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For decades, the city has created food models by requiring the countryside to meet 
the growing demand with increasingly more homologated crop reconversions and 
increasingly vast and competitive farms. The current acceleration of the land 
concentration process and the dramatic experience of the COVID 19 pandemic 
have, however, forced us to redefine the city-country relationship, which has been 
called into question for some years now in various FAO (Food and Agriculture 
Organization) and EU (European Union) documents.  Based on the GECOAGRI-
LANDITALY (Comparative Geography of Agricultural Areas European and non-
European) survey itinerary, a proven tool for reading local peculiarities, the authors 
show how easy it is to recognize which farmlands can best fulfil the role of 
guaranteeing food safety and protecting the quality and typicality of traditional 
foods. The final proposal is to start a new agri-food policy that no longer starts from 
the demand formulated by the city but, reversing the direction of the old 
relationship, it starts from the availability of products offered by the countryside to 
re-educate consumption and promote the sustainability of agricultural practices. 

Keywords: Urban agri-food; GECOAGRI-LANDITALY methodology; European 
agricultural systems 

 
RESUMO 

Por décadas a cidade criou modelos alimentares exigindo que o campo atendesse 
a uma demanda crescente por meio de reconversões cada vez mais sancionadas da 
pauta agrícola e propriedades rurais mais competitivas. A aceleração atual do 
processo de concentração de terras e a experiência dramática da pandemia da 
COVID 19, contudo, nos forçou a redefinir a relação cidade-campo, que tem sido 
posta em questão já há alguns anos em vários documentos da FAO (Organização 
das Nações Unidas para a Alimentação e a Agricultura) e da EU (União Europeia). 
Com base no itinerário de levantamento da GECOAGRI-LANDITALY (Geografia 
Comparada de Áreas Agrícolas Europeias e não-Europeias), uma ferramenta 
comprovada de leitura das peculiaridades locais, os autores demonstram como é 
fácil reconhecer quais terras agrícolas podem cumprir melhor com o papel de 
garantir a segurança alimentar e proteger a qualidade e originalidade dos alimentos 
tradicionais. A proposta final é de dar início a uma nova política agroalimentar que 
não mais se inicie a partir da demanda formulada pela cidade, mas que, revertendo 
a direção dessa antiga relação, comece pela disponibilidade de produtos oferecidos 
pelo campo com vistas a reeducar o consumo e promover a sustentabilidade das 
práticas agrícolas. 

Palavras-chave: Agro-alimentação urbana; metodologia GECOAGRI-LANDITALY; 
Sistemas Europeus de agricultura 

   
RESUMEN   

Durante décadas, la ciudad ha creado modelos alimentarios que requieren que el 
campo satisfaga una demanda creciente a través de reconversiones cada vez más 
autorizadas por la agenda agrícola y propiedades rurales más competitivas. Sin 
embargo, la aceleración actual del proceso de concentración de la tierra y la 
dramática experiencia de la pandemia de COVID 19 nos ha obligado a redefinir la 
relación ciudad-campo, que ha sido cuestionada desde hace algunos años en varios 
documentos de la FAO. (Organización de las Naciones Unidad para la Alimentación 
y la Agricultura) y la UE (Unión Europea). Basado en el itinerario de la encuesta 
GECOAGRI-LANDITALY (Geografía comparada de áreas agrícolas europeas y no 
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europeas), una herramienta probada para leer las peculiaridades locales, los 
autores demuestran lo fácil que es reconocer qué tierras agrícolas pueden cumplir 
mejor la función de garantizar la seguridad alimentaria. y proteger la calidad y 
originalidad de los alimentos tradicionales. La propuesta final es iniciar una nueva 
política agroalimentaria que ya no parte de la demanda formulada por la ciudad, 
sino que, revirtiendo el rumbo de esta vieja relación, parte de la disponibilidad de 
productos que ofrece el campo con miras a reeducar el consumo y promover la 
sostenibilidad de las prácticas agrícolas. 

Palavras-clave: agroalimentario urbano; Metodología GECOAGRI-LANDITALY; 
Sistemas agrícolas europeo 
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INTRODUCTION 

For thousands of years, the city has generated food models by requiring farmland to satisfy its growing 

demand, linked to the increase in population concentration, with suitable crop conversion to satisfy it [1]. 

A relationship – that city-country – that with industrial development has definitively decreed  the 

dominance of the first over the second, both in terms of job offers and services and of productive power and 

per capita income [2, 3, 4]. Even today, if we only look at Italy, we can see that analysts and data processing 

centres for the study of nutrition have their official headquarters in urban centres; just think of the location of 

the FAO and the Word Food Program or the Expo 2015, the time in which the Carta di Milano [5] was approved 

to reaffirm the universal right to food, or, even more recently, the establishment of local food policies – see 

City / Region Food Systems at https://www.foode.eu/ [6]. 

The city has always been the location of political and economic power and a privileged place for 

diplomatic, commercial and all kinds of information exchanges, it has therefore dictated, and continues to 

dictate, programs and eating habits and have rarely spoken about the "specialties" of the local products (until 

the middle of the last century reserved for popular gastronomy) and which, viceversa, were often borrowed 

from distant cultures and regions (chocolate; sushi, coffee), to underline not only the fascination of exotic 

foods, as well as the ability to access rare productions and the ease of contamination with the tastes of local 

traditions [7, 8, 9]. 

Paradoxically, the city has ended up representing, regardless of its real possibilities of supplying and 

only by virtue of the possibility of exchanges and connections it offers, the ideal living environment and 

ensuring the availability of essential goods for survival. A presumed and soon cancelled food security, during 

the most critical historical periods (wars, calamities, epidemics), when rural spaces regain their undisputed 

function: food supply products and settlement-refuge from the risks associated with demographic 

concentration. The rediscovery of the countryside in the historical phases of greatest insecurity is a recurring 

phenomenon, in many cases significantly documented even by literary works - in Boccaccio's Decameron the 

beauty, healthiness and quality of the countryside food becomes an antidote to the plague1 - it is therefore 

not surprising that the current pandemic COVID 19 has led to the re-evaluation of agricultural spaces for their 

ability to offer both fresh food, work and hospitality. It is therefore not useless to ask ourselves if, strengthened 

by the experience lived during the 2020 lockdown and above all, having new communication tools and being 

able to access services unimaginable only 20-30 years ago, it is possible to redefine and redesign the classic 

city / countryside relationship. We will try to take this new geographical perspective starting from the tools 

 
1 Boccaccio sets the Decameron away from the city, besieged by the plague, in the countryside where the beauty and 

wholesomeness of nature together with the quality of the food - dilicatissimi cibi ed eccellenti vini (Day before) ward off the risks of 

contagion and disease [10] 
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with which it is possible to know the characteristics of the rural environment in relation to the urban one; an 

investigation itinerary that will therefore lead us to consider the whole territory as an integrated reality, to be 

examined as a space organized both by city / countryside and by countryside / city relationship.  The exorbitant 

scientific production (geographic and non-geographical) dedicated to the city-countryside relationship 

continues unfortunately, still today and unambiguously, to emphasize the dependence of the latter on the 

demands of the urban population [11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19]; neither are there any proposals lacking 

without even speculating whether and how it is possible / appropriate to rebalance this relationship, seek 

innovative solutions by proposing the transfer of agricultural production from the countryside to the city 

outskirts (urban gardens cultivated close to built-up areas) or even in central areas high density of downtown 

housing where crops are attached to the same buildings covered with "vertical gardens" or obtained on 

artificial soils spread over terraces and roofs [20].  

