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1. Introduction 
 
Spain was a relatively late entrant to the European Union and has, in a sense, been 
trying to catch-up, both in modernising its agriculture and in grappling with the 
problems inherent in this process. The size and diversity of the country present a 
complex array of opportunities and problems for rural development. Approximately 
50% of Spain’s territory is classified as mountainous and/or less favoured areas and 
many of these areas face problems of rural depopulation and wholescale 
abandonment. Thus, the challenges for rural development in Spain are among the 
most extreme in the European Union.  
 
The current debate on the future of Spain’s rural areas is polarised between a majority 
who favour the development of a strong modernised competitive agriculture as the 
basis of a prosperous countryside, and those in favour of a diversified rural economy 
built on an agro-ecological approach to sustainable natural resource use. This chapter 
explores the reality of RD practices in Spain, their impact on employment and 
incomes in rural areas and their role in attenuating the socio-economic and 
environmental problems associated with modernised agriculture. It shows that RD 
practices have a considerable significance in Spain, accounting for almost half of the 
total incomes of farm family households in 1998. The chapter also examines the role 
of policy and other forces in fostering RD, assesses the potential of RD practices in 
addressing the problems faced by Spanish rural areas and identifies the obstacles to 
the more widespread adoption of such practices.  
 
 
2. The Context of Spanish Agriculture and Rural Development 
 
The last forty years have witnessed a transition of Spanish agriculture from a largely 
traditional system to a more industrialised and mechanised one, a process that 
continues today. This process of scale enlargement and intensification began in the 
1960’s and 70’s, relatively late compared to other EU states. Spain’s relative isolation 
in Franco’s dictadura and its late accession to the EU in 1986 were important factors 
in this. The farm structures that resulted from this late (and incomplete) modernisation 
process have strongly influenced the forms that RD has taken within Spain. By way of 
example, Spain has a substantial number of very small, ‘minifundist’ holdings and a 
few, very big, ‘latifundist’ holdings. These create an unusual farm size distribution in 
which 36% of Spanish farm households are smaller than 2 Economic Size Units and 
55% are smaller than 4 ESU (Eurostat 1997)1. Another feature is that traditions in 
agriculture and food (e.g. quality production and direct sales) have been relatively 
well preserved, and in the current market and policy contexts, these provide promising 

                                                 
1 In some regions, such as Galicia and the Basque Country, these shares are still considerably higher at 
around 50% and 70% respectively. 
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starting points for ‘new’ RD practices. 
 
Accession to the EU in 1986, considerably accelerated the modernisation of Spain’s 
agriculture, amidst high expectations of increased exports to the rest of the EU, based 
on a number of comparative advantages, particularly climatic. However these 
expectations were only partly realised and today the productivist development model 
is coming under question, particularly in light of the problems it has contributed to. 
These include environmental problems, overproduction in several sectors and a 
growing socio-economic imbalance between regions.   
 
The dynamics of Spanish agricultural income between 1985 and 2000 have been 
rather erratic (MAPA 2001). In the early 1990’s there was a dramatic drop (of 11% 
between 1991 and 1992), possibly as a consequence of ‘shock-effects’ resulting from 
EU accession. From then onwards agricultural income increased again and peaked in 
1996. This is the period when Spanish agriculture profited most from its accession to 
the CAP regime. In more recent years agricultural incomes have been in decline 
again. Agricultural income decreased by ca. 5% between 1996 and 2000, suggesting 
that Spanish agriculture has become increasingly subject to the ‘cost-price squeeze’ 
emanating from the productivist development model (see Chapter 1). The crisis in 
farm incomes is the strongest force pushing farmers to look for new income sources. 
Yet, it also leading many farmers to abandon their holdings, or their children to seek 
their futures outside of farming (and rural areas).  
 
The importance of agriculture in the national economy has also declined significantly. 
In 1965 agriculture contributed 16% of total Gross Domestic Product. By 1975 this 
had fallen to 10% and by 1997 to 3.4% (MAPA 1998). There has also been a dramatic 
decrease in agriculture’s importance as a source of employment. This is both a cause 
and a consequence of the massive exodus of rural dwellers to the cities and other 
European countries that has occurred over the past forty years. In 1965 agriculture 
accounted for 35% of total employment, but by 1985 this figure had dropped to 18% 
with a further decrease to 8.4% in 1997 (MAPA 1998). The total employment in 
agriculture (in full time equivalents) fell from 1,627,000 in 1987 to 1,090,000 Annual 
Working Units in 1995, an annual rate of decline of almost 5% (MAPA 2000a).   
 
Rural depopulation is a serious problem. In mountainous and other marginal areas, the 
population replacement rate is around 0.3 - 0.5, which means that in the medium term, 
many of these areas may be completely abandoned (Sumpsi 2000). Very large 
numbers of younger people and women have left rural areas. There is serious concern 
over the unbalanced age structure in Spanish farming. More than 75% of Spanish 
farmers are older than 45 years (with more than a quarter older than 65). By contrast 
only 7% of farmers are younger than 35 years and only 15% are in the 35 to 44 age-
range (INE 1998). Spanish rural areas are haunted by the reality that the people with 
the most ‘get up and go’ have already got up and gone, leaving behind an older, less 
educated and skilled population, often lacking in initiative. As a result almost 20% of 
the country faces extreme problems of human abandonment. This poses serious 
challenges for the continuity of rural traditions, culture and heritage as well as the 
dereliction of land, where traditional farming techniques have, up until now, 
preserved landscapes and valuable ecological habitats.  
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2.1 Regional Diversity 
 
Within this broad picture there are significant regional variations. Spain is a large 
country with a wide range of climatic and physical features. These give rise to a wide 
variety of different ecosystems, agricultural landscapes and farming systems. The 
diversity of Spanish agriculture is renowned, and ranges from products typical of 
temperate climates through to Mediterranean crops (grapes, olives, citrus fruits, 
vegetables, etc) and sub-tropical species. A wide range of fruit and vegetable products 
are grown (including tomatoes, peppers, oranges, tangerines, lemons, peaches, etc.) 
and these account for approximately half of Spanish agricultural output and a 
substantially higher proportion of agricultural exports. Spanish vineyards and olive 
groves are also of considerable importance. Their output is substantial, as is their 
contribution to export earnings. They provide important employment opportunities 
and sources of income for small scale farmers and agricultural labourers and are an 
important characteristic feature of the Spanish landscape.  
 
Regionally there is a marked specialisation of production, which has the following 
main characteristics (MAPA 2000a):    
• -  The Cantabrian cornice (Galicia, Asturias, Cantabria and the Basque Country) 

is chiefly a stock farming area, particularly oriented to dairy cattle.  
• -  Agriculture in Catalonia and the community of Madrid is predominantly stock 

farming (intensive) but with sizeable crop sectors (wine, oil, vegetables and fruit).  
• -  In Andalucía, Murcia, the Canary and Balearic Islands and the Valencian 

Community, agriculture is  dominated by crops, particularly fruit and vegetable 
production; 80% of Spanish olives and 90% of cotton are grown in Andalucía.  

• -  Castile-La Mancha and La Rioja are also strongly oriented to permanent crops, 
and there is a high proportion of vineyards.   

• -  Castile and León is highly specialised in cereals and industrial crops 
(sunflower and sugar beet). 

• -  Farming in Navarre and Extremadura is balanced between crops and stock 
farming, with cereals and fruit among the principle crops in both. 

 
The regional diversity of Spain is also very important from an ecological point of 
view. Spain is ecologically one of the most diverse countries in the EU (Ruiz Perez 
1990; Naveso 1994). It is home to important populations of species that are rare, or 
absent, in the rest of Europe, and is one of the main wintering grounds for European 
migrant birds. The juxtaposition of two dramatically different climatic regions, the 
Atlantic and the Mediterranean, the importance of Alpine ecosystems and the singular 
nature of the Balearic and Canary archipelagos mean that the country contains almost 
all the main classes of European habitats (Bennet 1991). Maintenance of many of 
these habitats is largely dependent on the conservation of traditional and low-intensity 
agricultural systems.  
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Figure 1. The Spanish Autonomous Communities   
 

 
Source: http://flagspot.net/flags/es(.html 
Map and boundary data copyright of Flags of the World  
 
Politically and administratively, Spain is divided into 17 Autonomous Communities 
(see figure 1, above). Each has their own political, social, economic and cultural 
characteristics and there are considerable differences in the division of political 
competences between national and regional governments. These differing degrees of 
devolution complicate analysis of RD activities in Spain. Whereas the Spanish state is 
generally responsible for implementing EU policies and establishing the overall 
economic and structural support framework within the country, the regional 
governments have considerable responsibilities and autonomy in the areas of 
agriculture, land-use and environmental management. In addition Autonomous 
Communities, to differing degrees, have started to develop their own rural 
development strategies (Sumpsi 2000).  
 
Thus there are considerable regional divergences in the extent to which RD has been 
promulgated at the policy level. This necessarily complicates any analysis of the 
interfaces between RD policies and practices. In addition decentralisation also means 
that data for the extent and impact of RD practices is scattered over the 17 
Autonomous Regions and often not available in a consistent or compatible format.  
 
