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Integrating extensive beef productions into the agyr-food
chain

Rita Roble$

!Department of Agricultural Sciences and Engineeritigjversity of Leon, Spain, e-majita.robles@unileon.es

Abstract. Agricultural outputs are immersed in a context béege characterized by an evolution from the quanti
to the quality, in consonance with consumer's demamdong the different productions, beef has beenaifrthe
more affected goods, due to the confluence ofréiffefactors, such as: the high international cotitfmn, the
existing surpluses in the European Union, foodisrias EEB, and more recently, those aspects lateanimal
welfare and the environment. Integrating quality foedo the food chain, and particularly, the onemdag from
extensive breeding systems, evidence differencspesufficiently well-known, both, from the poifitview of the
production as from the demand. This article, tryidentify such factors in order to get a betteregration of this
kind of productions into the food chain, by applyirDelphi Methodology, in order to summarize andgant the
information given by different actors, as farmecsnsumers, policy makers, administrative instingio. Results,
evidence a high consensus about the need to keeporking in the differentiation of the product as et to
improve the information and promotion of this protjibeing production costs or even the price, motlscisive in
this case.

Keywords: Quality beef, extensive production systems, Dejptalysis.
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1. Introduction to the State of the Art: Background

The recent incorporation of the concept of multidtionality into the new model for European
agriculture implies the setting up of a fundamelitddage between sustainable agriculture and sévera
other factors. These include the quality and thalthy properties of foodstuffs, balanced land tise,
conservation of landscapes and the environmentfeodi safety™! ). This concept, incorporating the
non-productive functions of agriculture, legitimizpublic support for the new commitments taken yn b
farmers in respect of consumers who require botid fand public utility. In fact, for some time naw
range of studies have been highlighting the distatiion among European citizens with regard to
intensive practices in agriculture, together withjonity support for the new objectives of the Conmmo
Agricultural Policy (CAP) previously mention

Cattle farming, which is of considerable importairc&uropean rural areas, is currently facing peoid

of a lack of balance between production and consuemguirements. It is simultaneously frustrating
many hopes and aspirations on the part of othetymiog countries, all of which points to probleroati
times to come.

For a considerable time the long-established ietation mechanisms have been generating very large
surpluses of meat. At the same time, meat priégsnithe European Union have been much higher than
would be the case in a free world market

A number of procedures have striven to find a sotufor the problems described above, advocatiag le
intensive production methods. However, the resattsieved have not always been in accordance with
the objectives sought. Thus, the reform of the APL992 made a first attempt at improving the
situation by a reduction in price subsidies, consp¢ing farmers for their drop in earnings by direct
income support and bringing in measures to stirukeds intensive practices. Later, Agenda 200R too
these aspects further. Hence, the reform of tigarozation of the beef and veal market approved by
Council Regulation EC 1254/1999, which establistiiednew Common Market Organization (CMO), has
among its aims the provision of incentives to pets so as to avoid excessively intensive forms of
production.

However, although the mechanisms for managing taekeh approved in Agenda 2000 would seem to
have been sufficiently solid and flexible to fagite a recovery in the beef and veal market, atfbadh



less intensive production has gained ground, thamks redefinition of the premium for lower-density
practices, over time it has become plain that tdwstin the CMO have not been able to discourage
intensive production as much as had been hoped fdadis that payments are per head, that stocking
density is based on the premium applied for andnecessarily on the actual number of cattle, tageth
with the exemption from stocking density requiretseim the case of “small producers”, defined as
having a maximum of 15 livestock units (LUs), amacag the factors favouring the persistence of
intensification in production. Thus, the Commissfmroposes to eliminate payments per head, reglacin
them with a single income support payment per favased on existing rights, together with stricter
conditionality requirements. This should reduce phessures leading to intensive production prastic
and should contribute to balancing the malket

In this same context, it is considered essentiahfty incentives received by farmers to be linkedame
way to objectives relating to the environment, minzal welfare, and to the safety and quality ofdso
The introduction of measures of this type into nalrproduction practices involves increased costsan
loss of efficiency among farmers in the Europeamobras against their counterparts in other coustrie
This must be limited in some fashion, which meduas tlirect payments continue to be essential.

