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CALL FOR ABSTRACTS

The Scientific Committee are pleased to announce the opening of the Call for Abstracts
of the XXIII ESRS Congress to be held in Vaasa, Finland 17-21 August 2009.

If you are interested in presenting a paper at the congress, please decide which Working
Group you would like to be in, and send a title and short abstract (circa 200 words,

max 250 words) to the convenor of that Working Group by March 14, 2009.

Philip Lowe

RE-INVENTING THE RURAL: BETWEEN THE SOCIAL AND THE NATURAL

Rural areas and people in Europe stand at a crossroads, caught between global and local
flows and processes. The ESRS Congress will address this critical moment through the
following five key themes:

Theme 1: Mobilities and stabilities in rural space

1.1 The Changing Face of Rural Areas: Labour Immigration to the Countryside

1.2 Geographic Mobility and its Impacts on Rural Community Structure and Change
1.3 Globalization and Rural Europe: Social Economic and Cultural Impacts

1.4 (Un) Real Rural? - Reinventing Rural Areas in Europe through Environmental
Protection, Nature Conservation and Tourism

1.5 Rural-Urban Relationships: Mobilities and Stabilities of the Rural-Urban Fringe
1.6 Tourism in a Rural Setting: Opportunities and Challenges

1.7 Multifunctional Rural Landscapes: Between the Local and the Global, Between the
Social and the Natural

1.8 Reframing and Reconfiguring Agricultural, Rural and Food Polices
1.9 Regional Differentiation and the Distribution of Rural Welfare

Theme 2: The rural bites back
2.1 Being in the Rural: Affordances, Affects and the 'Nature of Rurality'

2.2 The Global Economic Crisis: Prospects for Business Clusters and Industrial Districts in
Rural Areas

2.3 The New Productivism: Agricultural Responses to Increasing Food and Energy Prices
and Climate Change

2.4 Gendered and Embodied Ruralities
2.5 Governing the Local? Rural Power, Rural Needs and Rural Policy
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Theme 1: Mobilities and Stabilities in Rural Space

Rural areas across Europe are experiencing extensive migration flows. EU
enlargement and the effects of the Single European Market are accelerating the
movement of workers between regions and countries. Small towns and rural areas
are attracting migrant labour, not just the cities. At the same time most rural areas
continue to lose many of their young people as they move to the cities for higher
education and employment. Much of the periphery of Europe ¢ southern Europe,
Scandinavia, eastern-Europe ¢ continues to experience net rural depopulation: the
outmigration of the young, the educated and the economically active leaving
behind declining and ageing communities. Other areas are experiencing
counterurbanisation as affluent middle-class people move in, in search of the rural
W322R fAFTSQOP urigsadion, depabNakios and cBufterdrdandsation
are differentially transforming the social structure and culture of rural areas. The
complexity of flows and contexts produces different local patterns and outcomes:
ranging from prosperous, buoyant places afflicted by shortages of affordable
housing and access to key services such as schools and elderly care: to ageing and
debilitated communities reliant on external support and transfers. To the
local/newcomer dynamic may be added age-related, ethnic, class and
permanent/temporary residence divides. What are the effects on social cohesion?
What social risks and opportunities does migration bring, for the migrants, their
FILYATfASE 06K2 R2 y20 Fftgleéea Y20S0 |
FYROMYNYIQ NBEIA2yaK 126 R2 RAFTFSNBY
Europe respond to the challenges of migration? Do communities and welfare
services show different capacities to cope with and benefit from migration flows?
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Working Group 1.1
The Changing Face of Rural Areas: Labour Immigration to the Countryside

Convenors:
Charalambos Kasimis, Agricultural University of Athens, kasimis@aua.gr
Apostolos G. Papadopoulos, Harokopio University of Athens, apospapa@hua.gr

Mary Cawley, National University of Ireland, Galway, mary.cawley@nuigalway.ie

In many countries, and particularly in the developed world, rural labour immigration
has become a new characteristic of contemporary migratory flows, with far-reaching
implications for demography, society, culture and economy over extensive areas. A
growing body of research relating to Europe, North America and Australia reveals
distinctive components within the immigrant stream. International labour
immigration is well established in areas of southern Europe, where intensive
cultivation remains important, and is a growing trend in the horticultural and related
sectors in northern and Western Europe. Beyond agriculture, with the diversification
of rural economies, migrants are finding employment in other sectors, including
tourism and other rural services. Many migrants come from outside the EU as well as
from the newer member states and there are emerging issues relating to ethnicity,
cultural adaptation and social integration, dependent in part on whether migration is
seasonal, temporary or longer term.

This Working Group seeks to achieve a better understanding of the structure, cause
and impacts of contemporary forms of international, work-oriented migration to the
rural economy and countryside. Papers are invited under four thematic headings: (i)
the demographic impacts of rural immigration; (ii) the implications for the rural
economy and countryside of rural labour immigration; (iii) the impacts on the
YAINryilaQ 2NAIAYLE &a20AS0eT YR 6AQ
welfare policies.

Papers that present theoretical readings on these phenomena, as well as the findings
of empirical research, are welcomed.
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Working Group 1.2
Geographic Mobility and its Impacts on Rural Community Structure and Change

Convenors:

David L. Brown, Cornell University, dlbl7@cornell.edu

Tony Champion, Newcastle University (CURDS), tony.champion@ncl.ac.uk
Jane Atterton, Newcastle University (CRE), jane.atterton@ncl.ac.uk

This working group will include research on trends and causes of geographic mobility and
research on how such mobility affects rural communities. We plan to include the full range
of types of geographic mobility such as interregional and urban-rural population
redistribution; international migration destined for or originating in rural communities and
regions, inter-area job commuting, as well as temporary and seasonal forms of labour
migration. Regarding the community impacts of these forms of geographic mobility, we
include a broad range of economic, social, environmental and demographic outcomes. Our
preference is to focus on current and evolving trends of geographic mobility, and to examine
community-level impacts that are of particular salience to current policy discussions such as
social welfare policy, carbon footprints, resource usage and management, civic engagement,
local economic development and entrepreneurship, and social inclusion and exclusion.
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Working Group 1.3
Globalization and Rural Europe: Social, Economic and Cultural Impacts

Convenors:

Michael Woods, Aberystwyth University m.woods@aber.ac.uk

Birte Nienaber, Universitat des Saarlandes b.nienaber@mx.uni-saarland.de

John McDonagh, National University of Ireland, Galway john.mcdonagh@nuigalway.ie

The influence of globalization in shaping the structural characteristics of rural localities and

the lives of the people that live in them is now pervasive across Europe, although the

impacts are not necessarily homogenous. The challenges presented by globalization have

0SSy NBO23ayAT SR 6& GKS 9dz2NRLISIY | VIARSYW RI&E Zaidl
and in a rural context the Agriculture and Rural Development Commissioner, Mariann
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have at present only a limited evidence base for examining how globalization processes work

in practice to transform rural localities; how the impact of globalization varies spatially

between rural regions and localities; and how rural localities develop the capacity to respond

to the challenges and opportunities of globalization.

The working group will draw together evidence from different regions across Europe to
stimulate a discussion around these questions. The working group defines globalization in
broad terms, as a hybrid phenomenon comprising diverse social, economic, cultural and
political processes. As such, papers are invited that address globalization impacts around a
variety of themes, including but not restricted to:

1 Economic processes, including the globalization of trade, the actions of transnational
corporations, and the adoption of adjustment strategies including deregulation and
liberalization.

1 Social processes, including patterns associated with the globalization of mobility such
as international labour migration, transnational counterurbanization, foreign
property purchases, and globalized tourism.

1 Cultural globalization processes, including the repackaging of rural commodities and
cultures for globalized consumption, and the impact of the globalization of values on
animal welfare and environmental management issues.

¢CKS g2NJAy3 3INRBdzL) Aa fAY{1SR (42 Iy 9! CNIYSg2
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research will be presented in the working group by members of the consortium, but wider

contributions are invited and encouraged to position the research in a broader context and

develop collaborative engagement around its themes. It is intended that the working group

will be followed-up by a second working group at the 2011 ESRS Congress focused on

responses to globalization in rural development policy and practice
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Working Group 1.4

(Un) Real Rural? - Reinventing Rural Areas in Europe through Environmental Protection,
Nature Conservation and Tourism

Convenors:

Elisabete Figueiredo, Social, Legal and Political Sciences Department, University of Aveiro.
elisa@ua.pt

Antonio Raschi, National Research Council ¢ Institute of Biometeorology (CNR ¢ IBIMET).
a.raschi@ibimet.cnr.it

In recent decades the role and meaning of rural areas have changed dramatically within
European societies. Rural areas are increasingly seen, both from the political and social
perspectives, as multifunctional spaces in which agricultural production is combined with a
variety of other functions, such as environmental protection, nature conservation, landscape
maintenance and cultural preservation, and other activities, such as leisure and recreation.
Indeed the promotion of tourism and leisure activities, strongly linked to environment,
nature and cultural heritage, is often seen as the panacea for the social and economic
problems many rural areas face. However, the effects of these new roles for rural areas are
poorly understood. The few studies of local impacts suggest that expectations have not been
fully realised. On the one hand, the connection between tourism activities and local contexts
has often proved to be fainter than expected, any of the impetus provided being limited to a
few sectors and unable to revitalize traditional activities. On the other hand, environmental
and nature protection are often seen by local inhabitants as constraints on both their daily
activities and economic development itself, through the regulations imposed on local
communities. Moreover, tourism activities and environmental protection measures can
transform the physiognomy of places, in conformity more with urban constructs than local
values and needs. The reinvention of rural areas can thus have profound effects on local
realities and identities, with consequences for local traditions, cultural identities, social
values, skills, biodiversity, farming, etc. In this sense, this may be seen as a struggle between
real and unreal ruralities. It is to be expected though that the impacts will differ between
locations according to the distinct characteristics of local tourism, recreation and leisure
activities and the prevailing environmental protection measures.

The main aims of the working group are then to:

1. Analyse the different processes of reinventing the rural, either through rural tourism,
leisure and recreational activities or through environmental protection, nature
conservation and cultural heritage measures and regulations;

2. LRSyiGATe GKS AYLIOGa YR STFFSOGa 2F GKS
reality and for local development opportunities;

3. Discuss the role of public policies and measures in the reinvention of the rural.

Papers are invited that offer both conceptual reflections on the topic as well as empirically
derived insights.
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Working Group 1.5
Rural-Urban Relationships: Mobilities and Stabilities of the Rural-Urban Fringe

Convenor:
Marie Mahon, National University of Ireland, Galway. marie.mahon@nuigalway.ie

Urbanisation has been described as the dominant economic and social process of our time.
However, there is also a wealth of evidence suggesting that the attractions of the rural
continue to hold strong for individuals. Some of this is seen through counterurbanising
trends. For many others, the desire is to enjoy the best of both urban and rural worlds. The
reality of urban-centred functions, principally employment, means that for many, this rural-
urban ideal is realised through residential choice in the rural-urban fringe. For others, the
growth of extensive and affordable residential development in the fringe has made the
choice of fringe locations an economically-driven decision. For yet others, the fringe
represents a functional space for activities such as agriculture, tourism, recreation, or waste
management. Fringe spaces have been described by Gallent et al. (2006) as 'a dynamic area
where a range of urban uses...collide with rural uses' (p.xv), and Hoggart (2005) suggests
that an understanding of processes of change in fringe locations can tell us much about the
nature of change in both the urban and rural environments. However, the evolving
relationships between these spaces are not well understood.

The consequences - physical, social, economicorcultural -2 ¥ dzNB | Yy WO2 y & dzY LJ( A 2
rural in the fringe are also unclear. Many argue that rural-urban divisions are blurring, whilst
others point to strong divisions that remain. What are the implications for communities in
the fringe, and for the formation of local identities? Is the fringe in reality a fragmented
social landscape? How pertinent are issues such as loss of agricultural land, or changes in
land use? What is the relationship of farmers with an increasing population of urban
neighbours? Does it present threats, or can it create new opportunities? Can it open up
new forms of understanding between urban and rural dwellers about differing perceptions
of rurality? Can 'overconsumption' of the rural aspects of the fringe, through poor planning
or overdevelopment, remove the very characteristics that have made it unique and desirable
in the first instance? Is there, as Gallent suggests, a tendency to 'fetishise' the rural aspects
of the fringe, to the exclusion of urban, and possibly desirable dimensions which may also
contribute to quality of life? Is it useful to conceptualise the fringe as a unique,
'multifunctional' landscape, or is it in reality a 'non-place' (Auge, 1995), on an inevitable path
to urbanisation?