 
3. The Current Status of Rural Development in Spain 
 
Since Spain joined the EU, its agricultural and rural policy has become closely linked 
to that of the EU.  As such Spain’s agriculture has been strongly influenced by price 
support mechanisms and income payments for Less Favoured areas. More recent 
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policy developments such as the accompanying measures of the CAP (aimed at 
environmental conservation and diversification of activities in rural areas) and the 
establishment of specific RD programmes (such as LEADER) have also had an 
influence. In general EU measures have been implemented by the Spanish 
government without much adaptation, and the principal RD measures emanate 
directly from EU policies and programmes, specifically the CAP and regional 
development programmes co-financed by the Structural Funds (Sumpsi 2000)2. 
 
However, there are many examples where EU policy measures in specific fields have 
been an important driver or catalyst for the introduction, and uptake, of RD activities.  
This is especially so for activities that were supported through CAP accompanying 
measures, such as agri-environmental programmes and, to a lesser extent, 
afforestation and organic farming. Agri-tourism projects have also received 
substantial support from LEADER. Unfortunately, the lack of a coherent national RD 
strategy has meant that many RD activities have remained isolated (both sectorally 
and geographically) and have only had a localised impact.  
 
It is only in recent years that a more widespread debate has begun on the role of 
multifunctional agriculture and the need for more integrated and area based 
approaches to the rural economy. This has largely been stimulated by widespread 
concern over environmental issues and a series of food safety scandals (Foot and 
Mouth Disease, BSE, dioxins, etc.). There has been growing political support for 
more environmentally friendly farming techniques and a reduction in the use of 
agricultural inputs. The LEADER programme has also played a very influential role 
in introducing more integrated, territorial, approaches as a tool for promoting rural 
development (Esparcia 2000). Notwithstanding some failures, the successes of 
LEADER projects in different regions have demonstrated the potential strength of 
such approaches in tackling social and economic deprivation in lagging rural areas 
and enabling more sustainable patterns of rural development. 
 
 
3.1. The Actual Impact of Rural Development in Spain  
 
Prior to the IMPACT project no comprehensive overview had been made of the take-
up and impact of farm-based RD activities in Spain. In this respect this was a very 
ambitious task, which involved confronting numerous methodological challenges. 
These included a lack of statistical data concerning some, more recently initiated, 
activities3 and the absence of any reliable estimates or studies on the socio-economic 
impact of a number of activities. In addition, the decentralisation of responsibilities 
within the Spanish administrative system often necessitated searching for the same 
data in the 17 Autonomous Communities. Thus this impact analysis should be seen as 
an initial, exploratory approach and a starting point for subsequent work that can 
enhance the framework established here. In spite of these limitations it has proved 
possible to construct a general overview of the levels of uptake of RD activities in 

                                                 
2 Although Spain has implemented a small RD programme PRODER, which follows a similar 
approach to LEADER and is designed to extend RD support to areas not covered by the LEADER 
programme (see section 4.) 
3 This is especially true for the field of new on-farm activities, for which no data was found. To a lesser 
extent it also applied to diversification. The presence of ‘blind spots’ within the analysis, implies that 
the estimates presented here are likely to be underestimates.  
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Spanish agriculture. Table 1, below, illustrates the importance of different fields of 
RD activity showing the total numbers of farm households involved (in 1998), the 
proportion of ‘commercial’ farmers involved in 2001 (based on survey findings) and, 
the time when these activities became significant. 
  
Table 1. Importance of different types of RD activities in Spain 
 
Type of activity No. of farmers  

(1998) 
Uptake by 

commercial 
farmers (2001) 

Significant 
since 

Present 
trend 

 Number % of total %   
Organic farming       7,392 0.6 6.9 1991 ++ 
Quality production 
Quality labels 
On-farm processing 

223,655 18.5 43.6 
 

16.1 

 
Long time 

1983 

 
+++ 

+ 
Short Supply chains    90,000 7.4 23.2 Long time + 
Agri-tourism 2,180 0.2 2.3 1995 +++ 
New on-farm / 
economic activities  

n.a n.a 7.4 Recent + 

Diversification 
Non-food production 
Energy production 

40,578 3.2  
4.1 
4.6 

 
1985 
1993 

 
+ 

++ 
Nature management 55,551 4.6 8.4 1993 ++ 
Cost reduction 287,814 23.8  Long time + 
Off-farm income 346,730 28.7  Long time ++ 
Source:  Unpublished IMPACT matrix data and Oostindie and Parrott 2002 
 
The figures from different sources show considerable differences for a number of 
fields of RD activity. These partly result from the differences in farm population 
samples adopted by the two studies: all farms and ‘commercial’ farms that earn at 
least 25% of their income from farming respectively. This is a highly relevant 
difference in view of the large number of very small Spanish farms. It also suggests 
that several RD activities are more widely adopted by larger farms that are more 
dependent on farming for their incomes. Also the difference in years of study is 
relevant, and confirms that farm-based RD practices have gained in importance in 
recent years. The very high participation rate for quality production in 2001 may be 
related to participation in industry-led quality assurance schemes, which were not 
included in the collection of matrix data. Lastly, it should be noted that the survey 
focused specifically on three Autonomous Communities (Andalucía, Galicia and the 
Basque Country), while matrix data were collected for the whole of Spain. This may 
explain differences for some fields of activity such as for organic farming, which has 
relatively high levels of take up in Andalucía, and for short supply chains, which are 
widespread in the Basque country. 
 
Table 2 (below) gives further details on the socio-economic impact of different types 
of RD activities. The impact assessment indicates that RD activities contributed €9.7 
billion or 47.9% of the Total Family Income (TFI) generated on Spanish farm 
households in 1998. This proportion is similar to that in Ireland and Italy, higher than 
in the UK and the Netherlands, but lower than in Germany. An important feature of 
the impact of RD in Spain is that regrounding activities provide a significantly higher 
proportion of TFI (ca. 95%) than in other countries.  
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Table 2: The Impact of Deepening, Broadening and Regrounding Activities in 
Spain in 19984 
 
Fields of Activity Number 

of farms 
% of 
total 
N 

Extra 
NVA / FI 
per farm 
(€) 

Extra NVA  
per FoA (€) 

% of  
Total 
NVA 

Extra FI from 
RD-activities 
(€) 

% of 
Total 
FI  

Deepening 
Organic farming 
Quality Production 
Short Supply Chains 
Subtotal Deepening 

 
7,392 

223,655 
90,000 

 
0.6 

18.5 
7.4 

 

 
5,624 

635 
2,913 

 
41,574,132 

141,982,214 
262,181,902 
445,738,248 

 
0.2 
0.8 
1.5 
2.6 

  

Broadening 
Agri-tourism 
New On-Farm Activ. 
Diversification 
Management of 
Nature and 
Landscape 
Subtotal Broadening 

 
2,180 

n.a.  
40,578 
55,551 

 
0.2 

 
3.2 
4.6 

 

 
4,040 

n.a. 
1,028 
1,575 

 
8,807,893 

n.a. 
40,151,000 
87,684,164 

 
 

136,456,172 

 
0.1 

 
0.2 
0.5 

 
 

0.8 

  

Total D+B 284,116a 23.5 2,049 582,194,420 3.4 429,025,188b 2.1 
Regrounding 
Cost Reduction 
Off Farm Income 
Subtotal 
Regrounding 

 
287,814 
346,730 

 
23.8 
28.7 

 
5,131 

22,581 

 
 

  
1,476,773,634 
7,829,519,162 

 
9,306,292,796 

 
7.3 

38.6 
 

45.8 
Total RD (D+B+R)      9,735,317,984 47.9 
Reference data total 
agricultural sector 
in Spain. 

Total N   Total NVA  Total FIc  

1,208,260   16,928,107,000  20,304,019,162  

Source:  Unpublished IMPACT matrix data  
 
The overall extra Net Value Added (NVA) generated by broadening and deepening 
activities (3.4% of total NVA from agriculture) is the lowest of all countries within 
the IMPACT study. Yet the number of Spanish farms involved in these activities is 
quite high, in many cases more than in other countries. This implies that involvement 
in these activities often does not translate into meaningful increases in income. This is 
not to say that these activities are valueless, as their socio-economic impacts may take 
different forms: providing much needed access to markets, or stabilising farm 
employment in remote areas, etc.  
 