At the same time, there is complete consensus dheufact that agriculture should make its products
match demand and incorporate food safety and guadita priority objective in the CAP. It is likesei
recognized there is a need to provide greater stppdraditional farms, so as to take advantagthef
opportunity offered by the preference of consunferspremium quality products. The proposal is to
include animal welfare and food safety completeithim the CAP, through an obligation to fulfil arses

of criteria relating to the environment, food qtialand safety, and animal welfare, in order to nexe
direct aid, payments being proportionally reduaethe case of non-observation, as a function ofidte
g}rising. In this way an attempt is being madedister fulfilment of the standards covering thespezts

Finally, in June 2003 the new reform of the CAPrappd the single payment scheme (BFRSsystem of
annual grants paid to producers which are not tnkceproduction (“decoupled”), this constitutingeth
principal feature of the reformed CAP. The SPS lmoms various direct payments currently given to
farmer[%] into a single payment, calculated on theisbaf amounts received during a given reference
period™.

Nonetheless, member states may opt for the inttauof the SPS in full, combining all grants irdo
single payment, or they may decide to keep somegpdine direct aid given to farmers in its currémtm
(“partial decoupling”), if they consider that a n@to the SPS would lead to disruptions in agricaltu
markets or to the abandonment of production. Timuthe case of Spain, although the decision wesrnta

to decouple completely certain support paymentsh 1 the premium on bulls and steers, others were
retained with total or partial linkage (premium farckling cows, slaughter premium). While it isb®
expected that total decoupling will lead to a dasesin intensive farming, the retention of linked
premiums might have the effect of making some pctidn more intensivE..

In any case, in disadvantaged and mountain ardagasxe cattle farming is, in practice, one of the
possible agricultural activities. In these zortgslays a crucial part in nature conservatfdn Hence, in
the new scenario for liberalization, it was to beexted that a system of direct grants would be
established to remunerate the provision of publitityy However, it is not advisable for cattle
production to become merely a subsidized secttie market, satisfying a demand for quality on the p
of consumers, should allow farmers to carry on emnemically viable activity that would round out
these direct aid payments. Thus, provision shbaldhade for the products from these zones to berput
the market under circumstances of economic vighilit

In Spain there are still some areas where traditispstems of animal husbandry persist, as isdise i

the disadvantaged and mountainous zones in thendotous Community of Castile and Leon, where
low-density cattle farming is in practice one oé thery few agricultural activities feasible. Ircfathe
impressive variety of species (both botanical amalagical) found there is, to a great extent, thicome

of the retention of a pattern of very limited fér@tion combined with the regular removal of ligin
biomass through reaping or graziffi Nowadays the intention is to preserve this grieaness, with an
eye to ensuring the survival of many threatenectispe areas and resources. Hence, international
agreements on biodiversity are being signed, tivéa for nature conservation are being encouraged,
efforts are being made to combat desertification, @lans for reforestation are being promotedshort,



an attempt is being made to give some substantteetproposals for development and the environment,
for quality of life and demographic stability orrfthe sustainable use of resourtds

The importance of using the land by means of lowsitg cattle farming systems is evident. However,
the successful placing on the market of cattle pets] particularly meat to be eaten fresh, involves
numerous facets. These concern both productiondentand, about neither of which there sufficient
information.

Thus, apart from technical considerations of a gan@ature relating to low-density production sysse
for beef and veal, there are some empirical studtea local level that point to the scant economic
viability of this sort of production under the catimhs affecting it at the present d&§. It is therefore
essential to introduce changes that will alter $lgstem itself, the size of farms, and, above ak t
organization of farmers and their participatioritia food production chain.

Moreover, the market for meat is extremely compegtjtbeing dominated by more intensive species
offering cost and price advantagéd. In this context, meat from ruminants (sheep aatile) had
hitherto retained an image of higher quality. Tha&s lost credibility with consumers in recent gear
among other reasons because of the practice ofsintefattening used by producers, who have maée us
of growth promoters and hormones, and recent epssotidisease and food poisoning that have lessened
trust of the sector and brought about decreasesrisumptior*..