Abstracts are invited which explore, but are not limited to, the following themes:

Conceptualising the spaces of the fringe

W/ 2yadzYLIiA2yQ 2F (GKS WNHzNI £ Q | &LJS
Planning and development of the fringe

Contested governance of the fringe

WCSGAAKAAAYIQ GKS NUzNI f Ay GKS FNARAy3AS
The form of agriculture in the fringe

Demography, community, dwelling and identity in the fringe
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Working Group 1.6
Tourism in a Rural Setting: Opportunities and Challenges

Convenors:

Dr Alenka Verbole alenka.verbole@gmail.com
Dr Marit S. Haugen marit.haugen@rural.no

Dr Martin Rgnningen martin.ronningen@hil.no

Tourism has been a factor shaping the European countryside for at least two centuries. Since
the beginning of the 1990s rural tourism has experienced a renaissance and has come to
play an even more central role in the formation of rural areas. Through various
transformations, the countryside is evolving into a place for leisure and tourism, based on its
natural and man-made amenities and cultural heritage.

Distinctive features of local communities, landscapes, culture and people are targeted as
assets within the increasing tourism business. Rural tourism, promoted and supported by
government policy, is part of the shift in the economic base of many rural societies. It might
promote employment, vitality and sustainability of rural communities, but might also
represent conflicting interests and challenges. Rural tourism, as part of increasing mobility,
has a potential to transform not only the economic but also the social and cultural fabric of
rural areas. This working group seeks to address the challenges, opportunities and
consequences that arise.

Papers are invited exploring from a conceptual or empirical perspective different dimensions
of rural tourism within the context of rural development, covering topics such as:

the rural idyll and rural tourism development

rural tourism as a mean to re-invent the rural

organisation, innovation and entrepreneurship within rural tourism
development patterns and impacts of tourism in rural areas

analysis of policy and regulations promoting or hindering rural tourism
development

tourist and hosts, their roles, motivations and experiences

o socio-cultural, environmental and economic impacts of rural tourism

O O O o o
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Working Group 1.7

Multifunctional Rural Landscapes: Between the Local and the Global, Between the Social
and the Natural

Convenors:

Thanasis Kizos, University of the Aegean akizos@aegean.gr (contact person)
Lone.S.Kristensen

Anne Gravsholt Busck
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exclusively on productive functions. While such functions still are important for many parts

of rural Europe, other functions are gaining importance: ecological, environmental, leisure,

dwelling services, etc. These transitions and the changing relationships they imply are

encapsulated in the concept of landscape. Landscapes are multifunctional by definition: they

are more than just shapes and morphological features of the surface of the earth, more than

habitats, more than images, more than cultural signs. They are the interfaces where the

social and the natural interact and a space where the global and the local meet.

This Working Group aims to encourage interchange of theories, concepts and
methodological approaches in defining, describing, analyzing, understanding and unravelling
the multifunctional nature of rural landscapes from different disciplines. Within this
framework we welcome papers that focus on:

- Identification of new landscape patterns and new relationships between man and
nature as a results of the introduction of new functions;

1. The rural landscape and its functions between the local and the global, including

conflicting values, attitudes and worldviews;

The social and the natural in the rural landscape;

Policy challenges for the multifunctional rural landscape;

Wt NEPGSOGSRQ I yRaOlFILISax adzadlAylroAftAGeE |y
Landscape character and identity as drivers of rural development.

vk wnN

Participants will be asked to discuss a paper from another participant. Therefore drafts of

the presentations and/or papers will be distributed to the members of the WG prior to the
LINBaSyidlriArzyad ¢KRESMS®IR Ddza yWOK WRa @InlWS LINE @€
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opportunities will be investigated for the papers of this WG as well.
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Working Group 1.8
Reframing and Reconfiguring Agricultural, Rural and Food Policies

Convenors:

Peter H. Feindt, Cardiff University FeindtP@cardiff.ac.uk

Alan Greer, University of the West of England alan.greer@uwe.ac.uk
Hilkka Vihinen, MTT, Helsinki hilkka.vihinen@mtt.fi

Since the beginning of the 21st century, agricultural, rural and food policies globally have
experienced a dramatic shift of context. While the world entered the decade in a period of
low prices and abundant supplies, with policy concerns focused on environmental concerns
and rural viability, the past three years have witnessed a tidal change in both context and
priorities. Triggered by dietary shifts in countries such as China and India, and by increasing
demand for energy, rising food and oil prices have squeezed consumers and animal
producers alike. Plant production prices have climbed, and agro-environmental programmes
have lost competitiveness. 2008 landmark policy documents, including the US Farm Bill, the
CAP Health Check, and statements on the food crisis by international bodies like FAO, OECD
and G-8, give a clear signal that policies are fundamentally beingre-F N} YSR® CI NY SNA Q
incomes are no longer the primary concern; rather the focus has switched to the
contribution that agriculture can make to food security, climate change mitigation and
adaptation, biodiversity conservation, energy production, food safety and public health.

We invite papers that provide theoretical and/or empirical perspectives on all aspects of
reframing and reconfiguring agricultural, rural and food policies:

1. Processes: We welcome contributions that explore processes of re-framing, issue re-
/emergence, agenda-setting and paradigm shifts; that analyse the role of advocacy
coalitions, traditional producer networks and epistemic communities; or address the
role of focussing events and discursive shifts.

2. Actors and networks: here we welcome papers that explore the relevant actor
constellations and networks and the blurring boundaries with other policy areas,
processes of coalition building, issue spill-over, the role of reconfigured issue
networks and policy communities, cooperation between actors from different sectors
(private, public, societal) and their power potential.

3. Governance and policies: How have policies and regulations been changing? Is there
evidence for more state-directed policies? Are new combinations of market and
regulation emerging (e.g. biofuel obligation policies)? Are innovative policy tools
emerging, and how are they related to old and new policy targets? Is a rebalancing of
subsidies, regulation, incentives and markets under way? Are subsidies more closely
bound to objectives? What are the emerging rationales behind policy shifts?

We especially welcome papers that address the big picture: Are high prices an opportunity
for a neo-liberal recalibration of food and agriculture policies? Are we witnessing a trajectory
towards a new mode of governance? Are current developments the end of the notion of
agriculture policy as we knew it, or do we face a re-emergence of agricultural productivism?

11
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Working Group 1.9
Regional Differentiation and the Distribution of Rural Welfare

Convenors:

Tiina Silvasti, University of Helsinki, tiina.silvasti@helsinki.fi (contact person)
Sakari Hanninen

Paul Milbourne

Regional differentiation is, paradoxically, deepening in rural Europe in circumstances of
European integration. In fact, differentiation and integration cannot be understood as
opposites but rather as two sides of the same process, which includes both centrifugal and
centripetal forces working on regions in different ways. At the EU-level, member countries
and the Commission are cooperating on a common model for regional development, that
takes into account regional structure. The basic idea builds on polycentric urban networks
arguing that rural regions are best managed by augmenting the interaction between cities
YR GKS O2dzyiNBEAARS® ¢KAA {AYR 2F af202Y20A0
circumstances of remote countryside, where towns and centres are small and far apart. On
the other hand, new opportunities and facilities have been recognized in rural areas near
cities but they need not be confined to these rural regions alone.

This kind of socio-economic dynamics of regional differentiation has significant
consequences for the affordance and distribution of welfare across regions and population
segments especially since the restructuring of welfare regimes may promote rather than
check this development. In this context, such problematic transformation of economic,
demographic, occupation and opportunity structures, and their social, cultural and political
consequences in rural regions, is notable. These and similar topics may be approached from
different perspectives which can further shed light on more specific issues about housing
and living conditions, transport and communication facilities, services, even cultural
traditions and modes of living. The making sense of reasons behind and consequences of the
distribution and redistribution of welfare in the rural regions may e.g. address questions of
equality and justice, generation and gender, rootedness and mobility, globality and locality,
participation and policy, indigenous people and immigrants.

This workshop invites papers from different disciplines that address the aforementioned
themes of regional differentiation and welfare in rural Europe. We would welcome papers
based on empirical or theoretical studies, quantitative or qualitative approaches, and
comparative or case-study approaches.

Proposals for papers should be directed to Tiina Silvasti (tiina.silvasti@helsinki.fi).
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Theme 2: The Rural Bites Back

Much of the literature on the rural presents it as passive space without agency, and even
then in decline or retreat. But the rural has power, both as a constituency and as a point of
contradiction. While rural power, in the form of some traditional constituencies (e.g.
FILNYSNBEQ dzy A 2y auluralPdi&, agricitdryl 2esarch imstitditiéhs, the rural
working class) may be in relative decline, the power of the rural recurringly reasserts itself.
Issues to do with food production and with rural environmental protection preoccupy public
debate and popular concern. The rural is also the source of a great deal of chaos and
disorder, including occasional outbreaks of flooding, animal diseases, and food scares. More
recently, the power of the rural has been demonstrated in the market place in huge hikes in
commodity prices, dramatic increases in rural land values and food riots around the world.
These recent expressions of the power of the rural provide new opportunities to re-assert or
redefine rural power. For example, there has been the re-emergence of concerns about food
aSOdzZNAGE YR RSYFYyRa FT2N I WySg -bdd@ BdzO|
more broadly the bio-economy. What have rural academics (whose power may be waxing or
waning) to say about this rural resurgence?

2.1 | Being in the Rural: Affordances, Affects and the 'Nature of Rurality' 14
2.2 | The Global Economic Crisis: Prospects for Business Clusters and Industrial

Districts in Rural Areas 16
2.3 | The New Productivism: Agricultural Responses to Increasing Food and Energy

Prices and Climate Change 17
2.4 | Gendered and Embodied Ruralities 19
2.5 | Governing the Local? Rural Power, Rural Needs and Rural Policy 20
2.6 | Conventionalisation? Organic Farmers Bite Back! 21
2.7 | Beyond the boundaries - Exploring the Rural in Contested Contexts 22
2.8 | Local Food Networks, Power and Sustainability 24
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Working Group 2.1
SAY3 Ay (GKS wdzNFfY ! FTF2NRINGSE® QO FFSOGaAa | yR

Convenors:

Dr Keith Halfacree, Swansea University, k.h.halfacree@swansea.ac.uk

Dr Maria Jesus Rivera Escribano, Instituto de Estudios Sociales Avanzados IESA-CSIC,
Cérdoba, mjrivera@iesa.csic.es

This Working Group seeks to explore some of the powers that the rural reasserts, seemingly
NEOdzNNAYy It & 6KSYy Al WoA(SE 16skeBioQelinabd) A & SE LIS
a2YS 2F GKS (ueyasi dzNFB| y22¥6 ENIRNGAfyA KSNB GKS OSy il
between the rural and nature. Itis inspired by at least two sets of conceptual ideas. First,

the kinaesthetic action-centred theory of affordances, primarily associated with James

DA O a2y Qentd psydhbldER 3fgues for an active moment within the otherwise

commonsense passive surfaces of the environment. It seeks to transcend the dualism that

suggests that the physical environment either somehow dictates behaviour C as in

environmental determinism ¢ or is in contrast just a set of inert things. For Gibson, the

visual information that we continuously receive from the environment should not be seen as

a sequence of static projections that the brain subsequently takes and processes when

deciding behaviour. Instead, this information is more creative, as meaning is to be had

within the relation between the person and the environment. ¢ KS &S WYSFyAy3 27F |
FOGA2YQ INB GKS FTF2NRIFIyOSa 2F 2o02Stonmdad {SO2
takes us to the now popular social science concept, again heavily rooted in psychology, of

affect. This refers, broadly, to the feelings, emotions and even actions brought about

through engagement with the materiality of the world. Crucially, though, as with

affordances, it is important not to see any one way relation between the environment and

action but as something that emerges from the embodied action.

Thinking affectively about rurality and its affordances takes one away from a discursive

idel f AaY GKIG O2yOSyiGNI GSa 2y (KS inbtéahNd £ Q& S E LI
encourages us to refocus on what it is like to live or experience the rural and to take the

NHzNJ £ Qa 24y F2NOSa aSNA2dzAf-i-therird THERBanFNRY A S
area that has yet to be developed significantly, in part reflecting the predominance of
NEBLINBaSYGl A2y AadadzSa oAGKAY -MateNdlistprosdtidzRA S & Q
bias, and also, of course, the understandable fear of espousing some form of environmental

determinism. However, it seems very clear to us that the sensual manifestation of the rural

world, notably its sights, smells and feelings, but also its commonplace sense of the mystical

and unexplained merit direct research scrutiny. Some key questions that the Working Group

might seek to address, therefore, include:

o What does the rural provide in terms of affects/affordances to those encountering it
through a wide range of different actions (residential migration, leisure, work,
contemplation, etc.)?

o 12 ¢Sttt INBE GKS NUz2NI fQa FFFSOUADSKkEF FF2NR
representations?
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o What is the connection between these affects/affordances and the strongly (rurally)
representationally spatialised idea of Wy I (i dzNB Q K
o More fundamentally, can we see inherently rural affects/affordances at all, or are
0KSaS 2yte O2yiGaAay3aSyidfte F2dzyR Ay WNHzNI f Q
o To what extent are rural affects/affordances socialised beyond the individual into, for
example, the institutional forms of contemporary society (migration patterns, rural
governance structures, planning rationales, etc.)?

