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Abstract: 

 Even if European and French policies aim at reducing agricultural land consumption for urban 
development, the equivalent of one French department area is built each seven years. The 
implementation of French land use planning policies is supposed to integrate the cooperation of 
agriculture professionals, as a governance form of public intervention. Considering this, we 
assume that there are some learning failures in the cultural integration between politics and 
agricultural sectors which may explain some misinterpretations of farming systems issues. In this 
paper, we expose a method to unravel farming systems dynamics in the context of urban sprawl, 
as understanding this means integrating on one hand the complexity of agricultural working 
systems, on the other hand the complexity of the different impacts of urban sprawl on these 
systems. With this aim in view, we present a new way to study farmers’ strategies. Our approach 
is based on an analysis of farmers’ decisions, coupled with their motivations. We identified five 
action levers and four distinct farmers’ rationales with regard to land management decisions, and 
also their interdependencies. This method could also be used to study other types of farming 
systems’ structural changes. 

1. Urban sprawl and farmers land rationales: an analytical framework 

Urban sprawl on farmland is one of the global challenges for agriculture nowadays, as it concerns 
food, amenities and environmental issues. Periurban farmland is expansively constructed every 
year. In France, 61 000 hectares were artificialized each year from 1992 to 2003. It increased to 
86 000 ha between 2006 and 2009, which represent a loss of 73 750 ha of farmland (cultivated 
and permanent grass surfaces) each year (Agreste, 2010). More than just weighing consumed 
agricultural areas, this phenomenon is a structural change for agricultural periurban territories and 
farms immediate environment. Furthermore, urban sprawl induces an increase of land rent in the 
prospect of land transition towards building use. Consequently the functioning of land market 
mutates, and thus the renting, purchasing and selling owners strategies (Cavailhes and Wavresky, 
2002). In general the access to producing land becomes too elusive for farmers. This sum of 
constraints hangs over the farming system management. We suppose that they also change the 
decisions a farmer takes for his farming system. 

The literature about decision-making in farming system sets a comprehensive approach in the 
eighties with the simultaneous contribution of management science (works based on Cyert and 
March, 1963) and anthropology (Barlett, 1980). Renowned French authors have contributed to 
the formulation of a decision theory (Petit, 1981; Capillon and Manichon, 1988; Landais and al, 
1988; Sébillotte and Soler, 1990; Brossier and al. 1991). Since then, most of researches are 
normative (Lemery, 2005, makes an exception, establishing a rationale comprehensive 
classification). According to Buchanan, (2010), it wills to “extract and combine theories, tools and 



methods from several disciplines in order to present a holistic approach to measure resilience, 
often combined with the aim to provide a framework with which useful and sustainable 
development policies can be created and implemented”. Researchers establish some decisional 
models in order to set decisional aid adapted to several mutations in the agricultural context 
(policies, water resources regulation, climate change), or to determine potential internal level 
indicators of each farm in terms notably of resilience, adaptability and flexibility coping with these 
phenomenon (Darnhofer et al., 2008). However, a recent literature of comprehensive researches 
on farmer’s land rationales in periurban areas exists, notably in France in economics (Jouve and 
Napoleone, 2003), agronomy (Alavoine-Mornas and Giraud, 2004; Jarrige, 2004) and sociology 
(Vianey, 2005). But it implies that practices would depend on the farmer strategy and objectives, 
as exposed in the decision theory of eighties. Indeed, the analysis is based on an a posteriori 
realignment of land management strategy, adapted from the result observations of land practices: 
declining, increasing, or stagnation of the cultivated area. In sociology (Souchard, 2010) and 
geography (Vianey, 2005) studies are more comprehensive however it doesn’t replace the 
analysis in the organization of farming system. 

We believe that these methods omit the fact that farmers react in a periurban context to a series 
of heavy constraints, including access to land. That why the purposes are not always successful. 
Evaluating this strategy (taking in account how constraints influence the decisions), only on the 
base of the practices results (that is to say, the evolution of their land plot system) thus seems to 
be reconsidered. This article presents another method, applied in three French periurban areas in 
farmers’ land rationales comprehensive analysis. The method is inspired by different works of the 
place of land in farm management (Bryant, 1976; Morardet, 1992; Gueringer, 2008, 2009). The 
procedure appears more realistic and effective to understand precisely the farmers’ decision 
drivers, as they can’t take decisions due to several constraints. Therefore we distinguish “is” and 
“could be” and focus our study on the second item, in order to translate accurately what urban 
sprawl perturbs in agricultural activities. Obviously this work requires an important qualitative 
research. 