Deepening activities, which primarily involve farm enterprises repositioning 
themselves viz a viz the agro-food supply chain, are relatively widespread amongst 
Spanish farm households. Quality production (19% of farms involved) and direct 

                                                 
4 n.a: not available  
a Corrected by minus 32% to allow for overlap (or synergy) between activities at the  farm level 
(estimate derived from transnational survey data). 
b The calculation of extra TFI assumes that 73.7% of the extra NVA derived from Deepening and 
Broadening activities can be considered as extra FI. This figure is based on the relationship between 
NVA and FFI for Spain, published in the Eurostat Farm Structure Survey 1997 (the most recently 
available year). 
c Total FI calculated as FI from farming plus Off-Farm Income = €12,474,500,000 + €7,829,519,162 
(Eurostat Farm Structure Survey for 1997) 

Formatted: Portuguese (Brazil)
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sales (7.4%) are two such activities that build on long cultural and gastronomic 
traditions. The protection of quality products has a long tradition in Spain, where 
national legislation (such as the Vineyard Statute of 1932) to regulate the use of such 
designations of origin has been in place for a long time. This has more recently been 
extended to the EU level (through the PDO and PGI legislation under EU regulations 
2081/92 and 2082/92) and there are also local schemes in place, initiated by LEADER 
programmes and the Autonomous Communities. Quality production generated an 
increase in the NVA of farming of around €142 million, which represents almost one 
quarter of the extra value added generated by deepening and broadening activities. 
 
In recent years there has been a renewed attention for typical local quality foods, 
partly, at least, as a result of the recognition of the potential of these products in 
helping to promote regional tourism. Also there is a strong upsurge of gastronomy and 
‘haute cuisine’ and Spain is actually reported to have surpassed French nouvelle 
cuisine as “the undisputed king of creative cuisine”, through blending traditional 
gastronomy with new techniques and ingredients (Guardian 2003). In spite of these 
promising prospects socio-economic impact data show that, in comparison with other 
countries with a strong quality foods tradition (e.g. Italy and France), the average 
extra value accruing to farm households in Spain from involvement in quality 
production remains very low, at an average of €635 per farm. Several factors 
contribute to this, the most important of which is the rather poor level of market 
development, which results in substantial amounts of ‘quality products’ being sold on 
conventional markets5.  
 
Short supply chains have persisted in Spain despite the advance of the multiple 
retailers. From 1990 to 1999, they maintained a market share of around 11%, over 
half of which is accounted for by door-to-door sales and 17% by farm gate sales 
(MAPA 2000b). A large share of short supply chains follow traditional forms of direct 
selling such as the selling of farm produce on weekly markets, annual fairs, to local 
shops and restaurants or by door-to-door selling. However, in recent years a tendency 
towards new, often more professionalised, forms of direct selling can be observed, 
such as the establishment of farm shops and the foundation of consumer co-operatives 
to create a domestic market for organic produce. Thanks to door-to-door selling, farm-
gate sales and farmers’ markets Spanish farmers generate an additional NVA of €262 
million, almost half of the of the extra value added generated by deepening and 
broadening activities. The NVA per farm was almost €3,000.  
 
Organic farming is a relatively new activity in Spain, although in recent years it has 
been growing rapidly; the area of certified organic land increased from 4,235 ha in 
1991 to 380,920 ha in 2000 (Alonso et al. 2004, forthcoming). Despite a lack of 
institutional support in most regions, organic farming has begun to have an important 
impact, generating an additional NVA of €41 million in 1998 or 7% of the extra value 
added by deepening and broadening activities. At the individual farm level this is 
equivalent to an average NVA of €5,624 per farm, which makes it the most profitable 
of all Spanish RD activities at the individual farm level. However, the position of 
organic farming in Spain is quite precarious, in that the domestic market is poorly 
developed and over 80% of production is destined for export. These exports face stiff 

                                                 
5 MAPA (2000) has estimated that, in 1998, only 55% of the produce of designated Spanish wine 
growing districts was sold under labels advertising this fact.  
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competition from organic produce from other European countries, where there is 
stronger institutional support, and from newly emerging export countries around the 
Mediterranean, particularly Tunisia, Israel and Egypt. Declining exports, in 
combination with insufficient domestic demand, combine to make marketing a major 
bottleneck in the future development of the sector. As with quality products, an 
increasing share of organic products is being sold on conventional markets. While in 
1997 80-100% of Spanish organic products were sold as such (Michelsen et al. 1999), 
a recent study shows that 38% of Andalucian organic products (the most important 
Spanish region in this sector) finds its way to the conventional market (García 2001). 
 
Broadening activities are still of less importance in Spain, compared to the other 
IMPACT countries, but some are growing in importance and their development has 
received considerable support. Activities for which data was available include agri-
tourism, diversification (mainly afforestation of agricultural land) and nature and 
landscape management. These activities enlarge the role that farmers usually play in 
the rural sphere, partly redefining their role to encompass that of a service supplier 
and a steward of natural resources. In recent years increased attention has been paid to 
the option of upholding farming activities in rural areas through the delivery of public 
goods and services, in which the concept of multifunctionality plays a central role6. 
 
Agri-tourism is a relatively recent activity in Spain and is not, as yet, very significant.  
There are important differences between and within regions, depending on: the 
institutional (legal and economic) support; the environmental and cultural attractions 
and other activities for tourists and the quality of service (Fuentes García 1995; 
COAG 2000). An important feature of the development of agri-tourism in Spain, is 
that support to rural tourism (e.g. as part of LEADER programmes) has generally not 
been reserved to farm households but also been open to other rural dwellers. 
Therefore agricultural households only account for a limited share of the growing 
market for rural tourism7. It is estimated that in 1998 ca. 2,200 farms offered agri-
tourism facilities, generating €8.8 million of additional NVA. 
 
Diversification in Spain is mainly limited to farm forestry, which is supported by EU 
Regulation 2080/92 and the Spanish regulations 378/93 and 152/96. The afforestation 
programme began in most Spanish regions in 1993 and each Autonomous Community 
has developed its own approach to implementing the regulations. Seventy five per 
cent of land planted for forestry under these schemes was previously non-cultivated 
land (MAPA 1998). Farm-based forestry is still of relatively little economic 
significance in Spain and the income that it generates tends to be additional (rather 
than a substitute for other agrarian income). The activity is partly reinstating 
traditional farming practices, in which forestry played an integral part. In other 
regions (especially along the Cantabrian cost) afforestation is reported to be 
associated with an increase in part-time farming and, even¸ the total abandonment of 
farming (which has highly detrimental effects on cultural landscapes, Naveso 1994).  
It is estimated that farm forestry in 1998 generated an extra NVA of €87 million 

                                                 
6 See e.g. Massot (2000), Reig (2001), Regidor (2003), as well as different contributions to the public 
debates to the White Book on Agriculture and Rural Development (Libro Blanco de la Agricultura y el 
Desarrollo Rural) organised by the Ministry of Agriculture from July 2002 to January 2003 
(www.libroblancoagricultura.com). 
7 While in 1998 there where 7,384 rural tourism establishments offering 48.074 beds, agri-tourism 
establishments amounted to 2,180 offering 15,508 beds (unpublished IMPACT matrix data). 
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(almost 7% of the total extra value coming from deepening and broadening), an 
average of almost €1,000 per farm. This additional income came from compensatory 
payments; revenues from sales of timber are not taken into account since these will 
only appear later.   
 
At around 5%, the participation rate in nature and landscape management is rather 
low in Spain compared to other countries within the IMPACT project. It is estimated 
that these activities generated an aggregate €87.6 million additional NVA (15% of the 
impact from deepening and broadening), or almost €1,600 additional NVA per farm. 
This extra income mainly results from the compensatory payments that farmers 
receive for agri-environmental measures under EU regulation 2078/92.  
 
A unique feature of agri-environmental management in Spain, that was only recently 
recognised in official policy schemes, is the phenomenon of historical cattle routes. 
These historical cattle routes (vias pecuarias or cañadas) go back to the traditional 
practices of transhumance which have played an important role in Spanish cattle 
rearing since medieval times. This practice helped Spanish farmers overcome the 
generally low carrying capacity of Mediterranean pastures, by making optimum use of 
summer pastures in the highlands and winter pastures in the lower areas through 
seasonal migration (Ruiz Perez 1990). The varied management and seasonal grazing 
patterns have given these routes important ecological characteristics. However, the 
cañadas (which could run over several hundreds of kilometres) were also important 
socio-cultural institutions: as communication networks in a pre-motorised rural world; 
for moving cattle herds, farm machinery and products; trade and commerce; and as 
places for celebrations and festivities. While many have fallen into decay, there still 
exists a network of historical cattle routes of more than 125,000 km covering more 
than 425,000 ha in Spain. For a long time, the important role of historical cattle routes 
in nature and landscape management was not recognised in policy circles and, 
moreover, could not be appropriately accommodated within the (essentially farm-
based) framework of agri-environmental measures. However, in 1995 a law was 
passed in order to maintain the routes, recognising their role as important landscape 
features and conservation sites and to promote new compatible leisure pursuits, such 
as trekking, cycling, riding, and other sporting activities.  
 
As indicated before, regrounding strategies in Spain are clearly the most important 
element of RD, and account for over 90% of the additionally generated family 
income. In terms of the numbers involved and income generated, off-farm 
employment is the most important. The value of off-farm incomes amounted to 
€7,829 million in 1998, 84% of extra family income generated by regrounding 
activities. It is estimated that 29% of Spanish farm households have some form of off-
farm employment, generating an average of €22,581 per farm. Apart from being an 
important income source, off-farm employment also fosters rural - urban integration, 
which can generate fruitful synergies in mobilising resources. Off-farm income is thus 
critical in helping rural areas maintain their population and generate new opportunities 
for developing closer links with the urban society.  
 