Noting the wide range of encounters between the rural and the individual, to what extent,
how, and why do formally seemingly similar encounters engender differing experiences of
the rural (memories, previous experiences, etc.), and vice-versa?
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The Global Economic Crisis: Prospects for Business Clusters and Industrial Districts in Rural
Areas

Convenors:
Age Mariusen, NIFUSTEP, Oslo/Abo Akademi University agemariussen@yahoo.com
Seija Virkkala, University of Vaasa seija.virkkala@uwasa.fi

Ever since Beccatinis path-breaking article in 1979, industrial districts growing out of
agricultural areas has been extensively studied. The industrial districts of Emilia Romagna,
California, and elsewhere which caught the attention of researchers in the late 1980s and
early 1990s emerged at a time when the core of the global economy, USA, was caught in
stagflation, following the oil crises of the early 1970s, and the economically devastating
results of the war in Vietnam. The solution at that time was seen in indigenous, bottom up
development. During the past two decades, the mainstream US and European economies
have regained their momentum and this has somewhat overshadowed the diversification of
rural economies. However, since 2007 the centres of the global economy have been
engulfed by a deepening economic crisis. This could very well become a scenario where
locally or regionally based abilities to orchestrate bottom up economic growth will again be
on the agenda. If so, the competitive advantages of rural areas may again come to the
forefront of attention. The working group therefore poses the question: what are the
prospects for old and new business clusters and industrial districts in rural areas?

The working group looks for papers which:

1. Analyse how existing or emerging clusters of manufacturing or service industries, or
other types of industrial districts are evolving in predominantly rural areas. This could
for instance be in food processing, wood processing, textiles, design, mechanical or
metal industries, construction, engineering, tourism, or any other services and
sectors.

2. Examine the relation between these existing or emerging rural clusters/ districts and
the global economic crisis.

3. Relate these emerging phenomena to the classical theory of industrial districts.

Highlight methods of how to support these developments, and

5. Share experiences of how policy-actors and institutions in different European
countries could learn from each other and transfer good practices, models or
methods supporting rural cluster development.

b
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Working Group 2.3

The New Productivism: Agricultural Responses to Increasing Food and Energy Prices and
Climate Change

Convenors:

Reidar Almas, Centre for Rural Research, Norway reidar.almas@rural.no

Hilde Bjgrkhaug, Centre for Rural Research, Norway hilde.bjorkhaug@rural.no
Katrina Rgnningen, Centre for Rural Research, Norway katrina.ronningen@rural.no

In the late-1980s and 1990s a common view was emerging amongst farmers, policy-makers
and academics in Europe that a new world agricultural order was upon us. The post-war

WLINE RdzZOGA @A &G &SI NERQ | LILISI NBagicultu?e switded2 S NI |

from under-supply to over-supply, and public sentiment from food security and prices to
environment, animal welfare and health. European governments reacted by partly de-
coupling the link between production and subsidies and promoting alternative income
sources often oriented towards the consumption of the countryside. Although characterised

A W oA >

4 WO2YyF2NX¥AY3 208N SYY¥SRBSRTYS20SNYI yoOSQ

this turn has been of significance both politically, ideologically and practically, and also with
some environmental benefits. Multifunctionality has been an important consideration in

2 ¢h FANROMzZ GdzNIF f yS3I20AFGA2yas +FyR S@Sy
LINPGSOGA2YAAYQ o0t 2 iédesiNiedagfifnviroaNdy dSograntmas ofH 0
their own (Robinson 2008). However, the past two years have introduced some serious
doubts (Almas 2008). Rising income in countries like India and China has increased demand

for food. Increasingly pessimistic predictions from the IPCC (2007) concerning the impact of
global warming on agriculture, coupled with major climate change events, have led to doubt
about the capability of the current agricultural system to provide a reliable supply of food in
the future. Further, attempts to promote biofuels have seen huge areas of grain producing
land converted to crops for fuel production. Food market speculation is another factor

pushing up commodity prices.

In response to these developments, do agricultural policies need to regain a strengthened
production focus? Can the rural bite back by reasserting its importance for primary
production? If so, is a neo-productivist regime emerging? Or is the concept not adequate to
describe the changes taking place? Do these changes amount to the advent of a new
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WoA2S02y2Y@QK /Iy FIENNVSNE YI{1S | fAGAYy3a ANRS

pharmaceutical production? Are we seeing a new technological imperative in agriculture?
How do responses differ between countries and between different agricultural policy
regimes? What are the consequences for rural, environmental and socio-cultural
sustainability? What are the implications for rural diversification strategies and for the
inclusion of previously excluded social groups (such as women) that they have encouraged?
Is there a decisive shift in the balance of power occurring in rural areas between production,
consumption and environmental interests? And does the new focus on climate, food and
energy production challenge conceptualisations and (theoretical) approaches within rural
studies, or is what we are seeing only a confirmation of the driving forces of capitalism,
productivism and neoliberalism? The working group welcomes papers which describe,
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explore and discuss impacts of the new situation for rural societies, social groups and for
rural studies.

References:

Almas, R. 2008: Norsk landbruk i eit generasjonsperspektiv (Norwegian agriculture in a
generation perspective). In Almas, R. M.S.Haugen, J.F. Rye and M. Villa, 2008. Den nye
bygda. Tapir Academic Publishers. Trondheim.

Potter, C. and Burney, J. 2002. Agricultural multifunctionality in the WTO ¢ legitimate non-
trade concern or disguised protectionism? Journal of Rural Studies 18, 35-47.

Tilzey, M. and Potter, C. 2008: Productivism versus post-productivism? Modes of agri-
environmental governance in post-fordist agricultural transitions. In Robinson, G. (ed.)
Sustainable Rural Systems. Sustainable agriculture and rural communities. 41-63 Ashgate
Robinson, G. (ed.) 2008: Sustainable Rural Systems. Sustainable agriculture and rural
communities. Ashgate
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Working Group 2.4
Gendered and Embodied Ruralities

Convenors:

Lia Bryant University of South Australia, Lia.Bryant@unisa.edu.au
Barbara Pini Curtin University of Technology B.Pini@curtin.edu.au
Berit Brandth Norwegian University of Science and Technology

Examining embodiment allows a fuller exploration of gendered rural power relations and
gendered rural space that is discursively represented and also experienced, performed and
practised as sensory. In the context of the rural as an active space the concept of
embodiment draws attention to our positive engagement in rural spaces through enjoyment
of food, wine, nature and landscape as well embodied recreational pursuits. The rural is also
consumed and used as a space for relaxation and rejuvenation. Exploring gendered and
embodied ruralities also allows for investigation of diverse and gendered rural bodies and
their positive leadership, interaction and engagement in developing the countryside
including for example, Indigenous spiritual, healing and embodied relationships to the land,
ethnicities and ways of performing embodiment in rural spaces and consumption of the
countryside through and by younger and ageing bodies. The key aim of this session is to
explore the way in which the rural is lived and empowered through gendered and embodied
performance, interaction and experience whether it be via spirituality, religion, belonging,
participation in paid or unpaid work or physical acts like fishing, hunting, dance, eating,
festivals and other forms of recreation.
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Working Group 2.5
Governing the Local? Rural Power, Rural Needs and RuralPolicy

Convenors:

Emanuela Bozzini, Universitiy of Trento

Petra Derkzen, Wageningen University,

Imre Kovach, Institute for Political Sciences, Budapest, ikovach@mtapti.hu (contact person)
Eva Kucerova; The Czech University of Life Sciences, Prague

Rural power is under transformation. The decline of the agricultural sector has been
paralleled by the emergence of new ways of farming and of consumption, of alternative uses
of natural resources and multifunctionality. Increasingly, rural territories become
institutionalized in multi-level governance structures, not least through the EU Rural
Development policy. Taken together, such processes are contributing to the opening up of
new sites and opportunities for the resurgence of rural spaces.

In this workshop we aim at putting together scholars with an interest in assessing actors,
processes and forms of knowledge driving changes in rural power. We are calling for
theoretical and empirical papers on the following main themes:

1. to identify key actors of rural resurgence and their roles in political and social
networks, development projects and activities on community and civil society level.

2. to find what moves and motivates the local people to contribute to the definition of
priorities for rural development. To find out how needs are articulated, transformed
and defined in local, national and supranational political arenas.

3. to explore new forms and conditions of institutionalized engagement in political
processes, resource allocation, and development projects, in shaping the conditions
of community participation and empowerment.

to analyze forms of knowledge and knowledge use in the definition of rural needs and in

shaping common understanding of policy beliefs, preference and interests in rural
development.
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Working Group 2.6
Conventionalisation? Organic Farmers Bite Back!

Convenors:

Julien Blanc, Museum National d’Histoire Naturelle, France jblanc@mnhn.fr

Ika Darnhofer, BOKU Univ. of Natural Resources and Applied Life Sciences, Austria
ika.darnhofer@boku.ac.at

Stéphane Bellon, INRA SAD Ecodevelopment Unit, France bellon@avignon.inra.fr

The development trends within organic farming (OF) and especially the thesis of
conventionalisation have been debated for over ten years, yielding various viewpoints and
empirical evidence to support them. Most authors contributing to this debate report that in
many countries a number of certified organic farms display a range of practices closely
resembling those on conventional farms. Although conventionalisation has so far not been
identified as the dominant trend in organic farming, does it represent a threat for OF
development? Among others, would it compromise OF ability to implement ecologically
sound farming practices and to fulfil the expectations as to its contribution to rural
development?

¢2 02dzy iSNI OG GKA&a GKNBIFIGZ YR adNBy3aGuGKSy 2N
debate must move beyond its focus on the bifurcation between artisanal and
conventionalised organic actors, in order to understand better the complexity and propose
more reliable descriptors of conventionalisation processes.

This working group seeks to assess the implication of these developments for rural areas and
identify the range ofoptiz Y& dza SR o0& 2NHFYAO TFTIFNXYSNBR (G2 FAI
farming, fight against a reductionist understanding of organic farming limiting it to the legal
requirements. It gives continuity to the debate started at previous ESRS and IRSA meetings.
It invites contributions from scholars, and from post-graduate students and academics
engaged with the movement. In doing so we aim to concentrate on three major areas of
debate:

The perception of organic farmers: Some fear that organic farming might loose its identity
and become little more than a production method or a product, thereby loosing the holistic
concept embodied in its principles. How does the increasing number of actors in the organic
sector affect the self-identity and self-perception of organic farmers? More generally, how
different views among stakeholders affect the dynamics of the organic movement?

The organic practicesY ! f 1 K2dzZAK WO2y @Sy A2yl tAal A2y Q A&
criteria that can be used to assess what is or is not conventionalisation, much less the degree
of conventionalisation. Can criteria, indicators or assessment methods be identified? What
examples are there that best illustrate social and production practices that fulfil legal
requirements but are in stark contrast with organic principles?

Future options: New regulations and incentives at various scales tend to redefine the roles of
organic farming and its contribution to rural development. Would they open new avenues to
extend organic food and farming in alternative patterns? How would they participate in
designing others options beyond bifurcation? Which way forwards can be identified? How
can organic farming keep its distinct identity yet be able to adapt to change and integrate
new opportunities?

21


mailto:jblanc@mnhn.fr
mailto:ika.darnhofer@boku.ac.at
mailto:bellon@avignon.inra.fr

www.esrs2009.fi

Working Group 2.7
Beyond the Boundaries - Exploring the Rural in Contested Contexts

Convenors: Sisko Telinkangas,University of Tampere, sisko.telinkangas@luukku.com
Charles Geisler, Cornell University

Marginality can be understood as being outside of both spatial and social relationships.

Stereotypic definitions may contain either idealisation, or they may add negative value to

0K2aS ftAGAY3I FIENI I gl & FNRY LJ2LIzSIQiPA 2 y NBY2 i 65
village can have a low tolerance for social difference or spatial heterogeneity. Different

people can be excluded at different times and in different social circumstances. Inclusions

and exclusions may be rooted in particular histories, or they might be a localised account of

the issues. Is the increase in tolerance only a fallacy and being a citizen of a welfare state the

standard way to be? Should marginality be seen as a state of possibility, and not only as a

state of deprivation? Is marginalisation a power play that justifies inequality and a
RAAI RGIyYydlF3aISR aidlddza 2NJ NPoa a20KSNBRé 2F GKS

CKA& 22NJAy3 DNRdzL) ¢6Aff SEFYAYS (KS 02y O0SLiia
critical eye. The research methods that are normally used may fail to get to grips with the

complexities of the remote countryside, multi-problem communities or marginal groups and

individuals in the countryside. What are the significant characteristics of the studied

communities? How do they influence the character of the research of those communities?