Finally, the limited elasticity of demand for fogdoducts with respect to price and the higher ewodl
income in developed countries have led to pricemptheir predominance in the demand functioneyTh
have been supplanted by other attributes suchaasdafety, quality of flavour and aroma, and the of
production systems that respect the environmerarmimal welfare®. Under these circumstances,
differentiation of the product emerges as an apjetep strategy to ensure the survival of the sector
especially as regards fresh meat, a market dondifgtéarge production and distribution units.

2. Objectives

In the light of what was explained above, in orétar meat produced in non-intensive ways to be an
effective element in rural development and in ecirapthe value of farming activities, it is neceays@
consider the problems of bringing it into distrilout circuits. This would involve an attempt nostjuo
shorten commercial logistic routes, but also to oemage collaboration between producers and
distributors, in such a way that the quality denmehdy consumers would be ensured by all the
enterprises taking part.

Thus, the present study concentrated on the geloigedparea Castile and Leon, which, as mentioned
above, is one of the regions of Spain where traaditi non-intensive farming systems still survivewas

by way of an exploratory project, which attempted identify which were the aspects that might
encourage or discourage participation in productativities by the various economic agents who
intervene in making the product available (farm@recessers and distributors). It also endeavotoed
evaluate how appropriate it would be to implemerdrage of different strategies that might improke t
access of meat produced on non-intensive farmsnuneercial distribution channels, and in particutar
determine which features might help to differemtittiis product in the marketplace, thus increasirg
supply of such meat by satisfying the requiremefitsurrent-day consumers. In this way, the sty i
intended to constitute a source of informationwiim action plans and future strategies to be drapn

3. Methods

In this project, the research technique applied twasDelphi Method”, an approach which is partanly
useful when the intention is to find a consenswsutilgiven trends on the basis of the informed apisi
of people whose joint knowledge and experience rcthaewidest and most diverse field possible. That
to say that an attempt is made to learn variouderdifit viewpoints, but not just any views, rathesste
which are sufficiently well informed, laying stresst on diversity, but on a search for common gdbun

The Delphi Method, whose name comes from the ahd@etphic Oracle, has its origins in the early
1950s in the context of Project RAND and its offsgrthe RAND Corporation. It was devised by Olaf
Helmer and Theodore J. Gordon, as a tool for ptiedi@vents in the case of inter-continental caenflir

a possible nuclear war. Since then it has beeuénmetly used as a system for obtaining informagibout
the future.



= The Delphi Method is classed as a system basedmerts. That is to say, it falls among those
methods grounded in consultations of people witoasiderable knowledge of the context in
which an organization operates. These peopleuayheir ideas and finally a report is drawn up
to record what, in their opinion, are the possiiternatives that will arise in the future.

Briefly, the steps taken in order to guaranteeqiaity of the results were the following:

Stage 1: Formulating the Problem.

This is a highly crucial stage. The importancedefining the field of investigation with
precision is considerable, since it is essentidegovery sure that the experts forming the panel
have the same notion of the field in question.

Stage 2: Choosing the Experts.

This stage is vital in so far as the definitionaof “expert” is vague. Different authors stress the
need for experts to be chosen on the basis of kheiwledge of the topic upon which they are to
be consulted®.

Although there is no way to set rigid limits to tbptimum number of experts participating in a
Delphi survey, studies carried out by Rand Corponatesearcherd” indicate that a minimum
of seven experts would seem to be needed, as @dgnveases in noteworthy fashion for every
expert added up to a total of seven. Howeverpitld not appear to be advisable to call on more
than 30 experts, since above that number any ingpnewnt in predictions is very small and
normally the increases in costs and research effoild not be commensurate with any
resulting small enhancements in accuracy.

In this instance, the decision was taken to selguanel made up of a total of 28 experts: four
belonging to the Regional Government, four to Rede8odies (CSIC [the Spanish Council for

Scientific Research] and universities), seven toné&as’ associations, five to certifying bodies

and eight to the processing and distribution sector

Stage 3. Data Collection.

The questionnaires were drawn up with an eye tilititgrg responses from those consulted to
the fullest degree permitted by a research pra@éthese characteristics. The questions were
closed-ended or partly closed-ended, involving Mesfesponses or answers on a five-point
scale, the scales being categorized as 1 (Not smg@sto 5 (Totally necessary); 1 (Of no
importance) to 5 (Very important); or 1 (Completdigagree) to 5 (Fully agree).