The other regrounding activity, that of cost reduction, is practised by 288,000 farms 
(almost 24% of the total) who realised average savings of €5,100 each and generating 
an additional €1,476 million of family income on Spanish farm households. Cost 
reduction strategies entail the minimising the use of external inputs (particularly 



 11 

fertilisers, pesticides), reducing the use of hired labour and contract work, and 
minimising borrowings for investments. Co-operative credit unions and programmes 
on integrated pest management are important mechanisms through which these cost 
reductions are achieved.  
 
3.2. Regional Differences in RD Practices 
 
There are considerable regional differences in the expressions of RD. Our data 
collection and impact assessment was more detailed in three Autonomous 
Communities of Andalucía, Galicia, and the Basque Country. It was not possible to 
make a in-depth quantitative overview of involvement and impacts of various 
activities in all the other regions, but Table 3, shows the variations in adoption for 
different RD activities between regions.  
 
Table 3. An overview of the regional importance of different RD fields of activity 
in 1998 

 

Organic 
farming  

Quality 
products 

Short 
chains 

Agri-
tourism 

Farm 
Forestry 

Historic 
Cattle 
routes 

Agri -
environm 
schemes 

Integrated 
Pest Control  

Credit 
Unions 

Off-farm 
income 

Galicia + ++ ++ ++ +++ - + + + ++ 

Asturias + + ++ + ++ - +++ + - ++ 

Cantabria + ++ + ++ + - ++ - - ++ 

Basque country + +++ ++ +++ ++ + ++ - - ++ 

Navarre ++ ++ + ++ + + + - + ++ 
La Rioja + +++ + + + + + + + ++ 

Aragón  ++ ++ + +++ ++ +++ +++ ++ - + 

Catalonia ++ +++ + +++ + ++ ++ +++ ++ ++ 

Balearic Islands ++ + ++ - + - + + - ++ 

Castile and León +++ +++ + + +++ +++ +++ + + + 

Madrid + + + - ++ ++ ++ - - ++ 

Castile -La 
Mancha ++ +++ + ++ 
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+ + 

Valencian 
Community ++ ++ ++ ++ 
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++ 

 
++ 
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++ + 

Murcia ++ + + ++ ++ + ++ ++ - + 

Extremadura +++ ++ + ++ +++ ++ +++ ++ + + 

Andalusía +++ +++ + +++ +++ +++ +++ +++ ++ + 

Canary Islands ++ ++ ++ - + - + + - ++ 
Sources: IMPACT matrices, Garcia Arias (2002), MAPA (2000a) 
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This overview illustrates that there are considerable regional differences in the 
development of these various RD activities. Without additional detailed research it is 
difficult to pinpoint the reasons for these differences, although they appear to be due 
to a mixture of differing policy contexts, farming types and cultural traditions. The 
following paragraphs outline some of the more evident reasons underlying regional 
differences in take-up rates for these different activities.  
 
Organic farming in Spain is concentrated in two Autonomous Communities 
(Extremadura and Andalucía), which account for 75% of the registered farms in 1998 
and 56% of the certified land. In other regions organic farming is still in a very early 
stage of development. The lead role of these two Autonomous Communities has 
partly been due to favourable policy conditions. Both regional governments have 
actively supported organic farming and implemented support schemes for organic 
conversion. The predominance of permanent crops (vine, olives), with often already 
extensive cultivation practices and favourable export prospects to northern European 
markets, have also been contributory factors. In other regions a lack of institutional 
support, together with unfavourable market conditions have constrained the 
development of the organic sector. For example in the Cantabrian cornice a lack of 
larger scale processing facilities and marketing structures has severely limited the 
potential for conversion within the dominant dairy farming sector8. 
 
The take up of quality production appears most clearly related to the existence of 
strong (and sometimes revitalised) traditions. Catalonia, Castile and León, Castile - La 
Mancha and Andalucía are the main ‘quality’ regions within Spain and account for 
50% of Spain’s share of EU regional quality labelled products. Other regions, 
including the Basque Country and La Rioja also have renowned quality products (e.g. 
Rioja wine and Idiazabal sheep’s cheese) that are firmly rooted in tradition, that have 
withstood global pressures and have created strong niche markets for themselves. 
Other examples, such as wines from Navarre demonstrate that a reputation for quality 
can be constructed in the absence of long traditions. For direct selling, strong cultural 
and gastronomic factors play a key role but in this instance suitable markets are also 
required. The proximity of urban centres or high tourist flows can be important 
success factors here. The combination of both these factors explains, for example, the 
significance of direct sales in the Basque Country.  
 
Farm forestry is very important in several regions, including Andalucía, Galicia, 
Extremadura, Castile and León and Castile-La Mancha. Most farm forestry plots are 
small, although there are wide variations. In Galicia, Asturias, Catalonia and Navarre 
most farmers plant less than 5 hectares of forestry. In Andalucía and Extremadura 
plots in excess of 50 hectares are common.  
 
Agri-tourism is far more developed in some regions than in others. 70% of agri-
tourism enterprises are located in just four regions: the Basque Country, Aragon, 
Catalonia and Andalucía. The degree of institutional support (not only through 
investment subsidies but also in terms of collective marketing and booking services) 
appears to be an important factor of success for this activity. Additionally, the general 
attractiveness of the area for tourists remains a key determinant. Agri-tourism is 
                                                 
8 For long on-farm processing and/or small-scale, artisanal processing plants have been the only 
feasible way of processing organic dairy in Spain. Only recently a number of larger dairy companies 
and co-operatives have entered the organic market. 
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mainly successful in areas with attractive cultural landscapes, in coastal hinterlands or 
the vicinity of other tourist attractions. The results in more ‘common’ rural areas 
remain disappointing (Hoggart and Paniagua 2001). 
 
The presence of successful area based rural development projects is also occasionally 
an important factor explaining regional differences in the take-up of RD practices. 
Often the success of these can be attributed to personal initiative (e.g. the efforts of 
the local mayor), or to projects such as LEADER. However there appears to be no 
clear-cut formula for success. A resurgent rural district may well be located next to 
one locked in a cycle of decline and neglect, despite the presence of Structural Fund 
programmes, LEADER projects, etc.  
 
Around 70% of the length of the historical cattle routes is contained within the larger 
Autonomous Communities: Castile and León, Andalucía, Castile-La Mancha and 
Aragón. The new Rural Development Programme for Spain (Regulation 1257/99) 
provides support for cattle owners who still practice transhumance and these regions 
are in the process of upgrading the quantity and quality of pastures along these routes 
(MAPA 2000c). They are also establishing ‘herdsmen’s schools’ to train young 
people and try to ensure continuity, as most cattle breeders are more than 50 years old.    
 
The development of agri-environmental measures has been quite varied in Spain 
because responsibility for these rests entirely with each Autonomous Community. 
Castile and León, Castile-La Mancha, Aragón and the Valencian community have 
been at the forefront of these initiatives and together they accounted for ca. 75% of 
the total expenditure in this area between 1993-1999 (Garcia Arias 2002). By contrast, 
hardly any measure of this type have been implemented in the Basque Country, 
Navarre, Galicia, La Rioja, Cantabria and the Balearic Islands. This pattern is not the 
result of any differences in agri-environmental potentials, but rather reflects the 
political decision-making processes within different Autonomous Communities. 
While some regions have actively taken up agri-environmental measures as an 
opportunity to support their farming populations (backed up by regional farmers’ 
unions), in others the actual implementation of the scheme has been obstructed by 
political differences or obstructed by power struggles between different 
administrations. Research into the profiles of farms engaged in agri-environment 
schemes in Castile and León shows that they tend to be larger than average and are 
run by younger farmers (<35 years) who farm part-time (Paniagua Mazorra 2001).  
 
Andalucía and Catalonia have provided relatively strong support to reducing chemical 
inputs. They cover 75% of the initiatives on integrated pest management - in 
vineyards, on olive, citrus and other fruit trees and on horticultural crops. Catalonia, 
the Valencian community and Andalucía are home to 95% of credit unions. Members 
of co-operative credit unions include both large and small landowners, and full-time 
and part-time farmers. In Andalucía, 89% of members are in oil and wine co-
operatives, whereas in Catalonia and the Valencian community they mostly belong to 
fruit and vegetable co-operatives.  
 
Traditionally part-time farming in Spain has been viewed as an impediment to 
agricultural development and efficiency, but this is changing in view of the 
importance of off-farm income to the very survival of many farm units. Again there 
are large regional differences. In the Basque Country and Andalucía the significance 
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of off-farm income has increased in the last decade, whereas in Galicia it has 
diminished slightly, due to the low level of industrialisation and limited opportunities 
to find an off-farm job. The significance of off-farm incomes derived from retirement 
pensions has become very important in recent years and represents a substantial part 
of many a family farm budget. 
 