Following from this, we can question the role of the research methods. Marginality also

varies according to the understanding and the perceptive abilities and comprehension

between the observer and the person observed.

The Working Group will concern itself with those areas of rural entrepreneurial activity
GKAOK NB LISNOSAGSR |a W2U0KSNDX Ay (KL G
boundaries of entrepreneurship and rural research. Entrepreneurship at and beyond the
margins gives scope for entrepreneurial behaviour in formal/informal, legal/illegal,
ethical/unethical, socially inclusive/exclusive modes. These activities are difficult to classify,
can be extremely difficult to research and are subject to a level of ethical and moral scrutiny
not associated with research into more mainstream entrepreneurial behaviour; yet they may
2FFSNI Aa02LIS F2NJ) ASYdzAyS Ayy20FGA2Yy Ay g1l @&
entrepreneurship or contribute to it, because over time the boundaries will shift to

accommodate or exclude such activities. In addition to different kinds of third sector

economic activities, some of the following may also be included: Scientific research and

innovation beyond legal frameworks; entrepreneurial activity within cultures, countries or

groups where this is proscribed; illegal forms of labour organisation; proselytising by cults

and religions; street trading and gang businesses; gang masters and immigrant labour and/or
international trading, money laundering, smuggling and counterfeiting; drug/narcotic

cultivation and distribution; pornography/sex working and prostitution. The examination of

such activities may lead to provocative questions and answers and potentially radical
a2tdziAz2ya F2N) a20ASGASaY 2KFEG A& WNHzNY f o0dzaa
entrepreneurship a moral or ethical concept? What are the ethical frameworks within which
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rural entrepreneurs, researchers and educators operate? Whose morality are we concerned
with?

Curtailing property rights is a potent way to disentitle people. There is a strong tie between

W EASYAaAlL A2y QY F2NOSR W20KSNAYy3IQ: 2F4GSy GKN
security threat, and alienation of property, that is, legal expropriation of possessions. The

FaasSda 2F WYSyFrOAy3IQ &aiGNIy3aISNAR NB GKSNBoeé N
to those with property self-fulfilled. Curtailment of property rights varies across societies,

but typically assumes various forms: punitive regulation, seizure, and

invisibilisation/delegitimation of property norms. Immigrant and migrant populations, for

whom entitlement is precarious, are often the target-object of such alienisation and

dispossession.

We welcome empirical papers on any issue related to the general theme of contested
activities and contexts in a rural setting, but also welcome theoretical papers which examine
the issues alluded to above. Papers are invited from a wide variety of academic practitioners,
spanning differing disciplines of rural research.

A panel could be used to discuss property rights. If you are interested in participating in such
a panel, please let us know concurrently with sending in your abstract.
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Working Group 2.8

Local Food Networks, Power and Sustainability

Convenors: Claire Lamine, Inra, France, Claire.Lamine@grignon.inra.fr
Y.Chiffoleau, INRA, chiffole@supagro.inra.fr

Considering the growing literature about local and/or alternative food networks, it seems

important to clarify the specific contribution of European rural sociology to these debates. In

9dzNR LIS:E GKS F20dza Kla fIFINBSt& 0SSy Lidzi 2y f 2
marketing for farmers and as contributing to the possible advent of a new rural

development paradigm (Van Der Ploeg, 2007). In North America, many studies have

analysed these local food networks ambition and potential to create meaningful change in

the food system. Some consider they are more oriented toward developing new alternatives

for consumers in a more diverse food system than toward changing the dominant food

system (Allen et al., 2003). Others analyse the relocalization of food systems as rather

defensive and being possibly part of a neo-liberal governmentality (DuPuis and Goodman,

2005)0 a2NB G2LINAYA&AGAOE Fylrfeada GNBR G2 GNI¥yac
potential of these local food systems, which relies on a pragmatic and incremental way of

acting, and their oppositional potential, which supposes more classical political action, by
adza3aSadAay3a G§KS y 2 {(Nasyheir?2003)dFFaByRalgreaRpSrio2tkeNI O & €
NEOSyid fAGSNI Gdz2NB Kl & 0SSy RS@24GSR (G2 GKS RS
resistance to agro-food distanciatioy’ I YR 2F LINRBEAYA(G&8 Q& LIR&AGADS
review). This points to the necessity of further research and discussion about the effect of

such systems on power relationships between (often urban) consumers, possible

intermediaries and producers as well as among producers or among consumers, and about

their contribution to sustainable development.

Four series of questions will be discussed in this workshop:

1. Power and politicisation in and of the local: local systems are not intrinsically democratic.
What is the impact of such systems on power relationships? Is there not a risk that such
systems might generate new asymmetries between producers and consumers, among
producers and among consumers? What is the place of disadvantaged social groups (either
producers or consumers)? Concentrating the attention on local food networks in certain
areas might lead to leave aside social groups and regions that would have less means and
competences to settle such networks. This questions the links between these local initiatives
and the transfer of welfare state prerogatives towards local and private responsibilities.

2. The scale of the local: community, foodshed, region? At what scale can local agricultures
can provide a complete and regular provisioning for a balanced diet? For example, in many
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schools meals might involve specific forms of collective organization and complementarities.
How do the socialactorsdS I+ f A GK (GKSaS adz) aOFfAy3Ié AaadzS
developed and what are the roles of civil society organizations and public policies at the local
scale?

3. The trajectories of local food systems. Concerning specifically the organic sector, the

notion of trajectory has proved useful to describe the parallel evolution of production and

YENJ] SGAYy3a Y2RSa 62y (GKS LINPRdAdzZOSNBQ aARS0I O2
O2yadzYSNEQ aARSUOI LI2GSNI NBflGA2yardkidlda | YR Y2
consumers), and sustainability of such systems over time. This notion might be applied to a

specific local food network and its actors C ie., the specificities of their social trajectories -

but also to the more general landscape of food systems in a given area or to comparative

approaches between systems or between European regions.

4. The contribution of local food systems to sustainable development. The idea is not to look

Fd GKA& GKNRAdAK GKS y2NXYIFGADS TdkkionsSut2 ¥ adza d
rather to look at how local food networks deal with global issues such as energy shortage,

climate change and access to food, and how they link these issues to more local ones such as

local landscape or rural employment.

Finally, as the disciplines and the chosen theoretical perspectives can partly explain the
differences in focuses, particularly welcome will be papers confronting and discussing
theoretical approaches relating to social equity.

Allen P., FitzSimmons M., Goodman M. & Warner K. (2003) Shifting plates in the agrifood
landscape: the tectonics of alternative agrifood initiatives in California, Journal of
Rural Studies 19(1), 61-75.

DuPuis M. & Goodman D. (2005) Should we go "home" to eat? towards a reflexive politics in
localism, Journal of Rural Studies 21(3), 359-371.

Feagan R. (2007). The place of food: mapping out the «local » in local food systems,
Progress in Human Geography 31

Hassanein N. (2003) Practicing food democracy: a pragmatic politics of transformation,
Journal of Rural Studies 19, 77-86.

Van der Ploeg J. (2007) Resistance and paradigm shift. Rural development and sustainability
reconsidered., in: XXl ESRS Congress, Wageningen.
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Theme 3: Animal Farm

Rural areas are arenas in which the changing relationships between society and nature play
out in distinctive and mutually reconstitutive ways. The relationships are material and moral
ones (e.g. what to eat and how to care for it); corporeal and imagined ones (the
disassembling and marketing of animal bodies versus visions of the rural gothic and
enchanted creatures); or projects that creatively mix the two, such as biosecurity, rewilding,
or the introduction of genetically modified organisms. Key sites for the performance of rural
society-nature relationships are farms, animal clinics, livestock markets, abattoirs,
laboratories, television and the cinema. The constant churn and exchange of matter and
ideas within and between these sites affords creative opportunities and makes demands on
the social sciences. There is a need to understand the innovative possibilities of such
heterogeneous flows and connections (e.g. the turn to quality in cultures of consumption).
The lack of fixity in the rural from this perspective suggests the need for ethical explorations
that are more empirical and situated than ideological. Finally, attention needs to be given to
ontological politics: the struggles and accommodations, the controversies, interferences and
synergies, amongst the multiple worlds being enacted in rural production spaces.
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3.2 | Animal Policy and Law 28
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3.4 | Peoples” Ambivalence Towards Animal Farming: Where Modern Concerns and
Desires Collide 31
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Working Group 3.1
Sustainable Hunting ¢ A Socioeconomic Tool for Revitalising Rural Areas?

Convenors:

Jukka Bisi, Metsahallitus

Mikael Nygard, Abo Akademi University, mikael.nygard@abo.fi (contact person)
Lorenz Uthardt, Abo Akademi University

The overall transformation of rural areas across Europe creates an urge for new incentives,
innovations and novel ways of thinking in order to preserve and revitalise rural areas. This
working group focuses on the role that hunting and new forms of sustainable wildlife
management can play in these processes by creating new jobs and service structures, for
example in the field of so-called hunting tourism. Another dimension of interest is the
changing social and cultural meaning of hunting and the interplay between these changes
and modern rural life. A third dimension is the way hunting relates to agriculture, other
forms of land management and the wider rural economy.

Hunting and wildlife management are part of traditional rural culture. Hunters need access
to land and can assist farmers and foresters in the management of wildlife. With over seven
million hunters within the European Union, hunting is also a significant factor in rural
economies. Moreover, the middle-class influx into rural areas, as well as the emphasis on
tourism and leisure as rural diversification strategies, is bringing new people into hunting
and opening up opportunities for its commercial development. This increasing demand,
however, may bring with it tensions and conflicts, between traditional and new hunting
practices, between conventional and commercial norms and between divergent attitudes
towards wildlife and its management. The promotion of hunting as a tool for sustainable
rural regeneration may involve resolving such tensions and conflicts.

Both empirical and conceptual papers are invited that address the challenge of developing
sustainable hunting as a socioeconomic value-added for rural areas and contribute to a
multidisciplinary understanding of the changing social, economic and cultural functions of
hunting on a general level.
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Working Group 3.2
Animal Policy and Law
Convenors:

Outi Ratamaki, University of Joensuu, outi.ratamaki@joensuu.fi
Birgitta Wahlberg, Abo Akademi University, birgitta.wahlberg@abo.fi

Rural areas are arenas for human-animal encounters in many different ways. Farm animals,
pets and wildlife offer diverse perspectives on human-nature relations. On the other hand,
animals are so close to us that we often tend to see them as part of society and culture
rather than nature. Recently these human-animal relations have become more challenged,
by, for example, changes in the practical circumstances in which humans and animals
interact; impacts of internationalizing policies; demands of efficiency in the animal industry;
increasing number of animals; changing cultural images; critical ethical considerations; and
legislative requirements for animal welfare and protection. While changing human-animal
relations have thus become matters of political contention and sources of demands for
legislative change, they also must be negotiated in concrete animal related work and other
activities. Interesting research questions arise when these cultural and political challenges
YR GKS fS3Ff & &dictySré &aminddBsfthleré sAn@wpolidy Brea BeldS
born, called animal policy? What are its implications? To what extent is it reflected in the
changing legal status of animals? Does the legislation on the protection of animals and

thel dz K2 NRAGASAQ I Ol A 2offke consGriers/citideKs BWh& EahdSiodl | G A 2 y a
welfare actually mean in legislation, and how should it be formulated to give the best
protection for the animals? We invite research papers and analytical papers on the field of
animal policy and law. Papers dealing with farm animals as well as pets and wildlife are
welcome.
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Working Group 3.3
Equine Landscapes and the New Equine Industry

Convenors:

Alexandra Franklin, Cardiff University, franklinal@Cardiff.ac.uk (contact person)

Rhys Evans, Integrate Consulting, Scotland UK

Nora Schuurman, University of Joensuu, nora.schuurman@joensuu.fi (contact person)
Riitta-Marja Leinonen, University of Oulu

Nora Brandt, Abo Akademi University, Vasa

In the twenty-first Century horses continue to make a major contribution to sustaining the
rural economy. Whereas they once facilitated production on and of the rural landscape, they
now facilitate the consumption of it. Whether approached from a narrow post-productivist,
or a broader rural consumption point of view, the various equestrian pursuits offer farmers
and land owners natural avenues towards rural diversification and participation in the
consumption economy. In so doing, equestrian pursuits have the potential to make a
complex contribution to the restructuring of rural space.

Equine Landscapes offers a very productive lens through which to view the production of
space over multiple scales and in multiple registers. Equine activities operate on a micro,
meso and macro scale. These activities make important contributions to the identities of
individuals, collectivities and places. It is the inter-working of activities at these different
scales which gives them such power in the production of new spaces within the countryside.
Equine Landscapes are, in part, a product of the interactions of individuals with a mass
sector.