From the experience of the COVID-19 pandemic we are urged to question the deep-rooted urban-

centric conception agricultural economy and food. A Conception that today would tend to make the city 

autarchic/autonomous for its primary needs. Despite the lockdown, the primary sector has never interrupted 

its multiple productive commercial services. This sector has proven that it is able to continuously ensure easily 

perishable products with continuity. Farmers were able to innovate promptly, by activating telematic networks 

and delivering food to homes needed by the urban population in lockdown. In other words, the countryside 

has shown, how necessary its economic and social function is to the city [21, 22].  

The same experience of forced isolation, conversely, served to the public to verify, in fact, that it is not 

only possible, but even advantageous, to work and live far from the city so that, if before the viral invasion of 

COVID-19 the rural planning of an attractive inhabited space, because organized without being polarized, 

served without being urbanized and safe without being closed, would perhaps have represented only an 

interesting exercise in architectural theory. Today the same hypothesis of a different settlement model, valid 

for every lifestyle and all types of professions, has now entered by right in the debate not only scientific, but 

also political, ethical and ecological. 

Howewer, the new environmental awareness, solicited and fuelled by social movements and political 

documents of a global scope, has already made us aware that overcoming the  exasperated concentration of 

activities and consumption, distributing them over larger spaces and bringing them closer to the places of 

production, is not only tantamount to re-establishing a healthier city-country relationship but, even more 

importantly, to making the relationship between man and the environment more sustainable both from an 

economic and social point of view. International documents such as the one produced at the Global Forum for 

Food and Agriculture of 2016, when in Berlin 65 agriculture ministers confirmed the need for accelerated 

urbanization, to strengthen the "rural-urban" link by promoting sustainable and productive agriculture in 
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order to strengthen and make the agri-food supply chains more efficient to enhance the countryside to make 

it increasingly attractive and welcoming with the fundamental contribution of women and younger 

generations [23]. 

We therefore believe that today it is very important to learn to understand the countryside, not only in 

relation to the city, but from a systemic territorial perspective, also because in recent decades the land 

structures of the European countryside are experiencing a process of land concentration which is certainly 

worrying explicit declaration of the European Parliament (European Parliament resolution of 27 April 2017 on 

the state of play of farmland concentration in the EU: how to facilitate the access to land for farmers 

2016/2141(INI)). 

The survey itinerary, proposed here and already tested by the GECOAGRI-LANDITALY Interuniversity 

Research Group [24,25], uses analysis tools suitable for grasping the multiple potentialities of rural spaces: 

managed, lost or not yet fully expressed because, as is now said, it allows both to know their peculiarities to 

enhance them, and to define the various levels of their territorial functionality and then to propose, case by 

case, if and how it is possible to create a new relationship between the countryside and the city (paragraph 

2). In this context, although we are clearly limited to applying the methodology for the sole purpose of knowing 

the structural characteristics of European agricultural systems, we want to show how it is possible to examine 

them in their variety and in their temporal evolution (paragraph 3). The analysis will allow us to ascertain in 

which regions and to what extent the process of land centralisation has transformed rural areas and which 

countryside can still better meet the needs of cities (paragraph 4). 

 

METHOD AND MATERIAL 

We intend to dedicate this entire paragraph to the possibility of being familiar with the complexity and 

potential of agricultural spaces, before seeing how certain analytical tools and the results obtained should be 

used in applying them to the European Union’s countryside. 

 

A useful reading rural tool: the GECOAGRI-LANDITALY methodology 

Already presented at the Meeting GIAHS Project of FAO2 in June 2004 and applied to the comparative analysis 

of agricultural systems in European and non-European countries, the GECOAGRI-LANDITALY survey methodology [26, 

 
2 In order to safeguard and support the world’s agri-cultural heritage systems, FAO started an initiative for the identification and the 

dynamic conservation of Globally Important Agricultural Heritage systems (GIAHS) in 2002. These traditional agricultural systems 

represent models of sustainable agricultural production 
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27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32] (filed SIAE 10 January 2007, Repertoire number 2007005663)3 has two fundamental 

characteristics: it is rooted in the concrete reality of the individual regions, because it examines their agricultural spaces 

starting from the companies that structure the territory by organizing its activities and relationships; it can be applied 

simultaneously to different geographical scales and repeated to examine the same territory in different historical 

periods. This flexibility not only allows the comparison of geographically distant and different agricultural realities, by 

size and economic-social organization but also allows us to grasp the transformations that have taken place in the past 

and the evolutionary trends in progress to advance useful application proposals. It is not a coincidence that the 

European Parliament itself in the Resolution of 27 April 2017 stressed the fragmented nature of agricultural reality, 

complaining that, in the face of a rich availability of information relating to land properties - provided by the farm 

accountant information network FADN; from the Eurostat survey on the structure of agricultural businesses and from 

the IACS integrated management and control system - adequate data processing techniques are still lacking to 

examine the environmental and social aspects of the rural world4. On the contrary, the GECOAGRI-LANDITALY 

methodology takes an integrated, diachronic and transcalar approach (from local to global) and the different 

parameters used in the research - first of all those of the production units with the different weight attributed to: the 

percentage of the number of farms over the total territory divided according to size classes (Farm quotas, from this 

moment onwards FQ); the percentage of the total enterprises’ land area divided by the different size classes (Farm 

Area quotas, from this moment onwards FA) over the total territory under investigation; the percentage of the 

weighed enterprises’ Cultivated Agricultural Area (from this moment onwards CAA)5 and Utilised Agricultural Area 

(from this moment onwards UAA) - help to interpret the complexity and originality of the rural world and, ultimately, 

to propose targeted and sustainable interventions for a contemporary society. 

The research is developed through successive stages: empirical-descriptive; experimental interpretative and 

evaluative-application; phases that, although distinct as each provides for the processing of different data and 

parameters, are consequential and complementary; the progression in fact moves from the knowledge of the complex 

rural reality up to the formulation of application interventions. With the first empirical-descriptive phase we get to 

know the external characteristics (environmental, technological, political) and the structural characteristics of the 

territory being studied; aspects that allow us to know: which companies in fact govern the primary sector of that 

 
3 The GECOAGRI LANDITALY methodology has been filed with the SIAE (Italian Society of Authors and publishers) to ensure the 

protection of copyright. The number 2007005663 refers to the document filed.  
4 See P8_TA (2017) 0197 Situation of agricultural concentration in the EU: how to facilitate access for farmers to land European 

Parliament resolution of 27 April 2017 on the situation regarding agricultural land concentration in the EU: how to facilitate access 

for farmers to the land (2016/2141 (INI)), p. 3 point O. 
5 CAA is a key indicator of the economic and operational commitment of farm holders. In fact, it includes only the land actually 

cultivated by farmers, that is, ploughed, sown and irrigated and fertilized as needed. The UAA includes permanent non cultivated 

grassland from which forage and biomass are obtained, used but not cultivated. It should be noted that the Eurostat data in the 

definition of permanent grassland do not clearly specify the significant difference between cultivated permanent grassland and 

cultivated permanent grassland, therefore, in our calculations we preferred to completely exclude this item from the CAA.  
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territory; how agricultural activity and production are organized and what evolutionary pressures have transformed 

or tend to transform it over time. 