 
3.3. Synergies between RD practices 
 
There is considerable synergy between different RD activities in Spain at the farm 
household level. According to the results of a survey of 608 farms in Galicia, 
Andalucía and the Basque country (Oostindie and Parrott 2002), more than 80% of 
farms involved in quality production in these regions and half of those involved in 
short supply chains have a second RD activity. The strongest synergies exist between 
deepening activities.  
 
Organic farming often exists alongside quality regional production. There is a ‘natural 
resonance’ between these two activities: as organic farming often uses local varieties 
and breeds for ecological reasons (e.g. better resistance to pests or diseases) and these 
varieties / breeds are also the basis of traditional quality products. Organic production 
is often also linked to short supply chains. In the absence of any interest from 
supermarkets, organic producers and consumers have had no other choice than to 
work together to create supply chains.  It was only through such initiatives, which 
have led to the creation of consumer co-operatives, that organic products have become 
available in the domestic market (Knickel et al., forthcoming; Alonso et al. 2000). 
Organic farmers are also frequently involved with nature and landscape management 
schemes, and almost 12% of organic farms are involved in agri-tourism, a 
combination that appeals to the ‘green tourist’. There are also cases of organic farms 
diversifying into becoming school-farms, demonstration farms, and meeting places. 
 
If we analyse the synergies for farms involved in short supply chains, the strongest 
link is with quality production. Historically there are strong associations between the 
two activities, as quality products in Spain have been developed and maintained 
through short channels of commercialisation. Such linkages are now also the basis for 
new initiatives, as is the case with the Laneko co-operative for the marketing of 
regional quality foods in the Basque Country (Mauleón and Renting 2004, 
forthcoming). Farms involved in agri-tourism have most synergies with short supply 
chains, followed by quality production and organic farming. Gastronomy is one of the 
main attractions of these types of establishments. Agri-tourism is also sometimes 
associated with engagement in nature and landscape management – which again 
creates mutually reciprocal benefits, particularly along tourist routes.  
 
‘New’ RD activities also have a synergy effect at a higher, regional level and 
environmental benefits become more apparent at this level. For example, many 
regional quality products specify low-intensity production regimes and many are 
linked to traditional varieties or breeds. Short supply chains are also more 
environmentally sound because of the lower energy consumption required when 
products travel shorter distances. The closer relationship between the producer and the 
consumer also offers considerable scope for increased economic synergy between 
short chains, quality products and rural tourism (Mauleón 2001).  
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4. Evaluating the Effectiveness of RD Policy  
 
Rural development in Spain has been mainly driven by individual farmers, working at 
the farm household level, in search of better incomes. However their actions need to 
be seen in the light of the overall framework of agricultural and rural development 
policy, which has influenced the opportunities that are available to them. 
 
 
4.1  The Institutional and Financial Framework  
 
While it was stated earlier that Spanish RD policy amounts to little more than the 
implementation of EU measures, it is important to understand how the institutional 
framework operates and it has impacted on rural development practices. Spain has a 
highly regionalised system of government and, while the national government is 
responsible for the overall implementation of EU policies, the regional 
administrations have considerable responsibility for agriculture, land use and 
environmental management. Even at the national level there is considerable 
fragmentation of responsibilities for RD programmes. The Ministry of the Economy is 
responsible for negotiating structural funding with the European Commission and the 
Ministry of Agriculture jointly (along with the regional governments) manages 
measures financed by the EAGGF and the LEADER and PRODER9 programmes. The 
Ministry of Environment was responsible for forestry programmes between 1994 and 
1999 and now also manages the biodiversity programmes within the new Rural 
Development Regulation (1257/99). The regional governments of the 17 Autonomous 
Communities formulate their own programmes under the guidance of, and through 
negotiation with, the central ministries10. The process of planning is therefore 
complex, with many interests involved. The challenge of integrating the various 
support measures available under the Rural Development Regulation, and then 
negotiating these with the different regional administrations, has proved complex and 
the final approved programme was only completed in all the regions after the start of 
the new funding cycle.  
 
Table 4 shows the main sources of funding for RD policy in the period 1996-1999. It 
shows that most of the CAP funding for rural development (ca. 40%) was going to the 

                                                 
9 PRODER (Programme for Economic Development and Diversification of Rural Areas) is a central 
government operational programme developed in Spain to complement LEADER and provide funding 
for local development groups not covered by LEADER. 
10 This also implies that there are considerable differences in the distribution of RD funds over 
different measures between regions. For example in Andalucía a large share of RD budgets is spent on 
agri-environment schemes and farm forestry, reflecting a growing commitment to environmental 
issues, while in Galicia and the Basque country these measure involve less than a quarter of the budget. 
In these regions a considerable share of RD funds supports the processing and marketing of agricultural 
products. The precise responsibility for agriculture and RD policy varies between the Autonomous 
Communities. In the Basque Country and Navarre they are fully transferred to the regional 
governments, which have their own tax and legal system for agriculture and rural development and also 
administer their own Rural Development plans. In other regions horizontal (national) and regional RD 
measures apply, while several Autonomous Communities have created their own rural development 
agencies (such as AGADER in Galicia). 
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Accompanying Measures (early retirement, agri-environmental measures, 
afforestation of farm land and Less Favoured Area payments).  
 
Table 4. Expenditure on Rural Development in Spain  1996-1999  

Programmes € million  Percentage 
1.    Improvement of agricultural infrastructures 285.4 10.1
      1.1. Transformation and improvement of irrigated land 122.2 4.3
      1.2. Other agricultural infrastructures  85.2 3.0
      1.3. Repair of disaster damage 78.0 2.8
2.    Improvement of agricultural holding structure  742.8 26.2
      2.1. Farmer start up (1) 306.1 10.8
      2.2. Agricultural holding improvement plans (1) 422.0 14.9
      2.3. Collective investments in agricultural holdings 14.8 0.5
3.    Vocational training for farmers  21.9 0.8
4.    Sustenance in agriculture in less-favoured areas 

(Basic Compensation Payment) 259.8 9.2
5.    Promotion of agricultural associations  

(Cooperative training and integration in associations) 12.5 0.4
6.    Accompanying measures of the CAP * 1,171.9 41.4
     6.1. Early retirement from farming (2) 99.3 3.5
     6.2. Agri-environmental measures (3) 378.3 13.4
     6.3. Afforestation of farm land (4) 694.4 24.5
7.    Specific endogenous development programmes 339.0 12.0
     7.1. LEADER II Community initiative (EU Funds) 236.1 8.3
     7.2. PRODER (EU Funds)  68.8 2.4
     7.3. LEADER II and PRODER (MAPA Funds) 34.1 1.2
Total 2,833.4 100 
Source: MAPA 2000a 
Notes * Referring to EAGGF financial years (16-10-95 to 15-10-99); (1) Approved aid  (2) Certified 
aid (MAPA 24.1%; Autonomous Communities 13.2%; EAGGF 62.7%) (3) Certified aid (MAPA 
10.1%; Autonomous Communities 17.7%; EAGGF 72.2%) (4) Certified aid (MAPA 7.1%; 
Autonomous Communities 19.2%; EAGGF 73.6%)  
 
The table also shows that from 1996-1999 Measures 1 and 2 jointly received 36% of 
the total RD funds, although their emphasis lies more in supporting a modernising 
trajectory than a multifunctional RD approach. Agri-environmental measures, which 
include nature and landscape management as well conversion payments for organic 
farming and some support for cost reduction schemes (e.g. IPM) attracted ca. 13% 
and afforestation of farm land some 25%. By contrast, specific integrated RD 
measures (i.e. LEADER and PRODER) only received 12% of the total RD budget.  
 
For the period 2000-2006 the Spanish support measures falling under the Rural 
Development Regulation (1257/99) are guided by a large number of Operational 
Programmes and Rural Development Plans, each with their own financial basis (see 
EC 2003). Policy measures are additionally divided between a number of ‘horizontal’ 
(state) programmes and measures with a regional focus. Objective 1 regions are 
supported through 2 horizontal and 10 regional11 Operational Programmes 
(Programas Operativos), which are mainly financed by EAGGF Guidance Section 
funds and national contributions. The horizontal measures in Objective 1 regions 

                                                 
11 These include: Andalucía, Asturias, Canary Islands, Cantabria, Castile – La Mancha, Castile and 
León, Valencian Community, Galicia and Murcia. 
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include support for the improvement of production structures such as: investment in 
agricultural holdings; instalment of young farmers; water resource management (the 
national irrigation plan); and technical assistance. The Regional Operational 
Programmes include measures for: improving the competitiveness of agriculture; 
training; human resource development and employment generation; transport and 
energy infrastructure; environment, nature and water resources; and therefore are not 
exclusively oriented at agriculture.  
  