! GySeo SldzAyS AYyRdzaliNBE OFy 06S 20aSNBSR AYy Y
implications on the landscape but for equestrianism itself. There are new types of actors on
the equine stage. Growing numbers of women and girls are taking up riding. Horse sports
have also become a significant hobby for urban people, which brings new challenges to land
use planning, including pressure to build new stables and horse training facilities ¢ especially
in areas near cities. These new actors bring with them new needs and demands, which
sometimes causes conflicts such as those between rural and urban cultures, horse actors
and municipality land planning organisations, competing leisure and exercise uses, etc. The
rapid growth of the equine industry has also brought about the question of equine welfare.
Equine activities therefore provide a lens through which we can examine embodiment,
learning, norms, discourse, power and practice.

In this spirit, this Working Group welcomes all explorations of the production of rural space,
rural and urban interaction, and new identifications rising from the rider, the horse, or the
horse-rider pair/unit. lllustrative topics include:

Post-productivist equine landscapes

Environmental goods/bads of equestrianism.

Assets-based approaches to equine development.

Embodied learning, normative behaviours and disciplined bodies.
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The horse/rider unit as actant.
Animal/society relations.

The sporting geographies of equestrian activities.

Gender and equestrian pursuits.
Performing identities.

Scopic regimes of equestrian pursuits
Volunteering

Risk and the equine sector.

Equine welfare

Tradition, tourism and experience

New (urban) horse owners

Equine entrepreneurship: new farmers?
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Working group 3.4
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Collide

Convenors:

Bettina Bock, Wageningen University, bettina.bock@wur.nl (contact person)
Simon Oosting

Birgit Boogaard

Modern society has an ambivalent relationship with animal farming. On the one hand we
increasingly see citizens expressing concerns about the industrial and artificial character of
modern animal farming and its inherent risks for animal welfare and food safety. Yet most of
these citizens do not translate this concern into becoming political consumers who are
paying more for animal friendly products or amending their consumption patterns. This
ambivalence between how people react as citizens and as consumers is one aspect of the
contradictory relation between humans and farm animals

There is increasing concernoveNJ 4 KS | NIUAFAOALFf AG&@ 2F FILENXY | yA
GKSe KI@S G2 SELINBaa GKSANI yIlGdzNI f 06SKIF @A 2 dzN
Y2NB KFLIWLIAYySaa Ayidz2z FENY FYyAYIFIfaQ tAFSo . dzi
animals are kept in modern farms and how much room they have for natural needs.
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an idyllic image of the countryside. Animal protection organisations use horrific images of

factory farming to make their case. Farmers and their organisations struggle to balance

competing social and economic pressures by integrating natural elements within modern

technology, for example, by designing animal friendly housing systems. At the same time

Wyl GdzNF t AGeQ Aad || O2yiGSaiGSR AaddzsS® az2RSNYy OA
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evokes fear and meets resistance, for instance when animals attack humans or each other.
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farm animals and animal production in the broad sense of the word. Our aim is to better

understand how and why farm animals are important for us as modern citizens while our

physical contacts with farm animals are so limited. What do farm animals mean to us? Why

do people worry about them so much and what is it that they actually worry about? Can

these concerns be met and how? Will this actually make a difference for the animals

themselves?

CtKS O2y @Sy 2NBR AYyOQOAGS LI LISNAER GKFEG RSIHE gAGK K
include papers analysing how citizens, farmers or other actors perceive farm animals and

how they relate to and engage with farm animals. Papers may focus on the mainstream

livestock species or on more exotic species that are used for production. Papers that study

0KS a20ALt aA3aYyAFAOIYOS 2F FINXY FYAYI{AaQ ySs
tourism and as co-creators of natural landscapes are also welcome. We especially welcome
interdisciplinary studies.
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Working Group 3.5
Critter Countrysides

Convenor:
Henry Buller, University of Exeter H.Buller@Exeter.ac.uk

Animals, both domesticated and wild, have always played a critical role in

representations and iconography of the countryside and rural nature. The proximity of

animal life in rural settings has been at the centre of a longstanding moral consanguinity that

modernism has only partially succeeded in overcoming. Even now, in the countryside, one is

VSOSNI I f2ySd ¢KS NUzNI f Aa l[jdzAydSaaSyaartte |
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across and through some of our more persistent binaries. In this workshop, we cast our net

wide in order to draw in papers that reflect and report upon current research and ideas on

the rural non-human animalia; papers that seek to re-define or re-draw (or perhaps re-

enforce) the boundaries of that Derridean abyss through practices and performances of

shared lives and subjectivities; papers that investigate new and un-researched areas of

animal representation and imaginaries; papers that investigate corporeal and material

networks that interlink the human and the non-human and reconfigure the societies and the

spaces of each; papers that trace out a social science of human-animal society.
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Theme 4: The Sciences of the Rural

Rural research is diverse and often involves many disciplines, including non-social sciences.
Within the social sciences one question that might be considered is whether there is, can be
or should be a specific rural sociology, as opposed to an interdisciplinary rural studies which
more fully acknowledges the irreducible spatial, political and economic dimensions of
rurality. The challenges of land management in the current era of climate change mitigation
and adaptation surely require that an interdisciplinary rural studies extends further into
working with the natural and physical sciences. This will require innovative methods for
working together, for framing problems and for integrating outputs. Experiments in these
areas are already underway across Europe and North America. Natural Scientists should not
expect their own ways of working to go unchanged and part of working with them must be
studying their practices and understanding the politics inherent in the knowledge they
produce. In this process, insights from the field of Science and Technology Studies can be of
help, whether through practical intervention or simply through making trouble. The rural
social sciences have grown from applied roots in extension services and production
modernization programmes, although in recent years many have stepped away from this
heritage and introduced a much-needed critical dimension from their wider disciplines. Has
this move been at the expense of distancing ourselves from the coalface? In the context
outlined above it becomes all the more vital to understand the expertise and performativity
of rural social science: the politics it entails and the worlds it enacts through its research.
Only through such inquiry can we bring the insights of new critical approaches to bear on
processes of social and technical change.

4.1 | Rural Experts and Rural Expertise 34
4.2 | Rural Sociology: Knowledge for whom? 36
4.3 | Rural Challenges: Resilience, Learning and Adaption 38
4.4 | Social and Natural Science Collaboration in the (Re)Making of the Rural:

Problems, Practices and Cultures 39
4.5 | Putting Rurality on the Map: GIS as an Analytical and Integrative Tool in Rural

and Regional studies 41
4.6 | Identifying Diversified Values and Meanings of Agrobiodiversity 43
4.7 | Inventing Sustainable Agriculture? Alternative Agricultures, Agricultural Sciences

and Social Movements 45
4.8 | Embeddeness of Rural Enterprises - Developing Integrative Conceptual

Frameworks for Understanding Rural Innovation and Development 46
4.9 | How Can ICTs - Particularly Next Generation Broadband Access - Contribute to

the Sciences of the Rural? 48
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Working Group 4.1
Rural Experts and Rural Expertise

Convenors:

Gareth Enticott, Cardiff University enticottg@cardiff.ac.uk (contact person)
Andrew Donaldson, Newcastle University

Jeremy Phillipson, Newcastle University

The challenges facing rural areas require experts to resolve them. Experts can diagnose and
provide remedies to all our problems, from the challenges of sustainability, to enhancing
animal health and welfare and addressing social change . As the themes of the congress
make clear, rural experts and rural expertise are vital for progress.

Or are they? Or, rather, what actually is rural expertise, how is it made and who counts as a
rural expert? Moreover, what is currently happening to rural experts and expertise and how
might this affect the way rural challenges are dealt with? Will there be sufficient experts to
deal with the challenges facing rural areas in future? Finally, but perhaps most significantly
for our discussions, where does the rural sociologist sit within all of this?

Papers are invited that deal with experts and expertise in a broad range of social, natural,
environmental, animal and human problems and which address the following questions:

1. What is rural expertise?

What counts as expertise when it comes to resolving the challenges currently facing rural
areas? What types of knowledge are most valuable? How is expertise constructed in dealing
with rural problems?

What are the geographies of expertise: where is it made and how are rural areas implicated
within this geography? How does expertise travel across space at local, national and
international scales? What are the barriers and opportunities facing the mobility of
expertise?

How is expertise contested within rural problems? What types of expertise are valued? How
does rural expertise vary with expertise made and constructed within other geographical

and policy spheres?

How can rural sociology contribute to theoretical debates on expertise raised in science and
technology studies (e.g. Collins and Evans, 2002)?

2. Who are rural experts, where are they and what is happening to them?

Who counts as a rural expert? How is this definition made and ascribed to rural actors?
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What is happening to rural experts? How have rural professions changed over time? How
have the actions of the state affected rural experts? How is the geography of rural experts
changing over time? What are the implications for the provision of rural services?

How have wider social changes in rural areas affected rural experts? How has population

OKIFy3aS I FFSOGSR GKS dzaS FyR AYLERNIIFIYyOS 27F Wt
affected the provision of professional rural services and to what effect?

3. How is rural expertise used?

Who uses rural experts? Are rural sociologists rural experts? Who makes use of their
expertise and how?

How do policy makers draw on rural experts? Which types of expertise do they value most ¢

how do rural sociologists meet these demands? What are the experiences of rural

sociologists in attempting to influence the policy process? What factors allow rural
a20A2t23A4a0a G2 0S &adz00SaatdzZ WwWLRtAOe SyidNBL

How can rural sociologists more effectively deploy their expertise? Has the turn to
interdisciplinarity helped the case of the rural sociologist? How can rural sociology help in
the development of innovative methodologies to better understand rural social problems?
What sort of interventions can rural sociologists make?
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Working Group 4.2
Rural Sociology: Knowledge for Whom?
Convenors:

Karl Bruckmeier, Gothenburg University, karl.bruckmeier@globalstudies.gu.se
Hilary Tovey,Trinity College Dublin, htovey@tcd.ie

To whom is knowledge from sociological research addressed? How is it transferred, how is it

used and by whom, for what purposes? This Working Group examines the different

relations between rural sociology and those who receive or are addressed by its research,

including scientific and social-scientific publics, political and administrative publics, the
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about the values and normative orientations of sociological research, the relations between

sociologists and others with an interest (scientific, developmental, regulatory and so on) in

0KS WNXuekotial gfopSvihdngdght be considered key clients for sociological

knowledge, the theory and practice of constructing knowledge of the social world. Similar

guestions are being posed in recent years in other rural-related disciplines, as for example

GAUK GKS RS@GSt2LIYSyld 2F WLzt A0 SO2t238Q | a
underpinned by some key developments in the theorising of ecological and socio-natural

systems.

The Working Group will offer an occasion to reflect on the achievements, failures, and
possibilities of rural sociology as a distinctive body of knowledge about the rural, and an
opportunity to critically explore relations between sociological and other bodies of
knowledge about the rural: rural social organisation and change, rural natural resources,
rural-urban relations and so on. We therefore welcome papers which critically address one
or more of the following themes:

9 sociological knowledge of the rural: knowledge for whom?

9 relations between rural sociology and neighbouring sociological areas of
research (sociologies of modernity, of capitalist development, of
society-nature relations, urban sociology etc: can rural sociology
contribute towider theorisation of society, the social, and the socio-natural?)

9 how does and how should rural sociological research respond to policy and
planning analyses and discourses for rural development? Or to normative
RA&ZO2dzNASa &adzOK a OGKFG 2F wadzadlrAylroftS F
knowledges of NGOs and social movements working for change within rural
localities?

36


mailto:karl.bruckmeier@globalstudies.gu.se
mailto:htovey@tcd.ie

www.esrs2009.fi

9 working in an interdisciplinary way (with other social sciences - history,
geography, economics, social ecology ¢ and with natural sciences): how does
this and how should it challenge sociological research practices and
understandings of the rural?

1 sociological research and its interaction with non-scientific knowledge from

lifeworld contexts - situated, lay and local knowledges of rural actors; the
transdisciplinarity discourse and its relevance for rural sociology.
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Working Group 4.3
Rural Challenges: Resilience, Learning and Adaptation
Convenors:

Chris High, Open University c.high@open.ac.uk
Gusztdv Nemes, nemes@econ.core.hu

The rural is a challenging space, a site of contrasting growth and decline, creativity and
threat. Rural identity holds a privileged position within many cultural and historical
narratives, yet it is neither passive nor past. Both the challenges and opportunities for rural
communities concern broad processes of change. This working group will discuss the social
basis of resilience, learning and adaptation in order to achieve a better understanding of
how change works, how it is received and how it can be fostered or accommodated.