The experimental-interpretative phase examines the economic and social characteristics of the area under 

study; appropriate elaboration of data relating to: the cultivation and breeding choices adopted by the businesses; 

the gross saleable production of crops and livestock; the destination of the products and the type of commercial 

networks, lead us to measure the density and intensity of production of the cultivated areas; to calculate the economic 

weight of the different types of businesses; to identify the cultivation and / or multifunctional systems that have been 

adopted over time, while the title of ownership of the land, together with the commitment required - in terms of 

annual working days - by the different types of production systems and the demographic structure of the farmers help 

us outline the social reality of the area examined area. 

The complex of economic and social characteristics revealed that in some cases we are faced with rich farmland 

with poor farmers (high crop intensity and high operating costs), while in other cases we observe poor farmland with 

rich farmers (low-cost crop choices exercise and low crop intensity). What is more important is that from this second 

phase of investigation it is finally possible to establish the different levels of sectoral and territorial functionality that 

characterize rural spaces by modelling the same forms of the landscape. 

The last phase of the GECOAGRI-LANDITALY methodological itinerary was defined as evaluative and 

propositional / applicative because with the examination of territorial characteristics (forms of settlement and types 

of dwellings; levels of services and communication networks; tourist attraction capacity) and cultural characteristics 

(quality and typicality of local productions; food traditions; heritage and historical-cultural events) allows to evaluate 

the development potential of each rural area. Once its strengths and weaknesses have been identified, it will in fact 

be possible to examine the evolutionary trends in progress, as well as the opportunities and risks of any interventions 

to be carried out on the territory under review. 

This apparently complex research path can be applied both ex post (using data from surveys conducted in past 

decades) and ex ante (projecting the observed variations to future decades), to prefigure how the organization will 

change and the local development of an agricultural region. 

 

Materials, elements and parameters to be used to be familiar with agricultural space 

Privileged sources for the knowledge of the agricultural world are certainly the official data of census 

surveys and those obtained from surveys and monitoring, commissioned for various reasons by national and 

international bodies6; this is valuable information which, however, must always be accompanied by others of 

 
6 Among the most accredited sources we mention FAOSTAT, EUROSTAT, Land Matrix 
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a general nature and, above all, by those obtained with direct inspections on the territory and with interviews 

with local operators. 

For convenience and space saving, we consider it appropriate to outline in six thematic areas that our 

methodology defines "characters"7 the set of material useful to interpret the rural world: 

• external characteristics: natural environments, agricultural policies and technological innovations; 

they cover a wide range of factors which, regardless of the will and / or action of the farmer, manage 

to influence both agronomic choices and the results of agricultural work and can be grouped into three 

broad sectors ranging from climatic-morphological environmental aspects to the local, national and 

international agricultural policies, up to the development of agronomic techniques, which are now 

increasingly sophisticated, with respect to which the farmer can exercise as a stimulus, without 

influencing the results; 

• the structural characteristics: type and number of agricultural enterprises, surface width (FA) and 

cultivated area (CAA); they are the fundamental elements of every agricultural reality; without 

knowing them any reflection risks losing concreteness and meaning. The farm is in fact the absolute 

protagonist of the unique relationship that unites a human community (rural and urban) with the 

natural environment in which it lives. The examination of the different combinations and relationships 

between these elements allows us to outline the dominant agricultural system in the examined region 

(see Table 1) and the eloquent representation of this relationship is given by the "graph of the 

agricultural system". A tool built and also used to develop intervention policies at different 

geographical scales (see paragraph 3). 

• economic characteristics: crop and production arrangements, gross saleable production (GSP) of crops 

and livestock8, type of supply chain and product marketing times (daily, weekly, seasonal; local, 

regional, national, global), possibilities and ease of access to agri-food production; with these 

indicators it is possible to distinguish density (CAA/FA)9 and intensity of agricultural practices (GSP x 

 
7 Detailed information on the indicators to be developed to examine the different characters can be found in [24,25]. 
8 The calculation of the GSP of crops and / or livestock represents a real leap in quality in the itinerary of investigations on local 

agricultural systems because it allows: 

. to identify from which types of agricultural practices the income produced derives and which types of farms actually produce in the 

primary sector of the territory considered; 

• to establish the economic weight of companies regardless of their surface size; 

• to calculate the average productivity of production units operating in different areas and / or belonging to classes of different size; 

• to measure the intensity of production practices; 

• to evaluate the evolutionary trends of primary activity (some spy crops signal processes of intensification and others of rarefaction 

of agricultural practices) and the incidence of crops and livestock on the income of the primary sector; 
9 Crop density (DC) is the ratio of the total farm area (FA) and the area actually cultivated (CAA) in the considered territory; expressed 

by the formula DC = CAAx100 / FA 
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ha of CAA)10; interpret the different territorial impact and measure the economic weight of the 

different types of production units operating in the examined region (see Table 2 and Table 3). 

 

Table 1. Structural character processing table. In the table, the rows are marked with letters of the alphabet and the columns with 
cardinal numbers. N = Census data. Xi =meadow pastures + woods-poplar woods (with i = a, b, c, d, e, f). 

 

Classes 

of size 

(ha) 

 

Farms 

(no.) 

(1) 

Farms area 

(hectares) 

(2) 

Farm% 

(3) 

Farm areas 

% against 

total for 

territory 

(4) 

Cultiveted 

Agricultural 

Areas (CAA) 

no. 

ha 

(5) 

Cultivated Agricultural 

Areas CAA 

% against total Farm 

area (adjusted) 

(6) 

CAA 

 

Average 

farm 

area 

(7) 

0-2 (a) N N 
𝑎1

𝑓1
𝑥100 

𝑎2

𝑓2
𝑥100 a2-Xa 

𝑎5

𝑓2
𝑥100 

𝑎2

𝑎1
 

 

2-5  (b) N N 
𝑏1

𝑓1
𝑥100 

𝑏2

𝑓2
𝑥100 b2-X 

𝑏5

𝑓2
𝑥100 

𝑏2

𝑏1
 

 

5-20 (c) N N 
𝑐1

𝑓1
𝑥100 

𝑐2

𝑓1
𝑥100 c2-X 

𝑐5

𝑓2
𝑥100 

𝑐2

𝑐1
 

 

20-50 (d) N N 
𝑑1

𝑓1
𝑥100 

𝑑2

𝑓1
𝑥100 d2-X 

𝑑5

𝑓2
𝑥100 

𝑑2

𝑑1
 

 

˃50 (e) N N 
𝑒1

𝑓1
𝑥100 

𝑒2

𝑓1
𝑥100 e2-X 

𝑒5

𝑓2
𝑥100 

𝑒2

𝑒1
 

         

Total (f) a1+b1+c1+d1+e1 a2+b2+c2+d2+e2 100 100 f2-X 
𝑓5

𝑓2
𝑥100 

𝑓2

𝑓1
 

 

Table 2. A and B Production and cultivation systems of agricultural farms in the examined area. In each element of the formulas, the 
index refers to other tables for the elaboration of which is seen [24, 25]. 

