of
local resources (Stor and Taylor, 1981; Rodinelli, 1993). A territorial approach is one
that seeks to enhance the particular strengthens of a rural locality by developing the
potential of local actors - individuals, business, communities and voluntary
organizations — and its cultural and natural assets. It entails recognising and
accommodating the integrity of local areas — the interdependencies and the correlation
between vibrant local cultures and strong local economies (Asby and Midmore, 1996)
has fuelled calls for a more integrated approach to rural policy, one that combines
economic, social and environmental objectives. The approach requires a sensitivity to
the diversity and peculiarities of rural circumstances, rather than a single, universal
notion of ‘the rural’:

Basic dimensions of rurality must be respected such as the small size of
communities, the low density of activities and facilities, the limited capacity of
human and financial resources, the strong social networks and the slower and
less regular pace of change. These dimensions result, in turn, in distinctive
needs from one rural community to another. The most likely place to obtain an
appreciation of these needs is from the rural community itself (Hodge, 1988).

Participation is a central feature of such endogenous development, in terms of both
what it is seeking to achieve and how that is achieved. As a means to an end,
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participation involves harnessing local people’s resources and support as an input into
a programme on the assumption that this will improve its effectiveness and efficiency.
The measures taken are then more likely to address local needs and to be better
adapted to local circumstances, and the external resources applied can better
complement and help mobilise local resources. The efficiency of the participation will
be judged by the material outcomes of the programme. Such promotion of local
participation as a means to achieve developmental goals is often referred to as

community development.

However, participation can also serve as an end in itself, with the overall purpose
being to strengthen the capacity of local people to participate, whether in the economic
or political sphere or both, as the only sure way of overcoming their dependency or
marginality. This involves a fundamental reinterpretation of what development is
about. It is reasoned that

development is not simply a question of undertaking projects, nor of achieving
objectives specified in narrow economic terms. Development is also a process, by
which is meant the creation of social products such as upgraded local leadership,
a culture of enterprise and innovative action, or the enhanced capacity of people
to act in concert, purposefully and effectively so as to cope with the treats and
opportunities they face (Kearney, Boyle and Walsh, 1994).

There is thus an increasing emphasis on the need for ‘capacity-building’ and
organisational support for grassroots action. According to Mannion (1996), two factors
should be taken into account in order to ensure representative local participation and
make operational the bottom-up approach to development. The first is the extent to
which local people have the capacity and skills to contribute to the development of
their own area. The second is the opportunities they are given to express themselves
through meaningful involvement in the development process.

But what do we mean by ‘capacity building'? At its most basic, it means “strengthening
the knowledge, skills and attitudes of people so that they can establish and sustain
their area’s development” (Mannion, 1996). Capacity building therefore includes: the
individuals and groups living in the target area, and the institutions and support them.
Shorthall and Shucksmith (1997,p.5) refer to capacity building as “a gradual and
complex process aimed at upgrading the local physical and human resource bases” — a
type of investment, in other words. For them, the term applies to the capacity of an
entire local population, rather than just individuals, to contribute to local development,
and it can be enhanced through improving skills, encouraging new forms of
organisation, stimulating new form of linkages between groups and public agencies,

107



and by enabling individuals and organizations to be more flexible and adaptable to
changing situations.

Implicitly or explicitly, the promotion of local participation is a challenge to
established structures of political representation and how these are embodied within
government. The implication is that existing structures of functional representation,
usually organised on an indirect, national and sectoral basis, are inadequate to convey
the needs of particular areas or social groups. The promotion of participatory rural
development recognises the requirement for other types of territorially-based
representation to reflect the actual diversity of rural areas.

5.2 Organisational structures for participation

Various organisational structures have been tried for promoting participation in rural
development. The following are the most common.

Animateurs

Animateurs work with communities by providing support and advice to local people,
businesses and groups to enable them to participate in developing projects to meet
local needs. Their role is to help these actors identify key problems and opportunities,
articulate their concerns, and formulate appropriate solutions. Through arousing
enthusiasm and interest, and imparting particular skills and resources, the
participatory practices that animateurs seek to promote can be sustained beyond the
life of an individual project, and thus have longer term benefits for an area.