Rural areas outside Objective 1 are supported through 2 horizontal and 7 regional12 
Rural Development Programmes (Programas de Desarrollo Rural), which are 
financed through the EAGGF Guarantee Section and contributions from national and 
regional administrations. The horizontal measures, which apply to areas outside 
Objective 1 throughout Spain (except for Navarre and the Basque Country which have 
fully decentralised competencies in matters of agriculture and rural areas), follow the 
same priorities as the Operational Programmes for Objective 1 regions. Regional 
RDPs are differentiated according to regions, which have to different degrees applied 
a selection of 23 possible measures. These include support measures such as: training; 
improving processing and marketing of agricultural products; diversification of 
agricultural activities; land consolidation and improvement; tourism and artisanal 
activities. Support for agri-environmental measures, afforestation of farm land, early 
retirement from farming and compensation payments for agriculture in Less Favoured 
Areas (previously falling under the accompanying measures) is also integrated in the 
Rural Development Plans.  
 
Lastly, support to local development under LEADER+ is guided by 1 national and 17 
regional LEADER Plus Programmes, which are financed through the EAGGF 
Guarantee Section and contributions from national and regional administrations. 
Local development programmes under the PRODER II programme are funded 
through the Rural Development Programmes described above.  
 
 
4.2 RD Policies for Specific Fields of Activity 
 
Within this context we can identify differing levels of public support for different RD 
activities, which are briefly outlined below. As in the majority of other countries the 
lion’s share of support is geared towards broadening activities and the development of 
these has been, to a considerable extent, policy driven. Some support has been 
available to deepening and regrounding activities, though these have mostly been 
developed through private initiative.  
 
Spain (unlike some other countries in the IMPACT programme) has offered 
considerable support to rural tourism, although as we saw earlier, this activity remains 
concentrated in a few regions and is not restricted to agricultural operators. National 
and regional tourist authorities have played a key role in supporting the development 
of rural tourism. To this end they have often worked together with regional 
associations for rural tourism and mountain agriculture or with farmers’ unions. 
LEADER Local Action Groups also have played a significant role in developing rural 

                                                 
12 These include: Aragón, Balearic Islands, Catalonia, La Rioja, Madrid, Navarre and the Basque 
Country. 
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tourism at the local level. The LEADER I and II programmes dedicated 51% and 16% 
of their respective budgets to rural tourism, which was seen as the most promising 
option for diversifying rural economies. However rural and agri-tourism in Spain still 
lack an overall framework to ensure co-ordination and coherence between different 
schemes and to maximise the synergies with other RD activities. 
 
Afforestation of farmland has been largely policy driven in Spain, and has had a fairly 
high take-up with more than 40,000 farms involved in 1998. Whilst such schemes 
were ostensibly driven by an environmental rationale – their implementation has not 
always been wholly beneficial in this respect. Many farmers opted to plant pine and 
eucalyptus varieties, rather than endogenous species, which would have brought more 
benefits in maintaining biodiversity and habitats, etc. New schemes need to be 
improved, through a stronger environmental perspective that focuses on: species that 
benefit wildlife and do not have negative environmental impacts; on establishing 
hedgerows to link forestry areas with each other (building natural corridors for fauna) 
and setting limits on the use of inputs (particularly chemicals and heavy machinery).  
 
Nature and landscape management (in the form of agri-environmental schemes) has 
been almost totally policy driven in Spain, with EU regulation 2078/92 being the main 
driving force. While there have been some positive, localised experiences, the overall 
take-up of the scheme has been disappointing and there have been substantial 
weaknesses in implementation - delays with payments, over-subscription and under-
funding – which have reduced their impact and credibility with farmers. These 
problems have mainly been resulted from the excessive institutional fragmentation 
and unclear description of competencies in the implementation of the scheme. In the 
negotiations of the 1992 CAP reform Spain was a strong proponent of the introduction 
of agri-environmental measures, seeing these as a means of offering complementary 
income sources for farmers (more than as a policy instrument favouring the 
environment). An ambitious budget of €427 million was set aside the first phase of the 
programme (1993-1997). However, by the end of 1998 only €36 million of this had 
been spent (8.5% of the amount initially envisaged), illustrating the political and 
administrative difficulties encountered in its implementation (Paniagua Mazorra 
2001).  
 
Agri-environment schemes were the last of the accompanying measures to be 
implemented, partly as a result of the complex decision-making process in which each 
Autonomous Community had to propose its own set of measures for their region. This 
was further complicated by unclear and overlapping competencies of regional 
authorities responsible for agriculture with those that deal with zoning and the 
environment. This has led to excessive fragmentation: Spain has 66 different agri-
environment programmes, the second largest number of all EU member states. Yet 
they cover an extremely small surface area; 166,778 hectares, compared to over 6 
million ha in France and Germany, 1.6 million in the UK, and almost 600,000 ha in 
Portugal. While such a differentiation of measures might improve the flexibility and 
effectiveness of measures, the existing schemes are generally considered poorly suited 
to farm conditions and farmers’ unions complain that they were insufficiently 
involved in drawing up the measures. Ecological groups were also not very involved 
in the process and, partly as a result of this, many important elements of the rich 
Iberian agro-biodiversity (including transhumance, dehesa wood-pastures, wetlands) 
are inadequately addressed by the existing measures.  
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To increase the effectiveness and efficiency of the schemes a number of procedural 
modifications are needed, so that the different measures become more transparent, are 
integrated and complement each other. Efforts are also needed to improve the 
targeting of measures and to ensure that payments actually reach those categories of 
farmers and those places which have the highest agro-ecological potential. A more 
localised design and implementation of measures, involving farmers and local 
participation in identifying sustainable management practices could be a viable way of 
ensuring that the measures benefit both farmers and ecology.  
 
From an ecological point of view the implementation of Natura 2000, which will put 
into place a network of ecological areas including as much as 30% of Spain’s land 
over the next few years, provides a promising opportunity to better focus the future 
shape of agri-environmental measures. Natura 2000 will increasingly become an 
important element in environmental protection and planning, and implies the need for 
new creative approaches to territorial planning and balancing socio-economic 
development and ecological values (Sumpsi 2000). From an agricultural perspective it 
is important that expenditures on compensation payments to farmers increase 
substantially, and even more so that the budgets set aside for this are actually spent. 
Also, there is a need to better underpin the levels of compensation payments offered, 
which farmers perceive as arbitrary and subject to political decisions. Both measures 
will assist in increasing the credibility of agri-environment schemes amongst farmers 
and provide a policy frame that can strengthen the viability of environmentally sound 
farming practices.   
 
Diversification with energy crops is still highly underdeveloped and has mainly been 
restricted to experimental trials with crops like cardoon and artichoke. Nevertheless 
the activity is considered to have a significant potential, especially in the large arable 
plains of Castile and León. The realisation of this potential will largely depend on the 
creation of an appropriate policy framework by the Spanish government. One 
promising initiative in this respect is the approval by the Ministry of Industry and 
Energy (MINER), of a Plan for the Promotion of Renewable Energies (Plan de 
Fomento de las Energías Renovables) in 1999. The plan is a follow-up of the 1997 
White Book for Renewable Energy of the European Commission and envisages 
meeting at least 12% of Spanish energy demand in 2010 with renewable energy 
sources. This plan envisages more than doubling the consumption of domestically 
produced renewable energy to 7,113 Mtoe (millions tons of oil equivalent) between 
1998-2010 (Fernández 2000). Seventy five per cent of this is expected to be bio-mass 
energy, including energy derived from agricultural sources. However, appropriate 
measures to support such changes are still lacking. These might include tax measures, 
investment support for processing facilities and incentives to make the use of bio-
fuels attractive to end-users.  
 
Organic farming has been driven by a mixture of private initiatives and policy 
support. While the movement started from individual pioneer farmers, there is no 
doubt that it has grown substantially more quickly in those regions (such as 
Extremadura and Andalucía) where conversion support has been widely available as 
part of agri-environmental schemes. These differences in policy contexts have been an 
important reason for the significant differences in the development of the organic 
sector across Spain, and enabled the development of a solid production base of 
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organic foods in Andalucía and Extremadura. Nevertheless, support policies for 
organic farming have suffered from a one-sided focus on production and, as such, are 
insufficient to address the challenges currently faced by the Spanish organic sector. 
These mainly concern the need to reduce the excessive dependence on exports, 
stimulate consumer demand and a domestic market for Spanish organic produce. In 
addition to continued financial support for organic conversion and improved technical 
support and extension (especially in regions where these have remained 
underdeveloped), this also requires policy measures to promote supply chain 
development and improve information for consumers. Such measures preferably need 
to make part of integrated plans at the national and regional level. The Plan de 
Agricultura Ecológica (2002-2006), recently adopted by the Andalucían government, 
which is backed up by a commitment to invest €69 million, provides a promising 
example of such an initiative.   
 
Similarly, in the case of quality production, while specific legislation on PDO and 
PGI products exists, the main driving forces have been of a private nature: the 
existence of strong traditions of regional quality production; farmers’ need to maintain 
income levels through securing price premia; and consumer demand. Policy measures 
in the quality food sector have been effective in providing a legal framework for the 
protection of existing quality production systems and enhancing their visibility for 
consumers. Nevertheless, it is doubtful if these measures are sufficient to address the 
challenges currently faced by the sector. As indicated before, the extra value added by 
farms engaged in quality production on average remains modest, and a considerable 
proportion of quality labelled products is sold on conventional markets, due to 
insufficient consumer recognition or demand.  
 