 
(A) 

Class size  
 % GSP livestock 

Of total GSP 
(11) 

% GSP 
cattle 
(12) 

% GSP 
equine 
(13) 

% GSP 
swine 
(14) 

% GSP 
ovine caprine 
(15) 

% GSP 
poultry 
(16) 

0-2 (ha) (a) (𝑎6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑎1)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

 

(𝑎2)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑎3)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑎4)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑎5)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

2-5 (ha) (b) (𝑏6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑏1)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑏2)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑏3)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑏4)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑏5)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

5-20 (ha) (c) (𝑐6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑐1)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑐2)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑐3)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑐4)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑐5)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

20-50 (ha) (d) (𝑑6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑑1)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑑2)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑑3)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑑4)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑑5)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

˃50 (ha) (e) (𝑒6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑒1)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑒2)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑒3)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑒4)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑒5)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

Total (f) (𝑓6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑓1)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑓2)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑓3)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑓4)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑓5)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

 

 
10 The crop intensity (IC) is, on the other hand, the revenue, that is the GSP, per hectare of CAA cultivated area in the considered 

territory; expressed by the formula IC = GSP x ha of CAA 
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(B) 

Class size 

 % GSP crops  
of totale GSP 
(1) 

% GSP 
  cereal 
(2) 

% GSP 
Vegetables 
(3) 

% GSP 
Industrial 
cultivations 
(4) 

% GSP 
forage 
(5) 

% GSP 
vineyards 
(6) 

% GSP 
olives 
(7) 
 

% GSP 
Fruit 
(8) 

  % GSP 
Vineyards 
(9) 

% GSP 
forests 
10 

0-2 (ha) (a) (𝑎10)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑎1)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

 

(𝑎2)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑎3)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑎4)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑎5)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑎6)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑎7)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑎8)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑎9)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

 

2-5 (ha) (b) (𝑏10)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑏1)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑏2)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑏3)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑏4)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑏5)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑏6)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑏7)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑏8)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑏9)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

5-20 (ha) (c) (𝑐10)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

 

(𝑐1)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑐2)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑐3)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑐4)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑐5)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑐6)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑐7)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑐8)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑐9)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

20-50 (ha) (d) (𝑑10)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

 

(𝑑1)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑑2)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑑3)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑑4)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑑5)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑑6)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑑7)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑑8)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑑9)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

˃50 (ha) (e) (𝑒10)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

 

(𝑒1)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑒2)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑒3)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑒4)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑒5)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑒6)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑒7)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑒8)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑒9)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

Total (f) (𝑓10)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

 

(𝑓1)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑓2)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑓3)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑓4)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑓5)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑓6)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑓7)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑓8)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 

(𝑓9)𝑇8

(𝑓1)𝑇4
𝑥100 
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Table 3. Economic weight of the agricultural farms of the territory considered. In each element of the formulas, the index refers to other tables for the elaboration of which is seen [24, 25]. 
 

Classe size 

 Total GSP 
cultivations and 
livestock 
(1) 

Total 
average 
GSP per 
farm 
(2) 

Average 
GSP 
cultivatio
ns per 
farms 
(3) 

Average GSP 
livestock per 
breeding farm 
(4) 

Average GSP 
livestock per 
breeding 
farm 
(5) 

Average GSP 
total per 
hectare farm 
area (6) 

Average 
GSP 
total per 
hectare  
CAA 
(7) 
 

% GSP 
cultivation
s per 
hectare 
farm area  
(8) 

% GSP 
cultivati
ons per 
hectare 
CAA 
(9) 

% GSP livestock 
per hectare 
farm area 
(10) 

GSP livestock 
allevamento 
per hectare 
CAA 
(11) 

0-2 (ha) (a) (a10)Tꞵ+(a6)Tδ 𝑎1

(𝑎1)𝑇1
 

𝑎(10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑎1)𝑇1
 

(𝑎6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑎1)𝑇1
 

(𝑎6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑏2)𝑇3
 

𝑎1

(𝑎2)𝑇1
 

𝑎1

(𝑎5)𝑇1
 

(𝑎10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑎2)𝑇1
 

(𝑎10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑎5)𝑇1
 

(𝑎6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑎2)𝑇1
 

(𝑎6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑎5)𝑇1
 

 

2-5 (ha) (b) (b10)Tꞵ+(b6)Tδ 𝑏1

(𝑏1)𝑇1
 

𝑏(10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑏1)𝑇1
 

(𝑏6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑏1)𝑇1
 

(𝑏6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑐2)𝑇3
 

𝑏1

(𝑏2)𝑇1
 

𝑏1

(𝑏5)𝑇1
 

(𝑏10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑏2)𝑇1
 

(𝑏10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑏5)𝑇1
 

(𝑏6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑏2)𝑇1
 

(𝑏6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑏5)𝑇1
 

5-20 (ha) (c) (c10)Tꞵ+(c6)Tδ 𝑐1

(𝑐1)𝑇1
 

𝑐(10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑐1)𝑇1
 

(𝑐6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑐1)𝑇1
 

(𝑐6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑑2)𝑇3
 

𝑐1

(𝑐2)𝑇1
 

𝑐1

(𝑐5)𝑇1
 

(𝑐10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑐2)𝑇1
 

(𝑐10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑐5)𝑇1
 

(𝑐6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑐2)𝑇1
 

(𝑐6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑐5)𝑇1
 

 

20-50 (ha) (d) (d10)Tꞵ+(d6)Tδ 𝑑1

(𝑑1)𝑇1
 

𝑑(10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑑1)𝑇1
 

(𝑑6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑑1)𝑇1
 

(𝑑6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑒2)𝑇3
 

𝑑1

(𝑑2)𝑇1
 

𝑑1

(𝑑5)𝑇1
 

(𝑑10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑑2)𝑇1
 

(𝑑10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑑5)𝑇1
 

(𝑑6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑑2)𝑇1
 

(𝑑6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑑5)𝑇1
 

 

˃50 (ha) (e) (e10)Tꞵ+(e6)Tδ 𝑒1

(𝑒1)𝑇1
 

𝑒(10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑒1)𝑇1
 

(𝑒6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑒1)𝑇1
 

(𝑒6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓2)𝑇3
 

𝑒1

(𝑒2)𝑇1
 

𝑒1

(𝑒5)𝑇1
 

(𝑒10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑒2)𝑇1
 

(𝑒10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑒5)𝑇1
 

(𝑑6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑑2)𝑇1
 

(𝑒6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑒5)𝑇1
 

 

Total (f) (f10)Tꞵ+(f6)Tδ 𝑓1

(𝑓1)𝑇1
 

𝑓(10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑓1)𝑇1
 

(𝑓6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓1)𝑇1
 

(𝑓6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑔2)𝑇3
 

𝑓1

(𝑓2)𝑇1
 

𝑓1

(𝑓5)𝑇1
 

(𝑓10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑓2)𝑇1
 

(𝑓10)𝑇ꞵ

(𝑓5)𝑇1
 

(𝑑6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑑2)𝑇1
 

(𝑓6)𝑇𝛿

(𝑓5)𝑇1
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• social characteristics: demographic structure of farmers and of the workforce (see graph. 111), title of 

ownership of the land, agricultural year12 (see Fig. 1) and number of average working days per hectare 

of CAA, , levels of services used by businesses and present in rural dwellings; the set of these 

parameters gives a clear idea of the socio-economic conditions in which the rural population of the 

examined area lives and at the same time defines the attractiveness that it can exercise both in terms 

of seasonal tourism and the permanent transfer of urban residences (see Tab. 4). 