Land rationales are different forms taken by land farm management. It results from a complex 
combination between the decision drivers and the action levers panel the farmer has in hand. The 
decisions drivers’ are internal factors – which are resulting from the characteristics of the farm 
and the farmer –, and external factors produced by the context. These three elements have many 
interactions (Figure n°1). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



This can be revealed by the farmer’s discourse through an explanation of the past decisions 
during a given period. It requires asking him to give also for each decision, its justifications. Of 
course this way of information gathering could be criticized, because the farmer can give a kind of 
an a posteriori logic to his decision. Some first interviews permit to determine a frame of external 
factors, internal factors and action levers. In the case of our research, we distinguished four types 
of external factors, nine types of internal factors (Figure n°2), and five action levers. These last 
ones are Agricultural practices, Management of land in producing perspectives, Property holdings 
management, Social relations, and Institutional or political positioning. 

2. Sample, interviews and analysis 
We performed a detailed survey with farmers in urban and suburban areas of the Rhône-Alpes 
region in France, near Lyon, in the conurbations of Saint-Etienne, Vienne and Voiron (95 
municipalities). A particular area was chosen in each city, depending on the diversity of 
agricultural production systems, urban sprawl and the part of artificial surfaces, including the 
presence of various development projects (business parks, highway…). Eight homogenous 
municipalities in terms of urban pressure and growth rate of urban space have been invested 
(Figure n°3). When the interviews were made, each of the three studied areas was subjected to 
important urban projects. In the observed municipalities in the conurbation of Saint-Etienne, a 
highway was scheduled for over twenty years. It didn’t concern more than two or three farms, 
since a tunnel was planned. People were not convinced about the achievement of the project 
because of the – long – political debate and the needed public budget. 

  



 

Figure n°2: Classification of external and internal factors in the farm, determining farmers' decisions  

External 

factors, 

influenced by 

the suburban 

character of 

territory  

Tensions of land 

market, use and 

ownership  

An opportunity of income for  owner-farmers which widely overtakes farm incomes  
Rental agriculture tenure checked by the opportunity of income for owner  
Increasing price of full property  
General scarcity of agricultural land and tensions  
An important competition degree between farmers about the use of land  
Behavior of farmers slowing owners to rent (compensation)  

Periurban 
agriculture  

Presence of a frame of farms  
Presence of a frame of farms of one same production system  
Economic weight of agriculture for the region (compared to other wealth)  

Spatial changes  
Inadequate work organization for the neighborhood (some adaptations are possible)  
Inappropriate activity for the neighborhood (no adjustment possible)  
Regulatory limits due to the activity and presence of neighbors  
Engine movements inadequate to facilities  

Urban projects and 
planning policies  Uncertainty produced by the local town planning policies (PLU)  

Uncertainty generated by the large-scale projects of planning and infrastructures  

Internal 
factors, 
influenced by 
the objectives 
of the farmer 
and by the 
intrinsic 
characteristics 
of the farm  

State of mind and 
farm project  

Preserve house and living environment  
Maintain a livelihood until retirement  
Perpetuate as a farm across time and generations  

Farm stage  
Settlement  
Growth and development  
Stabilization and prosperity  
Transmission of farm and retirement  

Vision of way to 
develop  

Rationalization  
Increase of production  
Diversification or specialization  
Choice of marketing strategy  

Degree  of family 
devotion to the 
activity  

Double activity of the farmer  
Full time and exterior job of spouse  
Couple or family work and potential resumption  

Farm and 
production system  

Cereal farming  
Mixed and livestock farming  
Livestock farming  
Arboriculture, viticulture or truck farming  

Relation to land  
“The purchase is necessary, any conditions”  
“The property is required, on a part of my parcel system”  
“The rent is satisfactory if it is guaranteed”  
“The rent is satisfactory”  

Land history of the 
farm  

Resumption of a formed farm, with a base of land property  
Resumption of a formed farm with a base of rented land, and solidification  
Creation of the farm, by agglomerating of rented land  