In the theoretical formulation of the Delphi Methalde aim of having successive questionnaires
is to decrease the dispersion of opinions and edfie average opinion among those consulted.
Hence, it was decided to carry out two rounds @rations, so as to circulate the information
acquired among all those who had collaborated Iyrituting their knowledge and opinions to
the study and to consolidate and back up the sesblained in the initial consultation.

The first circulation of a questionnaire was catrigut at the end of 2007 and followed by
statistical analysis (calculation of averages fog tentral trend and dispersion). The second
circulation was undertaken at the end of Februad/lzeginning of March of 2008, after which
there was a final statistical analysis and intagiien of results was performed.

Stage 4. Data Analysis.

Thanks to the implementation of these two roundsasic statistic analysis was facilitated. This
allowed the average consensus opinion and the elefdeviation of opinions to be established.

Stage 5. Results and Conclusions.

Once the data had been analysed, results wereetitand conclusions were drawn, these being
presented in the next two sections.

4. Results

The sections below set out the results obtainem frdegration and statistical analysis of the infation
emerging from the application of the Delphi Methdthe results are shown grouped under a number of
headings. First, the variables that can act asilplesincentives or disincentives to participationthe



system of production by the various componentshef food-supply chain (producers, distributors y
processers) were identified and evaluated. Segptittise variables that are likely to have mostdotp
on the incorporation of meat coming from non-inteasystems into commercial distribution channels
were pinpointed and assessed, with special referenthe characteristics of the product and tdesgias
for differentiation.

4.1 Variables Acting as Incentives for the Variou®layers in the Food Production
and Supply Chain

For them to undertake an enterprise initiative séhn the producing sector (farmers) must be able t
perceive some financial advantage and some vialfdit production. This fact is made plain by vaiso
studies’”, as well as being re-affirmed by the opinion af #xperts consulted. They stated, with a high
degree of consensus (standard deviation 0.6)thkafactor most likely to encourage participatidrire
producing sector in the production and certificatiof non-intensively farmed beef and veal is the
possibility of getting a price surcharge (4.6 oa tive-point scale running from 1 = Of no importahto

5 = Very important). Other factors that might stiate participation by producers are also of arfaial
nature (aid under the CAPand features relating to the perception of prasibgtconsumers (healthy and
high-quality product). This is in agreement witiettrends noted in a number of studies into the
preferences and concerns of consurféks In contrast, they do not hold the opinion theif-sesteem of
farmers themselves as economic players producinglgythat are paid for adequately in free markets
without need for subsidies is nowadays an inceraivany weight for the producing sector. It likewi
appears, as the experts see it, that possible eoé consumers for the environment or animal avelf
do not play any serious part as an incentive fa sector, either (Figure 1), this contrasting wiitle
demand from consumers for Production systems tlesastainable and respect animal welfare that has
been noted in several studi&$™% %],

On the opposite tack, the factors that most disageifarmers from participating in the productiomoh-
intensively farmed meat are the greater cost oflyection and the lack of differentiation of the puctl
and of consumer information, combined with the hasy limited development of commercial
distribution channels for such products. Thesédrgosts on the one hand have an impact on the poo
viability of such products, already recorded inevaV studied™?, and on the other, together with the
limited development of commercial distribution chats, additionally increase the difficulty of
competing with other, more viable, types of proéhrgt such as intensive farming systeffis Finally,

the experts do not consider that aspects relatédtiae health or the reproduction of livestock Iselndve
any great weight in farmers’ decisions. The weigig assigned to other factors may be noted inrEigu

The non-intensive production of beef and veal aviiealso requires the participation of other pants
the commercial food-supply chain. Hence, it wobkl impossible to encourage the producing sector
without simultaneous encouragement to the procgssid distributing sectors.

As the experts see it, the incentives for the psiog and distribution sectors are very similahtuse for
the producing sector. First comes any possiblenpn@ on price and commercial factors (opportunities
to get into new markets or to be the exclusive cencmal distributor for a brand), together with fast
relating to the concerns and preferences of consufagality and health). For distributors, no weig
appears to be attached to any possible consumeegmfor animal welfare or the environment, nor to
the possibility of improving the socio-economiaisition in rural zones (Figure 3).