The Community Network or Forum

A community network or community forum can be established to bring together on a
regular basis a locality's key political, professional and economic leaders, along with
local activists and interest group personnel. The purpose is to exchange information on
the locality’s main social or economic issues and to debate development strategies or
projects to be pursued. The membership should be representative of the area.

Co-operatives and Community Enterprises

Co-operatives and community enterprises involve the more formal co-operation of local
people working together to run practical ventures such as business, community
services, local employment schemes and the like. Co-operatives are de facto non-profit
businesses which draw their capital from local savings, with those local people who
subscribe their capital or labour becoming shareholders. Such arrangements may
require substantial technical, legal and administrative support.
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Rural Development Partnerships

Institutional partnerships are an increasingly common feature of area-based rural
development programmes (OECD, 1990). They bring together agencies and
organisations with responsibilities for an area in order to coordinate their actions. The
thinking is that “a synergistic effect is created by range of bodies working together
which in turn generates more strategic and effective regeneration than if these bodies
acted independently of one anther” (McArthur, 1995, p.63). They may be led by local
authorities or other localised state or quasi-state agencies. Community involvement
can be fostered by means of direct community representation on main partnership
boards or committees or through local animateurs acting as a channel between local
communities and ‘the partnership’.

Tools for Participation
Tools for promoting participation in rural development projects and programmes
include the following:

® Public meetings are a useful way of publicising projects and providing open
debate;

® Adult education and training play a determinant role in the active involvement of
local people, most particularly in the implementation of development projects;

® Village appraisals are self-administered community surveys for local people to
formally identify their common problems and opportunities and the action needed
to tackle them;

® Exhibitions and fairs can be means for bringing projects to public attention and
eliciting popular responses;

® Media and telecommunications provides for widespread and regular
dissemination of information and debate about development projects and

programmes.

6 The Environment and Rural Development

6.1 The rural environment at living space

The European view of the countryside is not just that of a productive space but also
that of a cultural land space and a lived-in rural environment additionally acting as an
amenity of everyday life for the (non-agricultural) majority of the population. This
European view reflects generally high population densities and the interwoven pattern
of rural and more urban land uses. Rural areas are rarely exclusively agricultural
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zones, although profoundly shaped by farming over time, and the contemporary focus
on their role of ‘living spaces’ has strong historical roots. Even so, as European
societies have become more affluent and mobile in recent decades, new non-productive
uses have emerged for rural areas, and the rural environment is increasingly valued
for its own sake as well as a place to live in and for the recreational opportunities it
provides. This is catalysing a deep-seated shift in many rural areas away from an
emphasis on traditional, primary production and towards consumption activities,
including housing, leisure, conservation and various environmental services.
Agriculture is still called up on to ensure supplies of basic foodstuffs but increasingly
it is judged by the quality of the goods and environments is produces.

Environmental issues and concerns can create both constraining factors that inhibit
rural development, but also positive opportunities to be exploited — what is sometimes
referred to as the ‘environmental economy’. Thus, on the hand, the relatively rapid
growth in EU policy measures to protect and enhance the rural environment is
undoubtedly influencing the trajectory of rural development and will continue to do so
in the future. Already, the Birds and Habitats Directives have become an important
influence upon EU funding for rural development, and other environmental
regulations are increasingly being linked to agricultural support policies in general.
The implementation of the Wate Framework Directive is likely to strengthen these
influences in future. One effect of these directives is to curb the negative impact of
agricultural intensification on the rural environment.

On the other hand, for many of the environmental resources associated with rural land
use to be conserved — including water supply, semi-natural habitats, wildlife, the
historic pattern of land settlement and its cultural artifacts, landscapes and open
spaces — the land must be managed and often this entails the continuity of certain
farming practices. In general, across Europe, natural habitats are now rare, and
wildlife depends heavily on semi-natural habitats in every country. Thus the
management of farmland is a critical determinant of the status of a large range of
habitats and the species that they support. For example agricultural habitats support
the largest number of bird species of any category of habitat in Europe, including the
largest number of threatened species.