This suggests that there is a need for concerted action in the field of marketing by 
actors involved the supply chain and state agencies. There is also a need to safeguard 
the specificity of products (and thereby underpinning the potential for achieving price 
premia). These needs to focus on stressing the link between distinctive quality 
attributes (taste, consistency, etc.) and localised ecological conditions and production 
techniques. This is especially important, given that several regional administrations 
have recently started to extend the regional quality labelling model, through 
specifying regional provenance without necessarily specifying any further quality 
requirements. While this approach may offer short-term gains, in the long run there is 
a danger that it will undermine the credibility of the quality model and put additional 
pressure on premium price levels (see also Buller 2000, and Lacombe and Valceschini 
2004, forthcoming).   
 
Short supply chains are probably the deepening activity that has profited least from 
policy support. Short chains in Spain have survived and developed in a policy vacuum 
and their continued existence is more due to the continuation of longstanding 
traditions (weekly markets, door-to-door sales, etc.). Driving forces are mostly at farm 
level (higher prices, desire for consumer contact, labour, engagement of farm women) 
and within the chain (consumer interests in local food). Lack of regulation or overly 
stringent (hygiene) regulations and lack of information all are important inhibiting 
factors for the further development of this sector. Positive support measures for direct 
sales have been scarce, because their potential in rural development was barely 
recognised. This has slowly changed in recent years and there are now several 
examples of support for short chains. These have involved support for the creation of 
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(collective) farm shops or the regeneration of local fairs and markets, often as part of 
broader local development plans and in combination with actions oriented to promote 
tourism and/or cultural activities. Local, community and private institutions (including 
sometimes LEADER and PRODER groups) are generally the principal influencing 
institutions, rather than national ones.  
 
While there is no specific policy on cost reduction, some institutional policies have 
helped promote the adoption of such strategies. These range from the existence of co-
operative credit unions to the promotion of low-input farming methods (such as IPM). 
Some regions also provide institutional support for research and extension on cost 
reduction techniques, and various Autonomous Communities have included the 
reduction of fertiliser use and phyto-sanitary products as measures within the 
application of EU Regulation 2078/92.  
 
Off-farm employment, which is the most significant RD activity for Spanish farm 
households, has largely developed without any explicit policy support. For a long time 
part-time farming has been viewed as an obstacle for the improvement of farm 
structures and an expression of ‘insufficient agriculture’ (Etxezareta 1985), and it was 
anticipated that this form of farming would decline, or even disappear altogether as 
modernisation progressed. It is now more widely accepted that pluriactivity is a 
structural characteristic of Spanish agriculture, contributing to the survival of rural 
communities. Also it is clear that the phenomenon has indirectly been influenced by a 
range of broader policies and trends, such as improvements in infrastructure, 
employment opportunities in industries and services, and also social security systems.  
 
Further research and social debate is needed about the future role of part-time farms in 
Spanish (and European) agriculture. This could lead to the development of 
appropriate policy measures that will support part-time farmers and recognise the 
specific contribution that they make to the maintenance of rural areas. Such measures 
could include targeted measures for employment creation in rural areas where there is 
a need for complementary job opportunities to keep people on the land, but also 
measures to remunerate part-time farms for their specific contribution to the 
maintenance of rural landscapes and services. 
 
4.3. Financial and Institutional Constraints for RD  
 
The previous section illustrated that several promising RD policies have been put in 
place in Spain. At the same time, it should be emphasised that the actual expenditure 
on RD policies still remains relatively small in terms of the overall CAP budget (see 
also Table 4). The low level of funding currently available to support RD activities is 
without doubt one of the main constraints for their mainstreaming (in terms of 
numbers involved and economic impact). Overall, the percentage of total CAP funds 
available to support the accompanying measures in Spain has been very low, at 
around 3% in 1997 (García Arias 2001). Table 5 (below) shows that, under the 
proposed budgets for 2000-2006, allocations for RD are likely to remain very small 
(at around 10% of the total) and are not anticipated to substantially increase, either in 
real terms or as a proportion of CAP funding.  
 
Table 5. Anticipated EAGGF expenditure for the period 2000-2006 (€billion at 
1999 prices) 
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 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 Total 
Total CAP 40.92 42.8 43.9 43.77 42.76 41.93 41.66 297.74 
For markets 36.62 38.48 39.57 39.43 38.41 37.57 37.29 267.37 
For RD 4.3 4.32 4.33 4.34 4.35 4.36 4.37 30.37 
RD as % of CAP 10.5 10.1 9.9 9.9 10.2 10.4 10.5 10.2 
Source: MAPA (2002) 
 
The complex nature of RD support measures and their financial basis for the period 
2000-2006 (see before) makes it difficult to assess their distribution over different 
measures. If we focus solely on CAP funding (see EC 2003), it can be seen that some 
35% of EAGGF funding is destined for measures that were previously included under 
the accompanying measures, particularly forestry (17%) and agri-environment 
schemes (9.5%). LEADER+ receives 5.5% of EAGGF funds, while the largest share 
(55-60%) of CAP funds is destined to more general support measures for improving 
the infrastructure of agriculture (investment support, instalment of young farmers, 
processing and marketing, irrigation networks, etc.). Compared to figures for the 
1996-1999 period (see Table 4) we can conclude that the basic structure of RD 
support remains unchanged, and that even smaller budget shares will be spent on 
specific RD support measures such as agri-environment schemes and local 
development programmes.   
 
Thus, it can be argued that the very structure of the CAP is a hindrance to the 
emergence of a sustainable form of rural development in Spain. As Sumpsi (2000) 
states, “(…) there is a contradiction of objectives within CAP. On the one hand its 
mainstream support mechanisms are geared almost exclusively to promoting 
intensive, high-input-output agriculture, while on the other hand it is defended on the 
grounds of a multifunctional European agriculture which cares for safe food 
production, environmental protection and landscape conservation. In practice, the 
CAP does very little to promote the latter aims, and in many ways it undermines them. 
Thus the CAP and the aim of sustainable rural development seem to be incompatible” 
(p. 25). It is clear that the Spanish agricultural regime is still overwhelming geared 
towards modernisation; the majority of funding is geared towards market support, 
infrastructural development and encouraging intensification, and the same can be said 
for much of the technical support through agricultural research and extension.  
 
This raises particular tensions in Spain, where intensive, ‘modernised’ agriculture is 
far from the norm. Spanish agriculture, in part due to its late accession to the EU, is 
only (very) partially modernised and there is a pressing need to develop more 
appropriate models of agricultural development. This is particularly true in those 
fragile areas where many of the positive environmental externalities of extensive 
agricultural systems have still been preserved and the role of farmers as 
environmental custodians could be easily reinforced. Indeed, continued support for 
modernisation at the current levels in such areas is likely to further marginalise 
agriculture and its associated positive environmental values, and possibly outweighs 
the benefits of RD initiatives. However, the concepts of sustainable and 
multifunctional rural development that have taken root in other EU countries are still 
relatively novel within Spanish discourse, and there is insufficient institutional and 
public support for their widespread implementation. Overall, it is not overly cynical to 
argue that claims about the reorientation of CAP towards RD and support for 
multifunctional farming are based more in rhetoric than in reality at present.  
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The allocation of resources strongly suggests a continuation of doing things ‘in the old 
way’; that while there are new labels for programmes and activities, the changes have 
not permeated far below the surface and remain quite superficial. There is virtually no 
integration between different RD measures, let alone between different policy 
domains. Little attention is paid to preventing environmental problems. Until recently, 
for example, Spain lacked even a basic land use planning system, which in other 
European countries plays an important role in shaping RD. Sumpsi (2000) has 
highlighted some of the weaknesses inherent in the structure of Spanish public 
administration that constrain rural development. These include: administrative 
slowness; high levels of bureaucracy; lack of involvement of private socio-economic 
agents; and a lack of flexibility and ability to adapt to changes (p. 25). These 
weaknesses are further complicated by the need to co-ordinate EU, state and regional 
policy.  
 
This complex of constraining factors can lead to the conclusion that the integration of 
policy programming, to date, amounts to little more than “putting everything together 
in one big document with references to integration in the introduction” (Sumpsi 2000, 
p. 14). Nevertheless, much can be gained from improving the integration and co-
ordination of policy measures. It can increase the effectiveness of RD support and 
enhance synergies between different measures. The dense layers of bureaucracy in the 
interface between national and regional administration has led to much effort being 
devoted to administrative detail and rather less attention being paid to developing 
creative and integrated programmes that address the issues facing rural areas. A lack 
of transparency and inflexibility have further contributed to RD policy having become 
stuck in a bureaucratic labyrinth from which it is difficult for key players to see a 
clear long-term direction.    
 