Rural spaces are at the forefront of many modern issues. Both the mitigation of climate
change and adaptation to its effects have an impact on the future of rural communities and
the countryside economy. It is often proposed that rural governance requires joined-up
government and integrated policy, yet this confounded by the social and economic links
between rural and urban communities on the one hand, and challenged by the sectoral
division of policy responsibility and budgetary constraints on the other. Social trends have a
profound effect, with depopulation, repopulation and cultural changes all affecting
community identity and cohesion. Yet the tensions between tradition and innovation are not
straight-forward, and both creativity and resistance find a basis in the retelling of history and
institutional bricolage.

The social nature of resilience, learning and adaptation are at the heart of this discussion.
The working group will feature dialogue on social and environmental change, social
reflexivity and learning, governance, the formation of identity and the social basis of
adaptive capacity. We welcome theoretical, methodological and empirical contributions
from academics and from rural policy makers, practitioners and managers. As well as the
presentation of papers, there will be a panel discussion between practitioners and
academics to draw together the different viewpoints raised within the working group.
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Working Group 4.4

Social and Natural Science Collaboration in the (Re)Making of the Rural: Problems,
Practices and Cultures

Convenors:
Elizabeth Oughton, Newcastle University e.a.oughton@ncl.ac.uk
Neil Ward

Knowledge in academic research has traditionally been produced in the context of scientific
disciplines. A discipline is essentially a named academic identity that is shared by holders of
degrees in that discipline and is institutionally realized through a degree-granting body, such
as a university department. In recent years, there has been increasing emphasis on
encouraging research that crosses disciplinary boundaries. Research projects than span
different disciplines may be called multi-disciplinary, pluri-disciplinary or interdisciplinary.
The increasing emphasis on interdisciplinary working within strategic research can be
understood as part of a wider shift from what Gibbons, Nowotny and colleagues call Mode-1
to Mode-2 knowledge production (Gibbons et al., 1994; Nowotny et al., 2001). They argued
that a new form of knowledge production emerged in the twentieth century in which the
WO2YyGSEG 2F F LI A Ol A 2y NadifoBal&edrehdor MbbdzOA | £ 2
knowledge production) is internally-initiated by academic researchers and is based within
disciplines. In contrast, Mode 2 knowledge production is context-driven, and involves inter-
disciplinary teams brought together to respond to real-world problems and challenges. The
rural context of Mode 2 knowledge production has highlighted the role of stakeholders and
ways of widening the input from non-scientific knowledge and non-certified experts.
Research on rural areas has reflected this shift as both national and international funding
bodies have actively required a broadening of research practices including interdisciplinary
working and working with wider publics.

In this working group, we want to explore the ways in which interdisciplinary working,

especially between naturalandsocil f 3 OA Sy iAadaz Aa WNBYIF{Ay3aQ |
from researchers interested in the following sorts of questions exploring both the

conceptual and the empirical:

1.1 29 R2Sa lftft2¢Ay3a GKS 3Syo0e 2F WyuKS NIzNI
working reframe the nature of rural problems?

1 Are these framings more accountable?
Do they enable innovation?
1 Do they force new ways of knowing and enacting / acting in the rural?

=

2. How do these reframings alter the practice of science?

o Do they unsettle accepted norms and practices in the natural sciences?
52 (KSe& Ffft2¢g 0GKS NUzNIf (2 WoAdS ol O010Q
disciplinary framings of rural problems?

o To what extent, and how, does the micro political context affect outcomes?
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How can these new ways of working be achieved?

What are the main sticking points and conflicts?

How are they overcome ¢ or not?

What experiences do rural researchers have of methodological developments to deal
with differences in epistemological habits?

What roles might alternative knowledges, such as personal testimony, often deemed
admissible in conventional ways of working, become a part of the reframing and
reformulating of the practice of natural and social science in rural areas?

What can we learn from a comparative perspective on the local institutional cultures
of empirical rural research? (We are interested in papers based in different national
cultures as well as different groups working on similar problems in different
geographical areas).

Do the differing institutional positions and history of rural research promote or

impede interdisciplinary working?

52834 NHzNJ £ a20A2f238 KIGS LI NIOAOdz | NJ NP
for social scientists) in interdisciplinary work or do rural sociologists need to become

generalist social scientists to work in interdisciplinary teams?
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Working Group 4.5

Putting rurality on the map: GIS as an analytical and integrative tool in rural and regional
studies

Convenors:
Chris Kjeldsen, University of Southern Denmark, chk@sam.sdu.dk
Niels Christian Nielsen, University of Southern Denmark, ncn@sitkom.sdu.dk

Spatiality is a basic dimension in the description and analysis of rural issues. This is obvious
when research topics involve questions of distance and area, but also applies to relations
between land use, natural features and regionally based socio-economic characteristics.
Quantitative approaches are already well integrated in sociology, with some applications
relying on statistical (census) data and mathematical approaches such as multiple linear
regression, principal component analysis or game theory (Doreian and Hummon 1976). The
neighbouring discipline of human geography has for centuries studied the spatial dimension
of human interaction, and shown that economy and society could be analysed qualitatively
as well as quantitatively (given sufficient data and power to perform often advanced
calculations).

The integration of different approaches in rural and regional studies can be facilitated by the
rapid development of Information and Communication Technology (ICT) in general and in
Geographical Information System (GIS) software in particular (Steinberg and Steinberg
2006). GIS allows integration of data from many different sources. Also the recent spread of
Global Positioning System (GPS) technology has the potential to change the ways in which
field work is planned and performed, not only by facilitating navigation but also by precisely
geo-referencing observations such as audio-files and photography. The emergence of
internet-based mapping, web-GIS and geo-imagery services, incorporating user-generated
information such as geo-tagged images and comments allows for Web 2.0 type interactivity
on spatial aspects of rural development ¢ provided that relevant and attractive interfaces
are built.

The introduction of GIS in academia has also allowed better integration into rural studies of
historical and landscape dimensions. One example is the analysis of cultural environments
from older topographic maps and other sources. At the same time, GIS allows for spatially
explicit modelling of various spatial consequences of future scenarios (Walz et al 2007),
which could be used in rural and regional planning, development and visioning processes
(Bahaire and Elliott-White 1999). Depending on the availability and detail of data, models of
future developments ¢ or reconstructions of historical processes such as urbanisation or
agricultural change ¢ can be agent-based or statistical/parameterised (Bonabeau 2002,
Gimblet and Skov-Petersen 2008). GIS thus allows the construction of spatially explicit
models following the tradition of geographers Christaller, Losch, Hagerstrand, which can be
subject to rigid testing in relation to their hypotheses about distance and proximity. Finally,
GIS can potentially contribute to evidence-based policy development, which is an area of
growing importance. Potentially the collection and communication of evidence could be
supported by a spatial approach and the use of GIS in data management and modelling C
and eventually inform policy decisions.
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Papers/presentations could be on topics such as:

=

Cross-border comparison of data at different spatial scales such as NUTS levels;
Application of various classification schemes in description, segmentation and
comparison of rural areas;

Combining quantitative and qualitative data in a GIS framework;

Visualisation of planning data and scenario development for rural communities;
Historical maps and delineation of valuable cultural environments;

Development of innovative user interfaces of GIS-based applications intended for use
in rural or regional planning and development

N
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Working Group 4.6
Identifying Diversified Values and Meanings of Agrobiodiversity

Convenors:

Maarit Heinonen, MTT Agrifood Research Finland, maarit.heinonen@mtt.fi;
Sirkku Juhola, Umea University, sirkku.juhola@geography.umu.se;

Ulla Partanen, MTT Agrifood Research Finland, ulla.partanen@mtt.fi;

Agrobiodiversity is a multifaceted term that includes all the components of biological diversity that
are relevant to food and agriculture and that constitute agro-ecosystems. It is the outcome of the
interactions among genetic resources, the environment and the management systems and practices
used by farmers. This interaction brings in many social, cultural and economic dimensions, such as
sustainable use and conservation.

In this working group we will highlight the diversified values and meanings of agrobiodiversity among
different actor groups in society ranging from farmers and other managers of agrobiodiversity to
decision-makers and consumers, and not forgetting the processors of biodiversity knowledge in
research and product development. We are especially interested in social, cultural and economic
values and meanings anchored to national (or indigenous or local) agricultural genetic resources:
how they can be identified, what contexts they stem from, and how this understanding of values and
meanings can be translated to the use of e.g. product development and conservation processes.
Specific themes to be addressed include:

- The value profiles of various actors: e.g. analysis of the value context of producers of
indigenous domestic animals or landrace growers, and which values promote or may
promote sustainable use and conservation. Comparison of different value profiles (e.g.
farmers and other managers of agrobiodiversity, such as NGOs, hobbyists, museums) are
fruitful in revealing possible challenges in in situ management of agrobiodiversity. Moreover,
studies on how citizens value genetic resources, needs for conservation and niche products.

- Interaction between different actors: especially crucial is the interaction between decision-
makers and both in situ and ex situ managers of agrobiodiversity. The flow and quality of
information in this interaction are reflected in support systems for genetic resources and the
practical interpretation of relevant legislation.

- Status of the socio-cultural knowledge of genetic resources: what kind of social and cultural
information on a single landrace or an indigenous domestic animal can be identified and with
which methods? What additional value would this indigenous knowledge bring and to
whom? How could this knowledge be documented, and could it be utilized in prevailing
documentation and information systems of genetic resources (e.g. gene bank documentation
systems)? Experience of research and development projectsChandling of indigenous
knowledge of local genetic resources - its collection, documentation and usage - are
welcomed.

Although we emphasise experiences on diversified values and socio-cultural meanings of local
genetic resources for food and agriculture in Europe and industrialized countries, the current
situation in developing countries rich in biodiversity would be very fruitful for comparison. There are
plenty of studies on indigenous knowledge on local genetic resources and on in situ management on
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agrobiodiversity in biodiversity centres; there are much less research on European ones. We have
our own local genetic resources for food and agriculture also in Europe not only stored in gene banks
for farm animals, and for agricultural and horticultural plants but also on farms and fields. We invite
researchers to discuss those social, economic and cultural meanings and values which are carried in
local genetic resources for food and agriculture.

Publication opportunities will be investigated for the papers of this WG.
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Working Group 4.7

Inventing Sustainable Agriculture? Alternative Agricultures, Agricultural Sciences and
Social Movements

Convenors:
Christian Deverre, INRA, deverre@avignon.inra.fr
Pierre Stassart, Liege University, Belgium, p.stassart@ulg.ac.be

The search for sustainability seems to be driving main changes in agricultural production

systems, under the influence of the ecologisation of agricultural policy, of new

environmental and social market standards, and of pressure from environmental and

consumers associations. Organic agriculture has been institutionalised in some countries as

the model to reach such sustainability, but other types of agriculture are also claiming to be

sound alternatives to the dominant industrialised production system. These alternative

agricultdzZNB a4 | NB LINPY2GSR o6& | ANROdzZ (GdzNF t aOASYGA
commercial firms and/or environmental associations. We can mention here, as examples,

the different schools of agroecology or ecoagriculture, Integrated production, Conservation
GAfEF3SS [26¢6 AyLlzi | ANAOdzZ GdzNBE>X t NSOA&aA2Y Tl
attention to changes at the farm level, while others put the emphasis on the need for deep
transformations at the scale of the entire food system, calling for re-localisation of

marketing or changes in consumption patterns.

The workshop will address studies of these alternative agricultures, focusing in particular on:

1. the origins of such initiatives and their dynamics;
2. their relations to agricultural sciences and social movements inside and outside rural
society;
3. the social basis on which they intend to grow;
4. the assessment of their capacity to meet sustainability goals, both ecological and
social, and to lead to the development of alternative agri-food systems;
5. the institutionalisation processes in which they get involved at the regional, national
2N AYOGSNY I GA2yFE €S@SE 6LREAGAOIET NBO23AyA
OSNIATFAOFGA2Yy X0 ®

Organic agriculture studies will be outside the scope of this workshop, except for
comparisons with these alternative agricultures.