Economic health of 
the farm  

Good  
Average  
Poor  

Spatial dispersion 
of plots  

Strong  
Average  
Low  

In the surveyed municipalities in the conurbation of Vienne, a large business park is scheduled on 
the cereal plain in the planning document within ten years. From fifty to eighty hectares would be 
converted. Currently there are shared between the twenty cereal producers in the area. There is 
still a disagreement between the urban planning main document and the municipality, which has 
to translate its policy into its own planning document. And in the municipalities of Voiron, a part of 
the cereal and arboreal plain has been used in a large business park twenty years ago. The 
farmers still have to face the consequences of this construction concerning the spatial 



organization and the lack of farmland. This urban operation should be extended to several tens 
hectares by the community of municipalities. 

 

The interviewed farmers constitute a representative sample of the total farmers’ population in 
these municipalities according to: the production system, its surface, its spatial dispersion and its 
distance to the nearest urban center. A minimum of 20% of farmers having more than 15% of 
their surface in the referred municipality territory were interviewed, which represents twenty-six 
farmers. In order to avoid any bias, the interview didn’t focus on periurban effects; it aimed further 
to gather a large description of the farming system. More particularly, all decisions linked in one 
way or another with spatial dimension were collected. After a detailed description of the farm 
(inputs, economic functioning, outlooks), the interview covers a spatialization of all these 
elements. As a beginning, we asked the farmer to feature on a map, for each of its plots: the 
mode of tenure and the owner, its intended use in the planning document, the land and its use, all 
transportations linked with the activity, and the neighborhood configuration. Secondly, all changes 
made by the famer – and in memory – in the above areas were reviewed, and justified. The 
farmer was expected to describe his relationships with municipalities, communities or the 
agricultural profession (organization, communication), then with each of his owners. To conclude 
he was invited to detail and justify every choice of decisioning, positioning and behaving. 

Each decision with its one – or several – justification(s) was extracted from in extensor interview 
transcription. We noticed that a same decision could be made for several types of reasons. We 
matched so many “decision/justification couples” that we found possibilities. Then, each couple 
was classed among one of the five identified action levers; and each justification was bridged with 
one or several decision drivers (external and internal factors). Thus actions were analyzed with a 
permanent link to objectives. The pairs which could not be classified as effectively induced by 
specific periurban context were set aside. Indeed their “normal” character would have interfered 
with the qualitative analysis of the periurban context effect on farmers’ rationales. After this 
extraction we obtained no more a 26 farmers sample, but a sample of 682“decision/reason 
couples”. 



3. Decision drivers, action levers and four land rationales 
We noticed that decisions were taken more or less proactively. Hence we distinguished couples 
that revealed farmer’s reactivity, from the ones that revealed rather passivity. The Reactive 
decisions were taken roughly pragmatically or with defensiveness. And the Passive decisions 
were sometimes voluntary. Thus we determined four types of land rationales. 

- The Adaptive reactivity: the farmer is typically in a farming system logic that faces the 
changing context in adapting itself to new constraints. This requires certain degree of 
information about upcoming changes, the networks, media, planning documents or political 
gatherings. 

- The Combative reactivity behavior is quite assertive, often collectively - in the action or wider 
in the way of thinking - where decisions generate opposition or conflict with other actors. The 
emotional state that leads to these decisions is quite fatalistic and cynical. 

- The Suffered passivity is the feeling embodied by decisions and justified by the complete lack 
of margin in the farmer’s decision. According to him undergoing the situation strains him to 
make unwilling decisions. In his mind, complaining to authorities is worthless. These 
decisions are made with fatalism, or submission. 

- The Passive strategy is quite similar to the definition of "strategic inaction" in Sociology of 
Law (Sayn, 2007). The farmer abstains himself from deciding in response to short-term 
thinking because this behavior would be detrimental in the long term, with three types of 

stakeholders: landowners who are potential renters, 
neighbors who refer to his own profession 
representation, and elected officials who hold 
power in urban planning. 