• the territorial characteristics: variety of rural settlements (centralized, annexed, scattered), 

arrangement of soils and forms of fields, cultivation and breeding techniques, presence of 

infrastructures and commercial and social-health services; to this end, which is closely linked to the 

beauty of rural landscapes and the very possibility of developing multifunctional non-agricultural 

activities, from tourism to social activities, we must define and distinguish the sectoral functionality 

and territorial functionality of a rural space while. While the former can be measured through the 

profitability and competitiveness of the primary sector, the latter can only be assessed by examining 

the vitality of the settlement, the territorial organization and the services offered to the population 

that resides there (see Tab. 5). 

• cultural characteristics: cultural traditions and biodiversity, specialties and quality of agri-food 

products, toponyms, sacred ceremonies and rural holidays, local markets and traditional festivals, 

farmer rites and songs; agricultural operations have communicated with the life of human 

communities, generating millenary cultural and food traditions; culture and crops therefore enter into 

a two-way relationship to be rediscovered and valued everywhere, just as some important projects 

activated on a global scale (UNESCO sites; GHIAS) teach us to do. The extraordinary richness of the 

rural world and the schematic nature with which we wanted to indicate the way to go in order to try 

to know it through its different characteristics, should not discourage at all, rather they should rather 

stimulate those who want to devote themselves to the study of the primary sector, agri-food and of 

the urban-rural relationship; the latter, in fact, is still waiting to be understood in all its functions, not 

only economic, but also and above all social, aesthetic and ethical 

 

 

 

 
11 The demographic structure of the agricultural lessees of the examined territory, if compared with that of the lessees of the only 

companies that characterize the agricultural system of the same territory, allows to evaluate the consistency of agricultural under-

employment in the less representative production units of the system. 
12 The construction of the graph of the agricultural year records the different phases of work from the preparation and arrangement 

of the fields, to the care of crops and livestock in the various stages of growth, up to the harvest of the finished product. 
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Graphic 1. Age pyramids of agricultural lessees of some Italian provincial territories characterized by different agricultural systems. 

 

 

Figure 1. Agricultural year relating to holi growing in the countryside of Viterbo Italy. Source: [24,25]. 

 

JANUARY

Pruning, winter 
fertilizing, 

treatments for 
wood parasites

FEBRUARY

Pruning, 
winterfertilizing,
treatments for 
wood parasites

MARCH

Fertilization for 
the vegetative 

resumption

APRIL

Integration 
fertilization 
treatments 

against bacteria, 
mites, insects, 

cryptogamL

MAY

Integration 
fertilization 
treatments 

against bacteria, 
mites, insects, 

crittogame.

JUNE

Treaments 
against bacteria, 

mites, insects, 
crittogame.JULY

Hazelnuts fall

AUGUST 

Hazelnuts fall

SEPTEMBER 

Harvesting of 
hazelnuts

OCTOBER

Harvesting of 
hazelnuts

NOVEMBER

Pruning, winter 
fertilizing, 

treatments for 
wood parasites

DECEMBER

Pruning, winter 
fertilizing, 

treatments for 
wood parasites
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Table 4. Economic and social characteristics of agriculture in the territory being considered. 
 

Classes of 
size 
(ha) 

 
Crop 
density 
(1) 

Crop 
intensity 
(2) 

GSP Crop incidence 
of tot. GSP 
(3) 

N. of working 
days 
(4) 

N. of working days per 
hectare of farm area 
(5) 

N. working days per ha of 
CAA 
(6) 

Average total GSP 
per working day 
 

0-2 (a) (a6)T1 (a9)T4 (a1)T5 N 𝑎4

(𝑎2)𝑇1
 

𝑎4

(𝑎5)𝑇1
 

(𝑎1)𝑇4

𝑎4
 

2-5 (b) (b6)T1 (b9)T4 (b1)T5 N 𝑏4

(𝑏2)𝑇1
 

𝑏4

(𝑎𝑏5)𝑇1
 

(𝑏1)𝑇4

𝑏4
 

5-20 (c) (c6)T1 (c9)T4 (c1)T5 N 𝑐4

(𝑐2)𝑇1
 

𝑐4

(𝑐5)𝑇1
 

(𝑐1)𝑇4

𝑐4
 

20-50 (d) (d6)T1 (d9)T4 (d1)T5 N 𝑑4

(𝑑2)𝑇1
 

𝑑4

(𝑑5)𝑇1
 

(𝑑1)𝑇4

𝑑4
 

˃50 (e) (e6)T1 (e9)T4 (e1)T5 N 𝑒4

(𝑒2)𝑇1
 

𝑒4

(𝑒5)𝑇1
 

(𝑒1)𝑇4

𝑒4
 

Total (f) (f6)T1 (f9)T4 (f1)T5 N 𝑓4

(𝑓2)𝑇1
 

𝑓4

(𝑎𝑓5)𝑇1
 

(𝑓1)𝑇4

𝑓4
 

 

Table 5. Economic and social characteristics of agriculture in the territory being considered. 
 

Class 
size 

 Full 
Time 
(1) 

% of total 
farms 
(2) 

Part 
time 
(3) 

% of total 
farms 
(4) 

Part-
time 
farming 
(5) 

% of total 
farms 
(6) 

Part-time 
extra 
farming 
(7) 
 

% of 
total 
farms 
(8) 

Part-
time 
industry 
(9) 

% of 
total 
farms 
(10) 

Part- 
time 
commercial  
(11) 

% of 
total 
farms 
(12) 

Part-
time 
other 
sectors 
(13) 

% of 
total 
farms  
(14) 

Part-time paid 
activity mainly at the 
farms 

N 
(15) 

% 
(16) 

0-2 
(ha) 

(a) N 𝑎1

(𝑎1)𝑇1
𝑥100 

N (𝑎3)

(𝑎1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑎5)

(𝑎1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑎7)

(𝑎1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑎9)

(𝑎1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑎11)

(𝑎1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑎11)

(𝑎1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑎15)

(𝑎1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

2-5 
(ha) 

(b) N 𝑏1

(𝑏1)𝑇1
𝑥100 

N (𝑏3)

(𝑏1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑏5)

(𝑏1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑏7)

(𝑏1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑏9)

(𝑏1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑏11)

(𝑏1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑏11)

(𝑏1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑏15)

(𝑏1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

5-20 
(ha) 

(c) N 𝑐1

(𝑐1)𝑇1
𝑥100 

N (𝑐3)

(𝑐1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑐5)

(𝑐1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑐7)

(𝑐1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑐9)

(𝑐1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑐11)

(𝑐1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑐11)

(𝑐1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑎𝑐15)

(𝑐1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

20-50 
(ha) 

(d) N 𝑑1

(𝑑1)𝑇1
𝑥100 

N (𝑑3)

(𝑑1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑑5)

(𝑑1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑑7)

(𝑑1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑑9)

(𝑑1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑑11)

(𝑑1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑑11)

(𝑑1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑑15)

(𝑑1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

˃50 
(ha) 

(e) N 𝑒1

(𝑒1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑒3)

(𝑒1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑒5)

(𝑒1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑒7)

(𝑒1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑒9)

(𝑒1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑒11)

(𝑒1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑒11)

(𝑒1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑒15)

(𝑒1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

Total (f) N 𝑓1

(𝑓1)𝑇1
𝑥100 

N (𝑓3)

(𝑓1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑓5)

(𝑓1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑓7)

(𝑓1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑓9)

(𝑓1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑓11)

(𝑓1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑓11)

(𝑓1)𝑇1
𝑋100 

N (𝑓15)

(𝑓1)𝑇1
𝑋100 
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RESULTS 

The GECOAGRI-LANDITALY survey itinerary applied to the European reality 

To present the application methods of the GECOAGRI-LANDITALY survey, we will use only one of the 

characteristics of the methodology, the "structural" so defined because it investigates the functional organization of 

the territory through the farm and its constituent elements. 