As occurs with farmers, at the head of the listisincentives come financial and commercial factors
(insufficient demand and higher costs), togethehthe poor differentiation of the product and ladk
consumer information. The degree to which theesfarmers’ associations does not appear to be an
obstacle to bringing this sector into the commérsigpply chain, as is also the case in respect of
international competition or that from other regiqfigure 4).

4.2. Bringing Non-Intensively Farmed Beef and Veahto Commercial Distribution
Channels.

! This reflects the soundness of introducing a rasfgmlicies already noted above, such as condiligna
Bl and the coupling of certain types of &id



4.2.1. Identification and Evaluation of Possible $ategies to Enhance the Presence
of Non-Intensively Farmed Meat in Commercial Distrbution Channels

With respect to the strategies to be implementethésector so as to enhance the presence of non-
intensively farmed meat in commercial distributichannels, the experts hold the view, with a
considerable degree of consensus, that it is mexstssary to continue working on the differentiatidn

the product and on improving consumer informatiod promotion. They feel that decreasing prices for
consumers, or even reducing production costs, atesm vital in this case. Other strategies, sueh a
improving the distribution of the product and thelays involved in this, along with continued etfoto
improve quality, breeds and monitoring and cedificn of the product, are likewise considered
important, although there is less agreement albmuh t(a larger standard deviation in responses) gmon
the experts consulted (Figure 5).

4.2.2. Characteristics of the Product

In the opinion of the experts consulted, the mogtial factors in determining the quality of theoguct
are flavour (4.5 on a five-point scale running frars Of no importance to 5 = Very important) and th
type of feeds and fodder provided, followed by Hemgdafter slaughter, and presentation at the point
sale. Of the remaining factors, age at slaugbtestem of rearing, degree of fattening and se\atedrs
had a lesser, but still considerable, weight iredaining the quality of the product. The breednimal
and its origin were those that appeared to be eidhst importance (3.5 on this same five-pointedca
These also showed the greatest dispersion of resppalthough it should be stressed that everspeo
of these factors there was a high level of agre¢m®io their weighting (Figure 6).

4.2.3. Strategies for Differentiation

With regard to product differentiation (Figure Bgen by the experts consulted as a very necessary
strategy for bringing non-intensively produced mie&d commercial distribution channels, the paedt f
that this differentiation should be based on aricaibn of origin, feeding and a sustainable systém
production that respects the environment. All ledse are characteristics that set apart non-ivensi
systems of animal production. Additionally thereswa high level of consensus on the topic of
guaranteeing all this with a brand-name. The bodethimals and reference to respect for animafasel
tended to be seen as important, though to a lessent than the remaining factors.

If the relatively low status assigned to some afsth factors (especially those relating to rearing a
feeding systems) by consuméf8 is kept in mind, it will be seen that there is ajon obstacle to
differentiation of meat derived from non-intensisggstems, as against others. Hence, express reeren
on the label to those factors linked to the moniwin force, so that consumers can distinguiskvben

the various types of meat covered by a certificapoocedure, together with an appropriate poliay fo
promoting the product, such as to inform consunaeis give new prominence to the advantages of non-
intensively farmed products, would be a strategytlvaonsidering. It would of course also be very
worthwhile to guarantee the product through thestexice of a brand name, since consumers indicate
positive attitudes in this respéec.

5. Conclusions

1. As might have been expected, financial viabilityhi@ved either through a higher price for the
product or through direct aid, compensating forhtgher costs of production, turns out to be the
key variable in determining participation by therias players in the food-supply chain
(producers, processers and distributors) in prodiietctivities.

2. Of equal importance is the part played by factetated to consumer concerns with aspects such
as quality and health. These act as incentivesweaging participation by the sector in the
food-supply chain.

3. The sector is aware that the lack of adequate rdiffeation of its products does not allow
consumers to appreciate fully the advantages tleat produced under non-intensive conditions
might offer in this area. This leads the factdong with financial considerations, to be the
principal disincentive to participation by the \aus players in the sector.

4. In consequence, joint effort is required to achiedequate differentiation of the product.
Attaining this goal is directly linked to the usé mechanisms for transmitting information to



10.

consumers and promoting the product. This suppbetsieed to carry out further studies in this
field.