A basic description of decision drivers, action levers 
and rationales is enlightening. In the three 
territories studied, internal factors appear as less 
important as we thought (see Figure n°4). They 
represent only one fifth of the context elements 
considered by the farmer to make his decision. In 
particular, the Vision of way to develop – because 
of the willingness to enlarge farmland – stands 
ahead the Farm stage. Surprisingly the Farm and 
production system is not so determining, whereas 
the Land management in producing perspectives 
seems to be very different from one to another. 
External factors are almost equally distributed 
between Tensions of land market, Urban projects 
and planning policies, and Spatial changes. Only 
the importance of Periurban agriculture is as 
negligible as internal factors. We could say that 
they are like background “noises” in the decision 
world of the “Periurban farmer”. But comparing this 
result with the rate of internal factors in “normal” 
decisions (discarded above) is enlightening too. In 
“normal” decisions, internal factors represent no 

Figure n°4 



less than sixty percent of decision making drivers. It means that the farm system management in 
an effective periurban context constrains farmers to consider his proper characteristics twice 
lesser than in the case of a “normal” 
context.  

The Figure n°5 shows the distribution of 
action levers. We notice that 
Management of land in producing 
perspective is the most used lever, but it 
is only used for 35% of decisions. 
Agricultural practices are an important 
lever to adapt the plots system to urban 
sprawl. Contrarily to what is heard in 
planning world, the Property holding 
management’s is not farmers’ priority 
choice in a situation of urban pressure 
(10%). Moreover, “social” modes of action – Social relations and Institutional or political 
positioning – are incredibly important 
(respectively 9% and 26%) to drive the space 
dimension of the farm, compared to “technical” 
action levers. 

The farmers essentially adopt an Adaptive 
reactivity rationale (see Figure n°6). Farmers 
are globally not very reactive in front of urban 
sprawl (61%) considering only the Combative 
and Adaptive reactivities. But Strategic passivity 
is a non-really passive rationale. This result 
(13%) shows that whereas farmers sometimes 
seem unconcerned about urban sprawl, 
appearances can be misleading. The essential result from this analysis is that Suffered passivity 
represents more than a quarter of rationales. In 27% of 
cases, farmers don’t feel any leeway to make decisions, 
in studied sample. 

4. A comparative analysis, to reveal domino effects 
between decision drivers and rationales 
In a second time we chose to treat differently each area of 
interviews to detect its specificities and to avoid the 
aggregation of over different data in relation with the 
disparity of the three territories. As we can see on Figure 
n°7, from the Saint-Etienne’s case to the Voiron’s one – 
passing by Vienne –, the external factors increase is 
observed. Whereas the municipalities nearly face the 
same level of urban sprawl, the few contextual differences 
are sufficient to be accurately taken by farmers in their 
decisions. In the Voiron’s case farmers have already 
experiment the farmland dislocation because of the first 
business park. So they seriously take the outlook of the 
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urban project into account, as they know what 
consequences would occur. It is the same in the 
Vienne’s case, where the business park is provided 
in the continuity of a current one. But there is still 
uncertainty on the project concretization, relatively 
to the process of establishing the planning 
document. In the Saint-Etienne’s case, the 
municipality never thought such projects. According 
to farmers the project would certainly rather given 
up than concretized. Thus these four external 
factors, when they state, are very decisive to the 
farmers land rationales and therefore to the 
periurban farmland evolution. 

At the same time, we can depict the four land 
rationales distribution for each of the three studied 
areas (Figure n°8). These distributions are 
contrasting, with a frank tendency to decrease of 
Adaptive reactivity from Saint-Etienne to Voiron. A 
correlation is visible between the rate of external 
factors in the decision drivers (fig. n°7), and the rate 
of Suffered passivity and Combative reactivity (fig. 
n°8): the more the four external factors are important, the more the Adaptive reactivity decreases. 
In this case, constraints become so eventful that all leeways disappear in the farming system. 
Adaptive reactivity gives place to Combative reactivity or Suffered passivity. Overall, when urban 
sprawl is intensive, the only way to continue the activity is to modify directly the constraints. This 
can only be done by the Institutional or political positioning in the structures of land governance. 
This mode of action stands as the last chance for farmers, or as a global crusade for the 
conservation of periurban farmland. This impassioned situation should not be conducive to 
dialogue. These latter decisions may need too much motivation in comparison with the successful 
opportunities. In this context Suffered passivity would be the other issue. It might be adopted by 
old farmers, or farmers who take part in agricultural sectors in crisis where there are other 
concerns. 