45


mailto:deverre@avignon.inra.fr
mailto:p.stassart@ulg.ac.be

www.esrs2009.fi

Working Group 4.8

Embeddedness of Rural Enterprises ¢ Developing IntegrativeConceptual Frameworks for
Understanding Rural Innovation and Development

Convenors:

Chris Kjeldsen (University of Aarhus), Chris.Kjeldsen@agrsci.dk Gunnar Svendsen (University
of Southern Denmark), glhs@sam.sdu.dk Egon Noe (University of Aarhus),
Egon.Noe@agrsci.dk

The general theme which the Working Group aims to investigate, is the link between rural
innovation and rural development. How can innovative rural enterprises contribute to rural
development? Even though a wide range of empirical investigations offer a wide range of
perspectives on the issue, there is still an urgent need for integrating different theoretical
perspectives within the rural sciences. Rural innovation can be conceptualised as the
individual or collective utilisation of a wide range of material and immaterial resources such
as natural capital, physical/man-made capital, financial capital, entrepreneurial tradition,
local/regional cultural history, institutional setup, social capital as well as human capital. An
important objective for rural research is to deliver the conceptual basis for understanding
phenomena which cannot be considered as being either economical or non-economical, but
on the contrary should be understood as both social and economic (Terluin 2003). One
example of such phenomena is rural innovation. The economic, material, social, spatial,
temporal and cultural aspects of rural innovation should thus not be studied in isolation. The
interaction between economic, material, social and cultural resources in rural innovation
and development should instead be studied in an integrated perspective. One example of
such an integrated perspective is recent developments of the embeddedness concept (Hess
2004; Sonnino 2007a; 2007b), which allows for an integration of perspectives from
disciplines as anthropology, sociology, human geography, economic geography, economic
sociology, management science, actor-network theory, regional science as well as several
others. The notion of embeddedness can thus be used as an integrative framework which
can guide inquiry into how rural innovation and rural enterprises are integrating themselves
into the diverse socio-cultural, territorial and economic contexts which constitute rural
spaces. An improved understanding of forms of embeddedness of rural enterprises carries
the promise of both facilitating the integration of theoretical knowledge across several of
the disciplines involved in rural studies as well as improving the development of rural policy.

Papers/presentations could be on topics such as:

-explorations of the concept of embeddedness

-rural innovation and regional learning systems

-the utility of integrating concepts from emerging research fields such as neo-capital theory
and actor-network theory in rural innovation and development research

-concepts of space, place and spatiality in rural innovation and development research

-rural entrepreneurship

-multifunctionality and diversification of rural economies and its role in rural development

Hess, M. (2004) 'Spatial’ relationships? Towards a reconceptualization of embeddedness.
Progress in Human Geography 28(2) pp. 165-186
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Sonnino, R. (2007a) Embeddedness in action: Saffron and the making of the local in southern
Tuscany. Agriculture and Human Values 24(1) pp. 61-74

Sonnino, R. (2007b) The power of place: embeddedness and local food systems in Italy and
the UK. Anthropology of Food S2(March 2007) pp. http://aof.revues.org/document454.html
Terluin, 1. J. (2003) Differences in economic development in rural regions of advanced
countries: an overview and critical analysis of theories. Journal of Rural Studies 19(3) pp.
327-344
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Working Group 4.9

How Can ICTs - Particularly Next Generation Broadband Access - Contribute to The sciences
of the rural?

Convenors:
Silvia Gaiani, University of Bologna, silvia.gaiani3@unibo.it
UIf Grindgards

Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) can be considered main elements of
the so called knowledge based economydue to their impact on organizational, social and
economic relations. Internet in particular has deeply changed the concept of distance and of

Gf 2YOIN] SGéx A0 KFra 3ISYySNIGSR | NBILFE GAYS

different actors to overcome physical and information burdens.

Despite positive results ¢ like the rapidity of diffusion of the new technologies - there is still a
strong digital divide not only between developed and developing countries but also on a
global level between urban and rural areas.

In Europe, in the framework of the eRural programme, ICTs are introducing new critical
approaches to rurality, bringing about social and technical change, and promoting a series of
services (eGovernance, eCommunities, eCulture, eHealth, eBusiness, e-Learning). On the one
hand ICTs are shaping a much more interrelated rural scenario, on the other they are leading
to serious challenges.

Recent surveys have shown that many customers have experienced problems with ICTs
reliability, and that some service providers have been criticised for limiting the bandwidth
available to rural users. Next Generation Broadband Access (NGA), by providing a range of
improved characteristics for the users including speed, consistency and reliability of service
might provide some efficient solutions to some of these challenges.

The working group will review the diffusion and impacts of ICTs specifically on the rural
areas of EU, focusing on their contribution in reframing a modern concept of rurality and in
fostering rural development based on interdisciplinary design issues and on the involvement
of local communities. The focus will be in particular on the NGA debate and the benefits that
NGA might bring to economic development and digital equality for rural areas.

ICT experts, sociologists, anthropologists, economists are invited to give their contributions
in order to make our working group as interdisciplinary as possible.
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Theme 5: Sustainable Ruralities

Concerns around climate change have risen up the political agenda in recent years, alongside
ANRBgAYI NBO2IYAGA2Y 2F GKS LINBaadzaNBE 2y
carbonS 02y 2YeQd ¢KSasS It 20l t AaadzSa NIAAS
which provide vital environmental functions such as renewable energy generation, waste
assimilation, flood mitigation and carbon sequestration. How should rural land be used to
secure a sustainable future for the next generation? Where will energy crops be grown, and
should the planting of energy crops replace food crops? What can be done to preserve and
improve carbon storage systems in fragile peatlands for example? Will much of temperate
agriculture move north in Europe, and with what wider consequences? In debates around
Ot AYF(GS OKFy3S YR WadzaGlrAYlFotS O2nakedzy /
and planners as inherently unsustainable, and as making a proportionately greater negative
contribution to climate change per household than urban areas, for example, through higher
car ownership and usage. Emphasis has been placed on concentrating housing and other
development in existing settlements, but is this at the risk of producing an increasingly
socially exclusive countryside? What implications do such policies have for decisions by
individuals in rural areas about where they live and work and how they travel? Actors at
local and regional levels have responded to these agendas in myriad different ways. What
factors shape the attitudes, motivations and behaviours of individuals, businesses and
communities in their responses to the climate change agenda? What sources of expertise
are being drawn upon in shaping such responses, and how can communities and individuals
be effectively consulted and involved in decision-making processes?

5.1 | Towards Sustainable Forestry? Innovations for Institutional Adaption in Forest

Policy and Management 50
5.2 | Rural Businesses and Sustainable Ruralities 52
5.3 | Temporary Organisations and Rural-Urban Relations: Can Long-term

Sustainability Goals be Achieved Through Short-term Interventions? 53
5.4 | What is Culturally Sustainable Development? 55
5.5 | Is Rural Europe Really Old? Demographical Dynamics ¢ Social Impacts 57
5.6 | Twenty Years On: Eastern European Contrysides in Processes of Change 58
5.7 | Sustainable Fishing Communities: Transformations, Contradictions and the

Challenges for Governance 60
5.8 | Sustainable Ruralism 62
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Working Group 5.1

Towards sustainable forestry? Innovations for institutional adaptation in forest policy and
management

Convenors:
Eeva Primmer, Finnish Environment Institute, Helsinki Eeva.Primmer@ymparisto.fi
Sabine Weiland, Catholic University Louvain, Belgium sabine.weiland@iddri.org

The recent decades have seen a general trend towards greater integration of societal
concerns in natural resource management. Also forest governance has witnessed
tremendous changes in Europe as well as world-wide. Demands for integration of ecological
and socio-economic aspects have required institutional adaptation at various policy levels
and across previously segregated actors and functions. In many countries we can discern
major revisions of forest policy design and implementation. Forestry departments are
moving away from a tradition of centralised, technically-R NA @Sy T2 NB & (i NB
and-O2 Yy GNREQ GeLls LRtAOCE KIFIad R2YAYIFGSR®
they are now providing an enabling environment for broader-based and more inclusive
management of forests. The evolution of a more adaptive and pluralistic vision of their role
goes along with a shift towards the broader paradigm of multi-functional landscapes. At the
international level, attempts have been made to establish a global regulatory framework for
forests, which have thus far led to United Nations soft law and regional criteria and
indicators processes.

With the broadening of forest management objectives, forest owners and managers are
urged to deal with a much broader range of social and environmental issues than in the past.
Forests are now seen for their values within the landscape, for hydrology and amenity.
Forests also have global value as habitats for biodiversity and as carbon storage. Society in
turn is making more explicit demands for longer temporal scales and larger spatial scales to
be addressed in forest planning and management. The actors involved, however, may have
very different objectives and thus different accounts of sustainability. Forest owners, for
example, may want to reduce costs and maximise their profits; local people want to defend
rights and assets, sometimes maintenance of landscape and access to recreation, other
times jobs and local infrastructure; environmental groups want to ensure long-term
sustainability and promote best practice by all forest users; and governments want to apply
norms and capture rents for publicly owned forests. Running through all of these evolutions
are questions of governance: How can the conflicts between different actors and functions
of the forests be resolved or eased? How are the different actors and levels of
administration involved in forest management related? How can they be coordinated? How
can sustainable forest management be attained?

The purpose of this working group is to scrutinise innovations in forest policy and

management with regard to their contribution to sustainable forestry. We invite papers that
address one or more of the following key questions:
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1) Horizontal perspective: How are different objectives and stakes in forests brought
together and integrated? What forms of networks or cooperative and participatory forest
management and joint resources mobilisation of actors are emerging? What are the
conditions for their success? How do these innovations challenge technology/science-driven
forestry?

2) Vertical perspective: How are the different levels in forest management, from local to
global, related and coordinated? How are international and national forest principles
implemented at the local levels? And how do innovations at the local level feed back to the
national and international levels?

3) Conceptual perspective: How can these new and emerging multi-actor and multi-level
arrangements be theorized? We invite especially, but not exclusively, papers that make use
of the concepts of multifunctionality, network governance, institutional adaptation or
reflexive governance and discuss their analytical value to address these questions.
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Working Group 5.2
Rural Businesses and Sustainable Ruralities

Convenor:
Jane Atterton, Newcastle University jane.atterton@ncl.ac.uk

Diversified rural economies typically comprise a multitude of small firms most of which are
not directly engaged in agriculture. How important are these non-farm businesses to
sustainable ruralities, and what are the characteristics of rural localities that help sustain
rural businesses?

Rural areas often demonstrate high levels of new business formation, and rural firms can be
vital sources of local services and employment. They contribute to the diversity and
flexibility of local economies. They often serve local markets and source their supplies
locally. However, because rural businesses may not individually be generating big profits or
providing large numbers of jobs their contribution to economic development may be
overlooked. They and their business support needs are frequently ignored by (agriculturally-
oriented) rural development agencies and (urban-oriented) regional development agencies.
To overcome this neglect, it is important to gather evidence and analysis concerning the
economic contribution and sustainability of rural businesses.

Papers are invited that respond to the following questions: What varied economic and social
contributions do non-farm businesses make to sustainable ruralities? What are the main
barriers facing individuals wishing to start up a new business in the countryside? What kinds
of opportunities are new businesses taking advantage of? In what ways are small businesses
in rural areas working collaboratively to overcome the challenges of their rural location? Are
there examples of development and support agencies responding in innovative ways to the
needs of small businesses in rural areas? Answers to these questions are needed to show
how diversified rural economies contribute to the development of the regions in which they
are located, not just as areas of consumption, but as areas that are attractive locations for
growth oriented businesses operating across a broad range of sectors.
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Working Group 5.3

Temporary Organisations and Rural-Urban Relations: Can Long-term Sustainability Goals
be Achieved Through Short-term Interventions?

Convenors:

Stefan Sjoblom, University of Helsinki

Kjell Andersson, University of Helsinki

Sebastian Godenhjelm, University of Helsinki

Minna Lehtola, University of Helsinki, minna.lehtola(AT)helsinki.fi (contact person)

An important and widespread trend is increasing reliance on temporary organisations to
achieve sustainable development objectives. Non-permanent organisations offer the
possibility of hyper-rational responses to social problems, through seemingly mobilizing
appropriate competencies and expertise on a just-in-time basis. While attractive, such logic
ignores the friction of coordination and continuity. Especially in policy fields like regional
development, characterised by cross-sectoral and multi-level policy problems and
implementation processes, there is a tremendous need for a broader assessment of the
possibilities and limitations of pursuing long term sustainability related objectives by means
of structures characterised by a high degree of administrative short-termism.

The workshop will focus on comparative differences in key institutional mechanisms
especially the proliferation of organizational and administrative structures that contribute to
sustainable regional development through short-term organizations and instruments
(partnerships, agencies, networks, and projects). The empirical focal point will be rural-urban
relations, a field where short term projects and partnerships are widely deployed. Different
social groups, rationalities and discourses are involved and the issue crosses important
administrative borders within a multilevel governance system. The relationship between
temporary and permanent institutions is crucial in combining long-term objectives for
sustainable regional development.

The following questions are especially important:

1 What are the main national characteristics of the governance structure in the field of
regional development, especially rural-urban relations?

1 To what extent ¢ and how - are short-term organisations and instruments utilised as
means for achieving regional development objectives?

1 How are the achievements (new knowledge, procedures, outputs) of short-term
organisations sustained and transferred to permanent institutions?

1 What are the mechanisms for participation? To what extent can communities and
individuals be effectively consulted and involved by means of short-term
organisations and instruments?

The convenors invite researchers to submit papers on administrative short-termism and
rural-urban relations that address the above mentioned questions in their respective
countries. The aim is to develop existing networks in the field and possibly to publish a book
based on the papers of the workshop. The book will focus on comparative differences in
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administrative short-termism and rural-urban relations in Europe. More detailed instructions
will be given to the participants after their abstracts have been accepted.