5. It is likewise necessary to continue to work onsthaspects relating to the quality of the
product, especially those linked, whether direatly indirectly, with intrinsic features like
flavour. However, presentation at the point ofsal considered equally crucial for achieving
differentiation of the product.

6. The enhancing, in the eyes of consumers, of theitapce of aspects such as breed, and the
systems for feeding and rearing by means of inftionaand promotion campaigns, that will
make them aware of the relationship between thecaspnentioned and the final quality of the
product, is equally necessary. For this purposegrdination and co-operation between public
bodies and the economic agents involved might teisula favourable promotion of this
economic activity.

7. In any case, the results obtained point to a neadsé specifically those variables characteristic
of non-intensive farming systems, such as linkfotal areas (origin), animal welfare and the
sustainable nature of this sort of production, estures differentiating the product. All of this
must, of course, be accompanied by the presenae retognized brand that guarantees the
quality of the product, this being a key tool img@uct differentiation.

8. Similarly, it is also of importance to inform andake aware those working in this sector of the
weight laid on the factors listed above and thé ey may play in affecting the consumption of
meat. This is so as to make them into possiblenitices encouraging participation in
production activities, as for the moment they dbappear to act in this way.

9. Constant effort on all the aspects mentioned abadlallow differentiation of the product to be
achieved and will justify to consumers the paynmaa slightly higher price, always assuming
the product offers the characteristics expecteds of particular importance how it is presented
in the establishment where it is finally purchased.
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7. Figures

Figure 1.Incentives for Farmers to Participate in Non-Intea$roduction of Beef and Veal (Delphi

Method). Drawn up by author.
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Figure 2.

Factors Discouraging Farmers from Participatiorti€ipate in Non-Intensive Systems for

Rearing Beef and Veal Cattle. (Delphi Method). Dnawp by author.
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Figure 3. Factors Encouraging the Processing and Distribuiectors to Participate in Non-Intensive
Systems for Rearing Beef and Veal Cattle. (Delpbkitvdd). Drawn up by author.
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Figure 4. Principal Disincentives for the Processing and flitistion Sectors to Participate in Non-

Intensive Systems for Rearing Beef and Veal Caflelphi Method). Drawn up by author.

Vvii

V10

V9

V8

V6

V5

\Z4
V3

V2

Vi

w H

Code

Concept

Code

Concept

V11

Lack of information for consumers

V5

Lack of a sufficient volume of demand

V10

Lack of homogeneity in the product

V4

Lack of vertical integration

V9

International competition

V3

Lack of horizontal integration

V8

Competition from other regions in Spain

V2

Difficulties in differentiating the product

V7

Insufficient development of commercial channels

V1

Higher production and/or distribution costs

V6

Difficulty in guaranteeing end quality

Figure 5. Evaluation of Strategies to be Implemented to Enbdntegration of the Producer Sector.

(Delphi Method). Drawn up by author.

\
V10 ‘

V9 ‘ ]

V8 ‘ ‘ ]

V7 ‘ ‘ ]

v \ \ I

V5 ‘ ‘

V4 ‘ ‘ ]

V3 ‘ ‘

V2 ‘ ‘ ]

vi \ \ I

1 2 3 4 5
Code Concept Code Concept
V10 Improvement of monitoring and certification V5 Improvement in product distribution
procedures
V9 Reduction in product price to consumers V4 Increase in promotion of the product
V8 Improvement in product traceability V3 Improvement in the quality of the meat
produced

V7 Reduction in distribution costs V2 Adequate differentiation of the product
V6 Reduction in production costs V1 Improvement in consumer information

12




Figure 6. Factors Determining the Quality of Beef and VeBklphi Method). Drawn up by author.
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Figure 7. Factors Involved in the Differentiation of Beef avidal. (Delphi Method). Drawn up by

author.
\
V6 | ]
V5 | ]
V4 | ]
V3 ]
V2 | ]
V1 ‘ ]
I
1 2 3 4 5
Code Concept Code Concept
V6 Existence of a quality brand V3 Reliable information on the types of feed or
fodder used
V5 Indication of the use of a system respecting animal V2 Indication of the breed of animal
welfare
V4 Indication of the use of a sustainable system that respects Vi Indication of the geographical origin of
the environment products

13