5. Discussion 
Some elements of this survey had to be questioned at the end of this article. In particular when 
we set aside farmers decisions that seemed to match a “normal” context (the others being 
considered as decisions taken in an obvious periurban context). In this case, the periurban 
context can be observed as a decision-driver or as a decision’s achievement driver. It shows a 
potential inaccuracy in the survey. Indeed the farmer, anticipating the constraints that would 
undermine its business, may esteem them as constants instead of variables, and therefore might 
even not include them in his argumentation. These data become automatic in its decision tree. 
And so we can’t capture this in such a survey. Otherwise, the survey’s statistical analysis reveals 
a noteworthy link between internal and external factors, which distribution would deserve to be 
specified in an ulterior work. In particular, we could prospect whether some factors’ combinations 
would appear redundant. 

Several things could also be learnt from this study. First, we noticed that there is a “periurbanity 
gradient” expanding from the Saint-Etienne case to the Voiron’s case. The more intensive the 
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urban sprawl is, the less the farmer considers the internal characteristics of his farm or his proper 
outlooks to develop it (internal factors). In this latter case, a disconnection between his strategy or 
rationale, and his practices does exist. We propose the exposed method to understand and 
analyze decision-making process of farming system in the specific cases of very constrained 
contexts. As we observed the traditional decision theory hypothesizes that practices of farmers 
always arise from their objectives and strategy. And agricultural activities are nowadays being 
driven in a more and more intensive constraints environment. We believe this method would be 
particularly relevant to study other types of farming systems’ structural changes in constraining 
context (climate change, Agricultural European Policy change, laws in managing of water 
resources…). It would need a previous definition of its different concepts, some 
decision/motivation couples gathering, and a classification between external and internal factors, 
modes of action and rationales. Our research problematic about land issues in periurban areas 
can be taken as a particular example. Naturally this method could present some defaults and bias. 
The searcher has to pay attention to his attitude. Indeed the farmer can redefine the coherence of 
his actions during the interview, depending on the interviewer judgment. So this study necessarily 
needs an important acuteness and a comprehensive behavior as sociology advocates. 
Considering this example, direct applications should be made. There is as many focused analysis 
as there are types of decision drivers, action levers or rationales. By combining them, we detect 
domino effects in a very complex system. Understanding this permits to spread a knowledge that 
generally lacks in dialogue between public authorities and farmers. Indeed misleading 
appearances produce some false analyses which are after shared between actors. So it is a good 
way of avoiding a misuse – or worst – a demagogic use of certain information. 

Second, the “periurbanity gradient” we measured from Saint-Etienne to Voiron could be 
interpreted as a time-scale, if we suppose that territories with current moderate urban sprawl are 
tomorrow’s urban spaces. On one side, farmers are armed against urban sprawl and integrate 
how to defend their activity after the dislocation has been made. Indeed they enter the 
cooperation when they already evaluated that there is no way their farm system can adapt itself. 
On the other, the Institutional or political positioning of farmers in very constrained contexts is 
either non-existent, or too violent. It shows a misleading appearance of farmers’ implication about 
the subject. And it may be ineffectual given these two conditions. Our study sustains that to avoid 
a virulent and sterile debate; public powers have to associate farmers really early in the 
governance process. They should involve all farmers, even those who won’t seem to be yet 
concerned in a largest perimeter than just the first crown in contact with the urban front. 

 

References : 
Alavoine-Mornas F., Giraud G. (2004) Quelles adaptations des systèmes de production agricole 

au contexte périurbain? Cas du Pays d’Aix. Communication SFER « Systèmes de 
production agricole », 18-19 novembre 2004, Lille Barlett P. (1980) Agricultural decision 
making. Anthropological contributions to rural development. Academic Press, New York: 
115-136 

Beilin, R., Sysak, T., Hill, S. (2012) Farmers and perverse outcomes: The quest for food and 
energy security, emissions reduction and climate adaptation. Global Environmental Change, 
22 (2), pp. 463-471.  

Brossier J., Chia E., Marshall E., Petit M. (1991) Gestion de l'exploitation agricole familiale et 
pratiques des agriculteurs: vers une nouvelle théorie de la gestion. Canadian Journal of 
Agricultural Economics. Blackwell Publishing Ltd, 39: 119-135 



Bryant C.R. (1976) Farm-generated determinants of land use change in the Rural-Urban Fringe, 
Ottawa, Rapport technique, Direction générale des terres, Environnement Canada. 