However, change in primary land use and technology have jeopardised the supply of
these various environmental resources, leading to problems of pollution and the
impoverishment of the landscape and wildlife in some regions and to land
abandonment, flooding, soil erosion and inappropriate management in others. The
progressive degradation in semi-natural and farmed habitats and landscapes is driven
by a combination of intensification and abandonment. Across the EU agricultural
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intensification is the greater problem, but abandonment or dereliction is a problem
also inparts of southern Europe and Scandinavia.

6.2 Agri-environment policy

The response of EU countries has been the rapid growth in the past 10-20 years of the
hybrid field of agri-environment policy which seeks to achieve environmental benefits
through the use of agricultural policy instruments. It is no coincidence that that has
occurred at a time of agricultural trade liberalisation. No longer so obsessed with
boosting domestic food production, policy makers have looked to give greater priority
to the environmental management functions of agriculture, with encouragement both
from environmentalists and farming leaders. As the environmental economists Daniel
Bromley reasons “Given commodity abundance, it is necessary to see agriculture as
primarily a land management activity that provides (and supports) rural livelihoods,
and that happens also produce some marketable commodities”.

Throughout the EU there has been a large increase in the area of land under
agri-environment schemes, and this now accounts for some 10% of CAP payments. In
Austria nearly 80% of farmland now benefits from this measure and even in the UK, at
the lower end of the spectrum, the area of land enrolled increased fifteen fold between
1987 and 1998. Organic farming has enjoyed a boom in many countries in recent years,
partly driven by new markets and partly by support from CAP and national measures.
In Austria about 20,000 farms, nearly 10% of the agricultural area, are now organic,
although growth has leveled off in recent years.

In this way, the conservation of the rural environment is coming to be seen as a new
and more legitimate justification for public support for farming than subsidies for
commoditiy production. The implication is to see the farmer as an environmental
manager and provider of environmental services, as well as (or perhaps instead of) the
role of food producer.

6.3 The focus of rural development: the environment and culture economy

Increasing public concern for the environment both constraints rural development but
also creates new opportunities for forms of development that conserve or enhance the
environment. Increasingly also, the value of the rural environment to the renaissance
of rural areas and regions is emphasized. It is clear that the European countryside has
traditionally relied on farming and forestry as its economic mainstays, but the relative
importance of these industries has declined. Nevertheless, the appeal of much of the
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countryside is strong and this provides potentially new sources of wealth and jobs in
countryside management, tourism, recreation and rural crafts, as well as offering a
potential marketing device and source of inspiration for new products. Not only does
the natural environment provide the basis for new forms of economic activity in
tourism, leisure and various environment services, but also the distinctiveness of local
environments is an important differentiator of local products and places. The
countryside can also be an attractive place to live and relocate or establish new
businesses.

The term ‘environment economy’ is now used to describe this range of activities but is
has been used in different ways. A sector based perspective, whereby the environment
is seen as yet another sector to be exploited for economic purposes, identifies the
following sets of activities:

® an ‘Environment Sector’ (including waste management, land regeneration and
remediation, renewable energy, energy management, environmental management
in industry, clean processes, environmental consultancy, environmental law, air
pollution control, environmental monitoring and instrumentation, noise control

and water and waste water treatment);

® Sustainable ‘Land-based Industries’ (including environmentally beneficial farming,
environmentally beneficial forestry, organics, local and regional foods, energy
crops and biomass);

® Activities which capitalize on a ‘High Quality Environment’ (such as tourism,
leisure, inward investment and quality of life considerration).

The endogenous approach to rural development treats the environment in amore

holistic manner as follows:

® development is organised around ‘local’ territories rather than being confined to
certain economic sectors (such as primary agricultural production);

® the means by which development can be brought about are to be found within the
territory; development becomes a process of identifying and exploiting local

environmental and human resources within the territory;

® the approach requires a multi-dimensional definition of ‘development’ combining

economic, environmental, social and cultural aspects.

112



From this perspective, the means — i.e. human and environmental resources — can also
be understood as being some of the ‘ends’ of development. Local resources, therefore,
including the local environment both enable ant partly define development in any

given area.
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