Contact:

Minna Lehtola

minna.lehtola (AT) Helsinki.fi

+358-(0)9-19128483

P.0.Box 16

University of Helsinki, Swedish School of Social Science, FO-RUM

WG website: http://sockom.helsinki.fi/forum/workshops/vaasa.html
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Working Group 5.4
What is Culturally Sustainable Development?
Convenors:

Katriina Soini, University of Jyvaskyla, katriina.soini@mtt.fi
Katriina Siivonen, Turku School of Economics, katriina.siivonen@tse.fi

Current times are characterised as a period of global transition, where change is rapid and
intensive and results from various interconnected processes. Individuality and cultural
meanings in their many and various forms are considered to strengthen under such
conditions. Different cultural traits, viewed as particular collective cultural wholes, emerge
and change in global, local and glocal interactive processes, as people set up various
institutions and organisations to maintain them. These institutions and organisations can
inter alia support national as well as ethnic groups, local urban and rural communities,
enterprises, work communities and different activities and interests. They can be permanent
or temporary, local, national or global, and they can be based on face-to-face interaction or
exist in global media, including the internet.

The global transition processes take place at all levels, bringing challenges to the
development of the rural areas of Europe. Policy and development programmes aim to find
solutions to the problems resulting from changes brought about by the decline of local
economies and social restructuring. Culture is increasingly seen as being an important
component of such programmes.

In the context of local development, culture is often considered to be collective and stable, a
tangible and intangible heritage of localities, increasing their social and economic welfare,
e.g. as a part of a symbolic economy. Art is considered to foster positive individual creativity,
and bring change and variation to urban and especially to rural localities. Yet the scope of
culture is much broader, covering not only heritage and artistic expression, but also
individual variation and creativity in everyday culture, such as diversity of practices, values
and understanding of a world shaped by interactive processes between human beings and
their surroundings, which includes social interplay. Thus, it is not only the heritage, but also
heredity, i.e. heterogeneous and continuously changing material and non-material cultural
items, and the entire creative and innovative interaction process, which need to be taken
into consideration. It is a challenge for policy makers to establish a balance and suitable
means for promoting both conservation and reproduction of cultural practices, meanings,
artefacts and environments.

Finally, the question of power emerges, when the role of culture in sustainable rural
development has to be considered: who has the power to define whose culture is in
guestion? Conservation of culture always demands powerful actions because the basic
quality of culture is change. Then the crucial question concerns which cultural elements are
important to preserve in various contexts. On the other hand, when culture is in constant
flux, the other crucial question is: in which ways should local rural culture be changed and
developed? Followed by that additional relevant question emerges: in which cases are local
rural people subjects of rural development and their own lives, and conversely, in which
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cases are they considered to be objects of development? Due to globalisation and the
increasing interconnectedness of people and phenomena it can be difficult to define who
0KS Wi20FltaQ NS IyR K2g (G2 SyadNBE GKSAN AyQ

The aim of this working group is to encourage multidisciplinary discussion on the role of
culture in rural development in a globalising world. It is assumed that sustainable
development cannot be realised without understanding the cultural dimension. Papers
focusing on the content and conditions for culturally sustainable activities, as well as the
issue of power, are warmly welcomed. The papers may represent conceptual, theoretical
and methodological contributions or current empirical cases relevant to these issues.
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Working Group 5.5
Is Rural Europe Really Old? Demographical Dynamics ¢ Social Impacts

Convenors:

Maria Cristina Sousa Gomes, University of Aveiro mcgomes@ua.pt
(contact person)

Elisabete Figueiredo, University of Aveiro

Maria Luis Pinto, University of Aveiro

Ga¢KS HwnlGK OSylddNE éFa Fy SN} 2F adzailAySR
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The ageing of the population, which is considered to be most pronounced in rural areas,
poses new challenges for European societies. Demographic ageing is a complex and
heterogeneous process, whose characteristics vary between countries and regions. Besides
the repercussions of the decrease in fertility, longer life expectancy and the implications of
population migration, it is also important to understand the population itself as a variable
which structures and organises space. On the one hand, the population is an outcome of all
these processes; on the other, it also conditions socio-demographic problems. Such aspects
take on anincreased interest when combined with broader social movements such as those
of counter urbanization, or new forms of occupation or lifestyles which have come to
emerge in rural areas, and which are associated with different initiatives and economic
activities such as tourism.

Not only are rural areas seen to have aged more, but also a more or less bucolic vision of
rural ageing prevails. However, such perceptions which associate lifestyles with a specific
age group are less and less relevant at a time when life expectancy continues to grow and
when release from formal employment occurs at all sorts of ages and in all sorts of
circumstances and does not signify withdrawal into inactivity.

It is therefore essential to consider ageing in all its dimensions as well as the consequences.
Ageing in rural areas reveals heterogeneous characteristics and

specificities which result from local contexts. Even the threshold that counts as ageing is
open to question: Is it age which differentiates the process of getting older or, as time goes
by, does the concept of ageing advance with old age in itself?

This Working Group aims at discussing issues related to demographic ageing which allow for
the analysis and comparison of the following:

9 rural ageing within the European context, considering its characteristics and social
impacts;

9 the emerging realities and diverse social phenomena which comprise the process of
ageing;

9 the repercussions of demographic dynamics as well as the effects of socio-economic
dynamics on the ageing process in rural areas;

9 the direct and indirect policies and measures which have an intervention purpose
regarding rural ageing, as well as the reflections of other political measures on the
process of ageing
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Working Group 5.6
Twenty Years On: Eastern European Countrysides in Processes of Change

Convenors:

Krzysztof Gorlach, Jagiellonian University, Krakow, kgorlach@interia.pl (contact person)
Vera Majerova, University of Life Sciences, Prague

Rosemarie Siebert, Leibniz Centre for Agriculture and Landscape Research (ZALF),
Muenchenberg
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2009 is an appropriate year to reflect on the post-Communist transformations of Eastern
European countrysides, and their diverse outcomes. After the profound political changes of
the late 1980s and early 1990s, major economic reforms immediately followed that, in turn,
resulted in significant social and cultural changes. Much commentary at the time and
subsequently implied a common legacy and a uniform political-economic trajectory.
However, despite all having been part of the Communist bloc these countries had different
agricultural structures: ranging from a largely non-collectivised farming (e.g. in most of
Poland); to strongly collectivised systems (e.g. in Romania and East Germany); to a dualistic
system (e.g. in Hungary). Moreover, throughout the 1990s (particularly before looming EU
membership began to assert a common framework), countries pursued different approaches
to privatisation, land restitution, economic liberalisation and rural and agricultural
development, which contributed further to divergent development trajectories.

The task of the working group will be to focus on these divergent paths and their current

results. That means that we will be interested in as complex as possible a picture of Eastern

European countrysides with special stress on governance, agency, and reflexivity. First of all,

we will be interested to re-consider the role of particular actors in processes of agricultural

and rural change, not only the traditional subjects, like nation-state and farmer

organizations, but also rural self-government structures, new social movements, and other

initiatives using local knowledge as an important input to developmental processes.
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modernizing efforts?

All interested scholars are invited to participate in this working group, to deliver papers and

to contribute to the general discussion. We are especially interested in the debate among
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on the above mentioned phenomena and processes, even drawing on their own experience

as members of those particular societies; and the latter provide more distanced perspectives

on the phenomena and processes under investigation.

Finally, we want to assess the nature of the processes of agricultural and rural change in this

region of Europe. Especially we are interested in exploring whether there is some kind of
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modernization path of the Western part of the continent? Or, does Eastern Europe have the
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development and proceed straight to a post-industrial, consumption-oriented pattern of
sustainable development?
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Working Group 5.7

Sustainable Fishing Communities: Transformations, Contradictions and the Challenges for
Governance

Convenors:

Jeremy Phillipson, Newcastle University jeremy.phillipson@ncl.ac.uk (contact person)
David Symes, University of Hull

Trude Borch, Norut Northern Research Institute, Tromsg

Svein Jentoft, Norwegian College of Fisheries Science, Tromsg

Pekka Salmi, Finnish Game and Fisheries Research Institute, Enonkoski

The past 25 years have witnessed unprecedented turbulence for Europe's fisheries.
Depletion of resources; globalisation of markets; fleet modernisation; increasing but largely
ineffective regulation; and growing pressure from environmentalists have all contributed to
a period of continuous restructuring of the industry and hardship and uncertainty for many
of Europe's fishing communities. As a consequence, the roles, interests and values of capture
fisheries are in turmoil.

Not all regions and sectors have been equally affected and the picture is not one of
unremitting gloom. There are signs of restabilisation of the industry based on the gradual
recovery of some major stocks and a return of cautious optimism in parts of the industry.
Furthermore, while globalisation may have heightened competition and made life more
difficult for small scale producers in the commodity markets, some family based operators
are able to exploit niche markets for ecologically sustainable production, marketing and
direct selling, built on local cultural tradition. Opportunities are being created through
fishing tourism, through the commercialisation of traditional fishing culture and the growth
of recreational fishing. Different values, expressed by new stakeholder interests, are
therefore being brought to bear on fisheries management.

The nature of these developments as well as the social impacts of the ongoing restructuring
of commercial fishing are however poorly understood. We have at best only a fragmentary
view of how social structures and relationships within fishing communities across Europe
have altered, how communities and households have responded to the challenge and how
well placed the industry is to ensure its social renewal in the face of wider social, economic
and environmental change. We also urgently need to better understand the contrasting
values of commercial and recreational fisheries, the economic and ecological impacts of
fishing tourism and how far leisure fisheries can contribute to sustainable fishing
communities. Here 'fishing communities' cover the wide range of contexts where fishing
contributes, culturally or economically, to local well being.

These are important issues for fisheries governance. Failure to understand and incorporate
different stakeholder interests puts the legitimacy of the decision making institutions at risk.
The problem is magnified where decision making power resides in remote centralised
bureaucracies. Recent research has emphasised the need not only for a rebalancing of
responsibilities between central and local authorities but also a strengthening of the linkages
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between state, market and civil society and closer integration between different users of
marine space. Sector specific approaches to management are no longer appropriate.

Accordingly, the convenors invite papers on a range of themes that will help to illuminate
social aspects of continuity and change in Europe's fishing communities and the need for
appropriate governance response, including: the social impacts of public policy on fishing
communities; social renewal and adaptation strategies at community/household level;
sectoral or territorial approaches to development in fishing dependent areas; and
transformations and contradictions in fisheries livelihoods, leisure use and governance.
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Working Group 5.8
Sustainable Ruralism
Convenors:

Mark Shucksmith, Newcastle University m.shucksmith@ncl.ac.uk
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(Shucksmith 2008). It has two faces, one discursive and the other policy related, and this
working group seeks to address both.
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character and a sense of identity, which provide for social balance and show respect for the
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characteristics once ascribed to rural communities, while also being in essence a political

movement against suburbs and rural settlements, which are presented as inherently

unsustainable because of their reliance on private cars, among other supposed deficiencies.

In some countries a dualism has emerged between those communities which are regarded

as sustainable, where future investment will be concentrated, and those regarded as

unsustainable, which will be starved of resources. Sustainable ruralism contests this exercise

of discursive power and its political consequences for rural areas. Papers will be welcomed in

this working group which explore these issues including, for example, case studies of the

exercise of discursive power in different countries asking how power is exercised, whose

interests are served, and how such discourses are contested. More conceptual and

theoretical reflections on the exercise of discursive power in this context, or indeed on the

concept of sustainable ruralism itself, are also invited.

™M
[N
A

S
0

¢CKS y20A2Y 2F WadzadlAylrofS NHNIfAaAYQ faz2 NI
is a sustainable rural community and how to promote and support the efforts of rural
communities to be sustainable. Instead of a false dualism between sustainable and
unsustainable rural communities, the question becomes how all communities might become
more sustainable (CEC Territorial Cohesion Green Paper 2008), reflecting a belief that all
communities have the right to be sustainable (Matthew Taylor review, 2008). Inescapably
this draws us into the contested and chaotic concept of sustainability itself, with its roots in a
principle of equity between and within generations (Brundtland 1987) and its evolution into
the advancement of social, economic and environmental dimensions of sustainability. The
focus in this workshop, though, will be on the policy and practice aspects of defining,
promoting and supporting rural communities themselves to become more sustainable. Rural
policy increasingly advocates empowerment of local communities to develop through
deliberative processes their own strategies for the future, supported by appropriate multi-
level governance structures and managerial technologies. What can our research on such
neo-endogenous rural development attempts tell us about what is a sustainable rural
community and how best to promote and support the efforts of rural communities to be
sustainable? Again, case studies as well as more conceptual and theoretical papers will be
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welcomed, particularly those that analyse conflict or explore themes of power, ideology and
the role of government.
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