A further constraint on the effectiveness of RD policies and the mobilisation of public 
support for these is the fact that consultation with key stakeholders is not a well 
established practice in Spanish development circles (even though it is required 
practice for EU funded programmes). The Spanish experience has been very mixed 
but consultation is generally quite poor and no systematic process of consultation has 
been established. Lack of adequate, user-friendly, information appears to be a major 
hindrance for all key players. In some cases this has clearly affected the take-up of 
measures, and contributed the poor tailoring of measures to practical farm situations. 
This, in turn, has reinforced attitudes of cynicism and mistrust among key target 
groups, as noted earlier in the case of agri-environment schemes. Even the LEADER 
and PRODER networks, the most innovative and bottom-up RD initiatives have 
experienced difficulties in setting up inclusive, co-operative and consensus-oriented 
structures that include key stakeholders. Too often these groups consist mostly of 
representatives of government agencies, demonstrating the need to strengthen genuine 
participatory processes and approaches.   
 
Despite this, LEADER and PRODER have been lauded as first attempts at area based 
integrated rural development, and it is fair to say that some of the most promising 
policy-driven RD experiences have occurred within the context of these local 
development programmes. They have provided valuable learning experiences 
(although as much from their mistakes and shortcomings as from their successes) and 
provide a useful model for area based participatory planning. One of the main 
weaknesses with these initiatives is that in many cases they have failed to sufficiently 
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integrate agricultural or land-use issues as core elements for sustainable rural 
development. Equally, they have sometimes focused too much on the diversification 
of rural economies through non-agricultural activities (especially rural tourism). A 
final criticism is that they have had limited effect (or implementation) in the most 
marginalised areas. The effectiveness of the self-selecting, bottom-up principle, 
essential to the success of these programmes, is often limited by a lack of self-
confidence within the community of these areas, which may suffer from severe 
depopulation. 
 
This highlights a further set of constraints on the effectiveness of RD policy in Spain, 
which lie not so much in funding allocations or administrative competence, but in 
fundamental attitudes within Spanish rural society. These include the weakening of 
traditions of co-operation, prevailing attitudes of conservatism and deference to public 
authority and a lack of initiative. In many rural areas there is great reliance on social 
payments (pensions and unemployment benefits) which adds further to the sense of 
dependency. The need for ‘animation rurale’ along the lines that has been so 
successful in other countries (e.g. Italy, France, Ireland - see other chapters in this 
volume) is critical if the most marginal areas are to become more actively engaged in 
a dynamic participatory development process. 
 
In spite of the weaknesses of local development schemes outlined above, LEADER 
and PRODER experiences provide the most promising starting point for strengthening 
RD policies in Spain. LEADER has seen a considerable take up in Spain, and there 
are 131 Local Action Groups (14% of the European total). The reach of the EU 
programme has been further extended with a national version (PRODER)13 which 
suggests that there is political support for such an integrated approach. The 
implementation of LEADER and PRODER programmes provide several examples 
that illustrate how the effectiveness of RD policies can be improved. For example, the 
Global Grant for Endogenous Development of Rural Areas (Subvención Global 
Desarrollo Endógeno de Zonas Rurales), provided to LAG’s under the 2000-2006 
Andalucían PRODER scheme, offers opportunities to deliver a range of local 
development actions in line with the overall scope and conditions of the programme. 
The main challenges for enhancing the scope and effectiveness of local development 
programmes are: improving the co-ordination with other lines of RD support (e.g. 
agri-environment schemes); strengthening consultation with stakeholder groups (e.g. 
farmers’ unions, and ecological groups) in the design and implementation of 
measures; and improving the integration of support to farm-based RD activities.   
 
 
5. Concluding remarks  
 
Spanish agricultural and RD policies have undergone quite radical transformations in 
the last ten years. The promise of an export-led agricultural model raised by joining 
the EU has failed to materialise, at least to the extent envisaged. As a consequence of 
falling farm incomes, farmers have engaged in a search for alternative income 
opportunities and policy makers have been investigating new ways of regenerating 
and revitalising rural areas. The thinking on agriculture and rural development has 

                                                 
13 In addition to the LEADER LAGs there are 96 Local Action Groups under the PRODER scheme that 
function in a similar way. 
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also been influenced by growing environmental concerns, and recent scandals in the 
agri-food sector have raised awareness of the problems associated with intensive 
agricultural production. It is becoming more widely accepted that agriculture should 
not just be about producing food as cheaply as possible, but that its social, broader 
economic and environmental functions are also important.  
 
With a few exceptions, policy has rarely played the lead role in the search for new 
activities and new ways of farming but it has played an important role for some, 
particularly broadening, activities. Despite a sometimes indifferent policy 
environment, Spanish farm households are implementing rural development 
strategies, and often reaping significant socio-economic benefits. Realisation of the 
full potential of these benefits requires the establishment of co-ordinated rural policies 
at the regional and national level. Such policies need to be designed so as to make 
good use of the multiple synergies between different activities, synergies that arise 
from the complex interactions of social and natural relations that take place in the 
rural arena.  
 
In Spain the diversity of economic, political and ecological situations in the 17 
Autonomous Communities makes it difficult to implement uniform policies or to 
assess the effectiveness of policies from a single set of criteria. The different problems 
and opportunities within the regions call for RD policies that are specifically adapted 
to the territorial circumstances, and policies that create coherence and synergy 
between activities at territorial level. On the evidence to date this will require a 
strengthening of institutional effectiveness in terms of planning, initiation, 
management and attracting the involvement of the main actors in the rural sphere 
(especially farmers and stockbreeders).  
 
It is important to recognise that, in the specific Spanish context, the new RD paradigm 
has not replaced the modernisation model. Growing numbers of farmers may process 
their produce before selling it, provide meals and accommodation to urban tourists, or 
produce food under a quality label, and these activities may well help generate higher 
incomes and, even, employment in rural areas. Yet these activities often are adopted  
in the context of the dominant modernisation model. Some authors (Hoggart and 
Paniagua 2001) have rightly indicated that many factors and trends that are considered 
central to the emergence of a ‘post-productivist’ countryside (rise of consumer 
interests, counter-urbanisation trends, etc.) have gained far less momentum in Spain 
than in other EU countries. While not entirely absent in Spain, these values have 
remained limited to specific rural areas (close to urban centres, coastal inland areas, 
regions with attractive rural landscapes, etc.). In other regions the modernisation 
model is likely to have a greater influence on the future of the countryside than RD 
initiatives in the foreseeable future. The logic of productivist agriculture is likely to 
ensure that here numbers of farmers continue to decline and that those that remain 
will be subject to increasing pressure from the cost-price squeeze. In regions with 
favourable production conditions this is likely to promote increases in the levels of 
use of artificial inputs and an intensification of production. At the same time the more 
remote and marginal areas are likely to be prone to further depopulation and the 
abandonment of agricultural land. In both cases, these trends may have serious 
detrimental effects both socially and environmentally.  
 
Yet at the same time, the European Commission intends to strengthen the role of agri-
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environmental policy so that it becomes a basic pillar for sustainable rural 
development and a key instrument in maintaining and enhancing Europe’s diverse and 
valued rural landscapes. Introduction of such approaches onto the political agenda 
may well represent the most significant aspect of the ‘new’ rural development 
paradigm in Spain. However, the previous sketch of likely future scenarios suggests 
that these compensatory measures may not be sufficient to counteract the negative 
trends likely to shape Spanish agriculture and rural areas in the near future. The 
peculiar mix of late EU accession, incomplete modernisation and an insufficient 
articulation of markets for multifunctional goods and services delivered by agriculture 
- wedded with an impressive, but equally complex, diversity of agro-ecological 
contexts - highlights the need for specific approaches for the future of agriculture and 
environment in Spain, rather than the replication of models from the north of Europe.  
 
The building of a new rural development trajectory requires, not only an increase of 
financial resources but, also the development of other, complementary measures. The 
introduction of ecological criteria in the implementation of RD policies (such as 
quality food production) could have important environmental benefits. Training and 
research policies also need to be reoriented towards more sustainable management of 
natural resources. The changes required in the conversion of agriculture from its 
present focus (based on narrowly defined economic and production criteria) towards a 
more sustainable approach, which explicitly includes ecological criteria will not be 
easy. It will involve shifts from the current unsustainable framework (which relies on 
high energy-use, subsidised by use of fossil fuels, overuse of chemical inputs, mono-
cultures etc.) to one where more environmentally friendly practices (often embedded 
in regionally specific farming styles and knowledge systems) are adapted. Such a shift 
can have substantial impacts on the ecological and socio-economic sustainability of 
rural areas. This potential needs to be more explicitly recognised by policy makers (at 
all levels), farmers, their representatives and other influential actors (in both the rural 
and urban sphere).   
 
While the reformed CAP model contains promising elements, there is a danger that it 
results in a ‘dual’ rural world: on the one hand composed of a conventional 
agriculture delivering homogenous products with considerable negative economic, 
social and environmental externalities and, on the other, an extensive agriculture 
producing quality products, more employment, income and environmental goods in a 
limited number of designated rural areas. The social, environmental and economic 
costs of such a dual model for Spanish rural society in the short run would be 
considerable. Instead, the concept of sustainability needs to be at the core of 
agricultural and rural development discourses and policy in order to foster the 
evolution of a truly diverse rural world. 
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