The use of this specific character is justified because the entire methodological system is based on the 

preliminary construction of the graphs of agricultural systems and related cartograms on a regional and national scale 

(empirical-descriptive phase); in fact, it is the different typology of agricultural systems that that highlight the potential 

and/or anomalies of rural areas, aspects that must then necessarily be investigated by examining the remaining 

characteristics (see paragraph 2). The graph of agricultural systems therefore represents the first, fundamental index 

- "alarm bell" and indicator-spy - of territorial peculiarities and problems; starting from its analysis, each rural reality 

can be more easily and adequately diagnosed / interpreted and / or treated with application proposals based in the 

subsequent phases of analysis and in the development of other indicators (see paragraph 2). 

Here, for obvious reasons of space, rather than analysing all the characteristics of a single regional agricultural 

space, it was preferred to show how and to what extent the construction of the graphs of agricultural systems allows 

to compare different realities and to grasp the evolutionary trends in progress; we will therefore examine the 

structural characteristics of nine European countries, constructing the graphs of the agricultural systems of their 

regions. We would like to refer to those interested in following the entire survey itinerary, to the numerous studies 

that have applied it and that have been published by the inter-university research group [33,34,35,36,37,38,39,40,41 

42,43,44,45,46,47]. 

1) the percentage of the number of businesses out of the total number of businesses operating in the territory, 

divided by size classes. 

2) the percentage of the farm area available to the farms of the different size classes (FA) on the total 

agricultural area of the examined territory. 

3) the percentage of the area agricultural cultivated (CAA) by the farms of each size class on the total farm area 

of the territory (weighted CAA). 

The graphic representation of the three different values restores "the agricultural reality of a political-

administrative space", placing the agricultural company defined as "a real microcosm in which the problematic nature 

of the rural world is fully summarized" [48]; the combination of production units of various sizes on the same territory 

shows who and how much it is possible to produce, while the crop density (ratio between CAA and FA) of the different 
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business size classes13 that characterize the agricultural system gives us the value of congruence14, of incongruity15 

and the specularity16 of the different types of companies and the different systems. We will therefore define each 

agricultural system through two parameters: that of the size of the farm and that of the difference between the 

available agricultural area and the area cultivated. 

The research and analysis potential of this methodological tool also appeared invaluable when we applied it to 

the study of agricultural systems in nine European states: Bulgaria, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Portugal, United 

Kingdom, Romania and Spain. The choice of the level of analysis was dictated by the geo-spatial classification of 

Eurostat NUTS217, which corresponds to the Italian regions, the German Regierungsbezirke, the Spanish 

Communidades autónomas and the French Régions. The data18 provided by Eurostat, concerning the hectares of 

cultivated areas (CAA), are in fact only available on this scale of detail which also allowed us to compare 171 regional 

agricultural systems. 

It should also be noted that the level of analysis offered to us by NUTS2 is functional to the assessment of 

regional agricultural realities and, above all, to the formulation of usable proposals in relation to the application of 

local policies. The graph of the agricultural system has been constructed for each area examined and the comparison 

between the various graphs has highlighted the decisive prevalence of farms of larger size which cultivate less than 

50% of their total area (inconsistent macro agricultural systems). 

 

The results obtained 

The 171 agricultural systems of the nine European countries analysed through the GECOAGRI LANDITALY 

methodology give us, at a first glance, a plurality of useful information to better understand the dynamics of 

agricultural structures both in terms of function and sector. 

 
13 The farms were divided according to the amount of hectares owned. Micro farms (ranging from 0 to 2 hectares), small (2 to 5ha), 

medium (5 to 20ha), large (20 to 50ha) and macro farms (over 50 ha). 
14 There is a situation of congruence when the difference between AAC and FA never goes beyond 5% in micro-companies, 10% in 

medium-sized companies and 15% in large companies. 
15 The inconsistency occurs when the difference between AAC and FA is between 5-10% in micro; 10-20% in medium and 15-40% in 

large. 
16 The mirroring of verification when the difference between AAC and FA always exceeds the thresholds indicated above (note 14) of 

the inconsistency. 
17 The nomenclature of territorial units for statistics (NUTS) was drawn up by the statistical office of the European Union (Eurostat) in 

order to provide a single and uniform subdivision of territorial units for the production of regional statistics. The EU territory is 

divided into three different geographic levels: NUTS 1: includes the main socio-economic regions with a population of between 3 and 

7 million people; NUTS 2: includes the basic regions for the application of regional policies with a population of between 800,000 and 

3 million people; NUTS 3: includes small regions for specific diagnoses, with populations between 150,000 and 800,000 people. 
18 For the construction of the graphs of the agricultural systems, 2013 data from the Eurostat database was used, available on the 

page https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database 
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The predominant model of the agricultural system of the countries analysed by us results in being that of 

macros where the largest percentage of the Cultivated Agricultural Area (CAA) is concentrated in companies that own 

over 50 hectares. Then, with respect to the relationship between CAA and FA which gives us the crop density or how 

much of the land available to the farming business is actually cultivated, the prevalence of the typology of incongruent 

macro systems emerges (graph. 2b) (out of 171 agricultural systems analysed as many as 64 are incongruent or rather 

the difference between SAC and SAT is between 15% and 40%) followed by the specular model (graph 2c) and to a 

lesser extent the congruent one (graph. 2a). 

The agricultural system characterized by macro farms indicates a predominance of farms over 50 ha and, above 

all, in the variations of inconsistency and speculation, alarm bells can be seen in relation, not only to land concentration 

but also to practice of the so-called “artificialization” where the land no longer acquires a land value but a financial 

one. The complexity of these phenomena always deserves further investigation starting from spatial variables and 

historical, social and cultural determinants, as the GEOCOAGRI LANDITALY survey methodology itself provides. 

The prevalence of macro systems, for example, in some regions of Northern Europe (fig. 2) is the result of a 

plurality of factors ranging from environmental to territorial and political ones, such as, for example, the lack of land 

reforms aimed at to a more reasonable redistribution of cultivated land. 