Buchmann, C. 2010. Farming system dynamics: the quest for a methodology to measure social-
ecological resilience in subsistence agriculture. In: 9th European IFSA Symposium, “Building 
sustainalble rural fiutures : the added values of systems approaches in times of change and 
uncertainty”, 2010, Proceedings, BOKU, Vienna, Austria. 

Capillon, A. and Manichon, H. (1988) Guide d’étude de l’exploitation agricole à l’usage des 
agronomes. Relance agronomique/ADEPRINA/APCA, Paris. 

Cavailhès J., Wavresky P. (2002) Les valeurs foncières dans le périurbain. Études foncières. 97: 
14-17 

Cyert R., March J.G. (1963) A Behavioral Theory of the Firm. Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N.J: 
Prentice-Hall. 

Darnhofer, I., Bellon, S., Dedieu, B., Milestad R.. Adaptive farming systems: a position paper. In: 
8th European IFSA Symposium, “Empowerment of the rural actors: a renewal of farming 
systems perspectives”, 8, 2008, Clermont Fd (France). Proceedings, Clermont Fd, 2008. 
p.339-351 

Gueringer A. (2008) Systèmes fonciers locaux: une approche de la question foncière à partir 
d'études de cas en moyenne montagne française. Géocarrefour. 83(4): 321-329 

Gueringer A, Rapey H, Houdart M, Bigot G, Josien E, Landré F. (2009) Adaptability through 
spatial management, a case study of livestock farms in Massif Central. Outlook Agr. 38: 111-
118 

Jarrige F. (2004) Les mutations d’une agriculture méditerranéenne face à la croissance urbaine : 
dynamiques et enjeux autour de Montpellier. Cahiers d’agriculture 13(1): 64-74 

Jouve A.-M., Napoleone C. (2003) Stratégies des agriculteurs et réorganisations spatiales sous 
contrainte de la périurbanité. Etude du pays d’Aix en Provence. In: Bouleversements 
fonciers en Méditerranée: des agriculteurs sous le choc de l’urbanisation et des 
privatizations. Elloumi M. et Jouve A.-M., Ed. Karthala, Paris: 145-171 

Landais E., Deffontaines J.P. and Benoit M. (1988) Les pratiques des agriculteurs. Point de vue 
sur un courant nouveau de la recherche agronomique. Études rurales. 109: 125-158 

Lemery, B., S. Ingrand, B. Dedieu, B. Degrange, 2005. Agir en situation d'incertitude: le cas des 
éleveurs bovins allaitants. Economie Rurale 288: 57-69. 

Morardet S. (1994) Pratiques et stratégies foncières des agriculteurs. Thèse de doctorat en 
analyse et politiques économiques, Université de Bourgogne. Cemagref, Antony, 292 p. 

(Agreste) Morel M.-P., Jean R. (2010) L’artificialisation atteint 9% du territoire en 2009. (In press 
Agreste Primeur). 246(7) 

Petit M. (1981) Théorie de la décision et comportement adaptatif des agriculteurs. In: Formation 
des agriculteurs et apprentissage de la decision, Dijon, ENSSAA, INPSA, INRA, INRAP. 

Sayn I. (2007) La place des outils procéduraux dans l’accès au droit et à la justice des plus 
pauvres. In: Droit et Pauvreté. Contributions issues du séminaire ONPES/DREES-MiRe. Du 
Cheyron, Gélot: 139-159 

Sébillotte M., Soler L.-G. (1990) Les processus de décision des agriculteurs. In: Modélisation 
systémique et système agraire. Décision, organisation. Brossier et al. Versailles, INRA: 93-
101. 



Vianey G. (2005) Entre conception de l'exercice du métier et représentation de l'activité agricole 
en périurbain: esquisse d'une analyse des logiques foncières. Les cahiers de la 
multifonctionnalité, 8:105-114 

Souchard, N. (2010) Incertitudes et productions identitaires agricoles: vers un éclatement des 
logiques d’action ? In: L’agriculture dans la ville éclatée. Bertrand N., Univ. de Montréal: 99-
121 

 


	Farmers land rationales in the context of urban sprawl: when decisions don’t mean project. A method to understand farmer’s strategies
	1. Urban sprawl and farmers land rationales: an analytical framework
	2. Sample, interviews and analysis
	3. Decision drivers, action levers and four land rationales
	4. A comparative analysis, to reveal domino effects between decision drivers and rationales
	5. Discussion