The graphical representation (fig. 2b) of agricultural systems in the United Kingdom, for example, is also justified 

because those territories, already starting from the medieval period, were the subject of a process of subtraction of 

land from farmers that intensified in the following centuries, as Kostrowicki [49] reminds us, “when the growing need 

for wool by the factories in Flanders made sheep farming highly profitable. Then the English lords began to gather 

their lands scattered among the fields of the farmers in compact blocks”. The organization of the English rural 

landscape, therefore, due to its history and political and social dynamics, has assumed its own physiognomy and a 

clear identity characterized, in fact, by the wide dimensions of the estates the large company structure then 

corresponded. The problem in this case, in addition to the persistence of the macro corporate structure, declined 

towards the prevalence of speculation and incongruity, in the north-western part, is also represented by its 

management. These types of farms are often associated with a cultivation not suited to food security but to energy. 

In Great Britain extensive large estates were destined to biomass [50]. 

In France (fig. 2c), where post-war land policy had favoured small farmers, there are currently some weaknesses 

that can be read through specular and inconsistent macro systems. Practices that can hide agricultural artificializations, 

as is currently registered in the French agricultural landscape where the land is subject to financial speculation and the 

land is changed in use to increase its value. The effects of these artificializations lead to land loss (over 60,000 hectares 

of agricultural land in France are lost each year) and to the structural change (in 1955, 80% of farms had an extension 

of less than 20 ha, the current average is about 80 ha) as well as the loss of the workforce (from 2005 to 2016, 
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according to Eurostat data, there was a percentage change in the number of employees in the primary sector of -

17%). 

Germany (fig. 2a), which inexorably loses the number of farms (from 2005 to 2016 the loss was -25%), also has 

a widespread macro-agricultural system and extended in the form above all of inconsistency. Here, too, in recent 

decades there have been practices of land concentration by foreign investors who invest not so much in agriculture 

but rather in bioenergy crops. This phenomenon is particularly true in East Germany where the privatization of state 

lands and the deregulation of the land market have favoured major investments by significantly increasing the value 

of land less and less suited to agriculture and increasingly to speculation. 

The same phenomenon that occurred in East Germany can also be traced in the geographical realities like post-

communist Bulgaria (fig. 2e) and Romania (fig. 2f), which have had a recent history of land fragmentation, where 

macro agricultural systems prevail. 

The extension and persistence of the macro agricultural systems present in Bulgaria, all of which are highly 

speculative,  require specific attention because this State, following the post-communist agrarian reform, has 

registered a land fragmentation which has, however , responded with a "reconcentration" (82.4% of farms are over 

100 ha), favoured by local laws and strongly supported by new private landowners, financially strong, who bought 

large lands for speculative purposes that  range from tourism, mining and industrial agriculture [51]. In this case, the 

structural organization of macro agricultural systems in the various forms becomes an indication for land 

concentration and land grabbing. In this regard, from the comparison with Eurostat statistics (2016), shows some data 

that confirm the distortions of the Bulgarian agricultural system: from 2005 to 2016  farms decreased by 59% while 

the agricultural area used increased by 60% losing, however, simultaneously and to the same extent (60%), the 

workforce and an even more shocking data is that in 2005 there were 367,910 small businesses whose families 

consumed more than 50% of total production, of which, in 2016, there was no trace left. In the dual agricultural system 

(macro and medium) of Romania it is possible to trace the dynamics of the primary sector, starting from the post-

communist phase which led to the dismantling of cooperatives with the result of family farming whose echoes can be 

traced precisely in the present landscape of medium-sized agricultural systems and industrial agriculture which finds 

its manifestation in the macro agricultural system, behind which those former officials of the regime who were able 

to use their networks to obtain access privileged to land privatization programs, accumulating it and then making it a 

speculative asset, as confirmed by some quantitative data (percentage change 2005-2016): decrease in companies 

(13%), decrease in employees in the primary sector (10%), a decrease in those businesses characterized by family 

farming (14%). (Eurostat, 2016) [52].  

The Spanish countryside also characterized mainly by macro agricultural systems (fig. 2d) and medium-large 

systems, where medium and large farms prevail (see graph. 2f), has been suffering for some years from an important 

land concentration. The detailed study on the Andalusian case (graph. 2b) clearly exemplifies the problems of Spanish 
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agricultural: decrease in farms, increase in their size, abandonment of land by small owners, consolidation of land 

ownership. All problems that can be read in the graphic representation of the Spanish agricultural systems between 

speculation and inconsistency [52]. 

From the monotony of the macro systems that have absorbed the landscape of some Northern European states 

making them structurally univocal and in some ways homologating, we move on to the changing Italian structural 

types (graph. 2d) and Portuguese (graph. 2e, 2h) and those of Greece’s small and medium-sized congruent ones. 

The cartography (figs. 3a, 3b, 4) gives us an image of a spatial distribution of medium-small and micro systems 

linked, therefore, to Southern Europe (graph. 2g, 2h, 2i, 2m). In particular, Greece becomes a sort of paradigm state 

where the congruity of micro and small systems can be observed (graph. 2i, 2m). This type of system is becoming a 

rara avis in the European landscape, not only for the type of medium-small and micro but also for congruity. We can 

find confirmation of this congruity in Eurostat data (2016) relating to the percentage change of companies that 

consume more than 50% of the final production from their farms: from 2005 to 2016 they increased by 300%. 

Italy is a laboratory where you can observe the different agricultural systems: from macro to medium-small. 

The regional scale certainly does not allow us to be able to analyse in greater detail any dystonia that instead occur on 

a larger geographical scale, as we have seen in other studies [54]. We limit ourselves to highlighting some macro 

elements of dystonia that may, in part, reflect the structural organization of the Italian countryside starting from 

speculation and incongruity of most of the agricultural systems that are declined towards the type of medium-large 

thus that micro-small pattern - the only proof is Genoa, albeit specular - which has distinguished the Italian agricultural 

reality, guaranteeing quality and typical characteristic. The decrease in companies (from 2005 to 2016 there was a loss 

of -32%), in particular of micro companies, the negative percentage change in the workforce (years 2005-2016 equal 

to -36%) and in family farming are the signs of a latent and inexorable decline in the primary sector. 

The diachronic analysis of European agricultural systems confirms the important land dynamism to which, for 

some decades, the countryside of the old continent has been exposed, increasingly homologated by the land 

concentration process both in the structural organization of farms and in the forms of the rural landscape [55]. 

To show in all evidence the acceleration of this phenomenon is the comparison between the cartographic 

representation of European agricultural systems at the beginning of the nineties of the twentieth century and the end 

of the first decade of the third millennium (Fig. 5 and 6). The two images show, in a lenticular way, the transformation 

of the countryside into a North Atlantic Europe characterized by macro agricultural systems, which are contrasted by 

the medium-small and micro-ones of Mediterranean Europe. A structural and functional variety (Fig. 5), expression of 

historical-cultural traditions and different political events, which has been gradually erased. Micro farms, the icon of 

southern European countries, have been absorbed by medium-large ones, as shown in the second cartogram (Fig. 6), 

and the biodiversity of typical local crops has been sacrificed to monocultures that have made the costs of exercise, 
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optimizing yields and, however, removing the farmers away from the countryside; in other words, by sacrificing 

territorial functionality to sectoral functionality. 

 

Graphic 2. The agricultural systems of some European countries. EUROSTAT data (2013), processed by the Author using the 
GECOAGRI LAND ITALY methodology 
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(e)                                               (f) 

 

 

(g)                                                (h) 
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(i)                                               (l) 

 

 

(m)                                               (n) 
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Figure 3. The European countries where the macro agricultural system predominates. Eurostat (2013). Cartographic elaboration by 
the author. 

 
a. Types of agricultural systems in Germany 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.12957/geouerj.2021.58776


 

The current agri-food dilemma ... 
Di Giacomo e De Felice 

 

 
Geo UERJ, Rio de Janeiro, n. 38, e58776, 2021 | DOI: 10.12957/geouerj.2021.58776 24 

 

b. Types of agricultural systems in the United Kingdom 
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c. Types of agricultural systems in France 
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d. Types of agricultural systems in Spain 
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e. Typology of agricultural systems in Bulgaria 

 

 

f. Typology agricultural systems in Romania 
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Figure 4. The European countries where the medium-large agricultural system predominates. Source: Eurostat (2013). Cartographic 
elaboration by the author. 

 
a. Agricultural system of Portugal 
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b. Agricultural system of Italy 
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Figure 5. The European countries where the medium-large agricultural system predominates. Source: Eurostat (2013). Cartographic 
elaboration by the author. 

 

 

Figure 6. Agricultural Systems in Europe, 1998 [54]. 
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Figure 7. Agricultural Systems in Europe. Eurostat (2013). Cartographic elaboration by the author 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

The diachronic analysis of the European agricultural structural characteristics systems has highlighted 

the process of land concentration that in recent decades has been expanding from north Atlantic Europe to 

the Mediterranean (cf. Fig. 1 and 2), so let us ask ourselves if, where and how it will be possible to build a new 

city-country relationship and the necessary function of the "agricultural places".  

Until now, as mentioned in the first paragraph, the city has played a decisive role in the creation of food 

models and the countryside has played the equally fundamental role of creating typical products, preserving 

and ensuring their quality [56,57,58,59,60]. For some years, however, it has been the same international 

bodies, responsible for tackling the food problem, to focus on rethinking the relationship between city and 

countryside or, better said, between urban food demand and supply from agricultural production. In fact, on 

the one hand, the urbanization process is worrying which, according to projections, will lead three quarters of 

the world population to live in urban agglomerations by 2050, while, on the other hand, it appears increasingly 

clear that food security and sustainable development are and will be the countryside and agricultural 

operators (see GFFA Communiqué 8 th Berlin Agriculture Ministers´ Summit 2016 16 January 2016). 
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So let's ask ourselves which farmlands will be able to best perform this function by ensuring, 

guaranteeing the quality and typicality of traditional foods. On the basis of the investigation itinerary that we 

have presented (see paragraphs 2 and 3), we begin by emphasizing that it is not at all difficult to recognize the 

territories prey to land concentration dominated by annual monocultures and intensive livestock housing - 

undoubtedly not very attractive if not even desertifying - and that, on the other hand, it is even easy to 

recognize those agricultural areas that have best known how to preserve biodiversity and cultural traditions; 

on the contrary, we observe that it is the harmonic forms of their rural landscapes that document this and 

attract the attention and interests of the urban population. 

Therefore, if until now it has been the cities and centres of power to process the agri-food demand and 

to impose the products they have chosen on the global market, through the advertising of the "traditional 

specialties of quality", it is now necessary to take note that these productions, if and precisely as typical, can 

only be "rare and scarce". Their value lies in being strongly localized, obtained in specific and circumscribed 

territorial areas, to which we must return to enhance its uniqueness and from which we must start to know 

what range of distribution and consumption is really possible to establish. 

We must not, indeed we can no longer start from the city neither from demand but, reversing the 

direction of this relationship, we must start from the countryside and its offers to re-educate consumption. 

Every food product that deserves the title "typical of quality" is in fact necessarily / constitutionally "limited" 

in time and space; and it is precisely these two categories - expressed by the individual places and by the 

alternation of the seasons - that give it value and uniqueness. If it is true, as Virgil already warned that 

"everything cannot give all the lands", it is equally true that the same food cannot have the same "taste" if it 

is produced in places with different geomorphological characteristics and at different times of the year (the 

case of many dairy products can be used as an example, not unique but emblematic. 

We know well that the city lives different rhythms from the seasonal ones; it consumes and asks to 

consume day and night in all months of the year, nor are the markets willing to limit this demand, always 

ready, everywhere and in any case to give it a rather adequate answer. The exploitation of local food policies 

by the global market therefore constitutes a concrete risk - food, economic and political - from which it is 

possible to protect oneself only by rediscovering the cultural and cultural peculiarities of our countryside. The 

problem of the relationship between global and local is actually the same one that contrasts the proposals 

generated by the city with the offers guaranteed by the countryside. 

A contrast that has commercial and, above all, political value because if on the one hand niche foods 

are exalted, strongly rooted in the traditions and micro-environments of individual local realities, on the other 

hand, global overexposure of advertising on a planetary scale can even play a less important role unfavourable 

to the protection of typical local products. This happens in at least two cases: the first is when the promotion 
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is so successful that the price of the specialty rises, so that it is exported and sold only far from the place of 

origin (table grapes of Ortona) and it is absurd not being able to  taste the product on site; the second case is 

when the breadth of market demand exceeds local production capacity to the point of encouraging imitations 

and counterfeits so that, for lessees and local administrators, it becomes increasingly difficult to defend it, 

even from brands and labels rich in informative details. 

However, it is possible to reconcile the two levels of consumption combining the values and quality of 

the place with the demand for food formulated on a global scale: farmers, traders and, above all, researchers 

who work in various ways in the primary sector will have to learn to know and interpret the originality of rural 

spaces, starting with protecting and enhancing the peculiar, extraordinary forms of landscapes generated by 

each typical local product. In Italy, the beautiful rural landscapes built by rural wisdom have allowed our agri-

food sector to establish itself on a global scale; "Italian cuisine", the "Mediterranean diet" and "typical regional 

products" have conquered the international market for the variety and quality of the offer. The "fairy tale 

landscapes", which attract tourists from all over the world, have also become "table landscapes", that is, 

concrete certificates guaranteeing quality products and protecting the commercial income of local 

communities; we risk losing them if we want to replicate them to answer the planetary demand of the urban 

population. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

What we have argued so far leads to the conclusion that the agricultural world can and should be seen 

as a potential pool of innovative offers, useful for building new social relations and for creating a new economy 

that is slower, less aggressive and ultimately, fairer and more sustainable. The eloquent example of the agri-

food sector is sufficient to demonstrate why and how the countryside can teach urban society what rhythms 

of life and how consumption is today more convenient and appropriate. 

It is time to overturn the balance of power that subjected agricultural spaces to the commercial demand 

of the city; it is necessary to move from product landscapes (arable land, specialized arboriculture, rice fields) 

to landscape products (Sabina oil, Casentino ham, Colli Lanusini wine) and strongly reaffirm that quality 

assurance in agri-food coincides with the protection of agricultural areas and their landscapes. It is nice to 

observe that in this post-globalist and post-productive perspective, even micro and small agricultural 

companies, the most committed to meeting the needs of a niche market (typical, organic, artisan products), 

will be able to reaffirm their economic functionality. - social and territorial. 
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