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Abstract: It is common sense that it needs social and economic perspectives to understand structural
changes in agriculture. The current study asserts that, likewise, the integration of the farm level
(micro), the sectoral level (meso), and the societal level (macro) are needed to gain insight into the
system of agricultural structures. Following a review of the literature, these three levels were inte-
grated in a cycle in which the interdependencies between different units of analysis were evaluated.
The study concludes that it enhances the understanding of structural change on each level if the other
levels are also taken into account. It therefore contributes not only to the literature on agriculture, but
also to the discussion about the rationale of an analytical meso-level between the analysis on micro-
and macro-levels.
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1. Introduction

To adequately understand food production and food security in a given region, it
is useful to comprehend the dynamics of the agricultural structure. In particular, the
magnitude of farms in production matters for all three dimensions of sustainability, both
in the Global North [1–3] and the Global South [4], but also the types of agricultural
products produced and the types of land and infrastructure used contribute to current and
future agricultural development. While agricultural economists always have theorized
about factors leading to the dynamics of structural change [5,6], the empirical analysis
of the number of farms in a given region is relatively recent. It emerged after the debate
between the defenders of the family farm and proponents of an industrialization and
partial collectivization of agriculture had ended, primarily as a result of the breakdown
of socialism. Meanwhile, the factual statement that 90 per cent of all farms are family
farms, producing 80% of all food [7], suffices to justify the scientific interest in agricultural
structural change. Another requirement for the emerging research on this field was the
development of computer technology in the late 20th century to quantitatively explain
figures of farm numbers and average sizes, so that the 1990s saw the first major number of
publications on structural change in agriculture, most of them from Europe (e.g., [8–10]).
Since those early days of structural change research, many more case studies from almost
all parts of the world have been added. Nevertheless, agricultural structures have neither
made it into the mainstream of economic research nor into that of sociological sciences but
are rather an example of a subject that only fully opens in the interdisciplinary discourse.

This paper builds on the contribution by Suess-Reiss and Fuetsch [11] on the succes-
sion, innovation, and sustainability of family farms; these authors claim that an under-
standing of structural change in agriculture could be improved considerably by linking
sociological and economic research in the tradition of scholars who lament the separation
of these two social science disciplines [12–14]. The author of the current paper concurs
that while sociological and economic approaches are effective in identifying significant
structural change dimensions, the reduction of the phenomenon to one of them will not
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provide satisfactory results. However, it is proposed that a second dimension, aggregation,
should be added to this disciplinary aspect. Different levels of aggregation in the analysis
are necessary to grasp the complexity of structural change. This includes a micro-level
with a focus on single farms, a macro-level (an assessment of the position of the farming
sector within the economy), and also a meso-level (an examination of the agricultural sector
itself). This follows the proponents of an operational meso-level in the social sciences to
account for the special features of single sectors [15–17]. The combination of interdisci-
plinarity and multi-level analysis may come close to satisfying the call by Balmann and
Valentinov [18], who demanded the application of Luhmann’s systems theory ‘to develop
a better theoretical understanding of structural change’.

The existence of autopoietical systems is the core of Luhmann’s approach [19]. For
our case, the agricultural sector will be the most relevant system. However, Luhmann
has always emphasized the importance of sub-systems [20]. It has been shown before
that the farm as a subsystem of the farming sector and intergenerational change on the
farm strongly influence the scope of the sector [21], as the sector, in essence, is merely the
collection of all farms. Luhmann has also underlined that society as a whole would also be
considered a system, and it is worthwhile to explore the interdependencies between macro
shifts and the development of the agricultural sector. Here, the term “structural change”
describes the growth of some sectors and the contraction of others.

There are, of course, additional variables describing structures on all three levels: the
organization of the farm, the productivity of the sector, or the digitalization in society as a
whole. The focus on simple and quantitative descriptions based on the number of farms
and the share of agriculture in the economy serves as a starting point for an otherwise
complex interdisciplinary and inter-level task.

Aggregation levels—whose importance in structural change is also emphasized by
Eberhardt and Teal [22]—serve to structure the literature review. A methodological expla-
nation is provided; thereafter, the micro, meso, and macro perspectives are deliberated.
Finally, we suggest a system to link the three levels.

2. Method and Data

An adaptation to the procedure for systematic literature reviews was applied, similar
to that proposed by Fink [23]. Articles were identified using Google Scholar as this is
generally considered to be the most comprehensive and renowned scientific database [24].
Google Scholar, on the one hand, includes the grey literature so that authors are included
that can, for example, not afford costly open access journals. On the other hand, highly
cited references are prioritized in the database over other papers, so that the most relevant
literature is always taken into account. Therefore, Google Scholar was preferred over the
alternatives for literature search.

To address various aspects pertaining to the research question, the search terms were
defined (Figure 1). Mann and Mante [21] demonstrated an operational link between farm
succession and farm structures. The fact that each existing farm requires the decision of a
potential farm successor to take over the farm and the family farm is the most important
or even only brick of agricultural systems justifies the link between farm succession and
agricultural structures. Furthermore, a similar vertical link exists between structural change
in society as a whole and the farming sector. Expansions and contractions of one sector
necessarily influence each other. Therefore, structural change was included as a third
search term that should establish the link to the macro-level. The relevant articles were
not necessarily included in the respective section because, for example, a publication
about ‘agricultural structure’ might have fitted better in the micro- rather than the meso-
level section.

The first 300 articles published from 2004 onwards that included the respective search
terms were screened for relevance regarding the research question outlined in Section 1
and integrated if they added knowledge to the topic of structural change in agriculture.
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Subsequently, papers published between 1994 and 2003 were added with respect to single
subjects that appeared as a ‘black spot’ from a theoretical perspective.

Figure 1. The search terms used in the study.

Simulation model results and studies that utilized hypothetical projections were
excluded. The current review solely relied on empirical findings to prevent the reproduction
of results that relied solely on assumptions and did not necessarily reflect reality.

Figure 2 justifies the claim that the issue of structural change in agriculture has gained
speed after 1990. In addition, it shows that more attention has always been devoted
towards the macro-level compared to the micro-level and that the last ten years have seen
something like a saturation in the research on structural change in agriculture.

Figure 2. Log-scale search results in scholar.google.com for the three search terms, by year (source:
own results).
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3. The Family Farm as Micro-Level

The family farm life cycle is key to understanding structural change in agriculture.
Potter and Lobley [25] developed this concept to describe the sequencing of generations on
a farm. Understanding the decisions that lead to farm succession is pivotal to a micro-level
evaluation of structural change in agriculture.

Consider the day when an aged farm manager decides to enter retirement as an
analytical starting point of the cycle. This decision may lead to three different outcomes,
which all deserve closer consideration: one, the farm is abandoned; two, the farm is
transferred to a successor; three, the farm is split and transferred to several successors.

The literature typically refers to cases where successors are not available to take
over farms, and this results in the subsequent liquidation of the farms, in relation to
what were formerly collective farms in Eastern Europe and Central Asia after 1990, rather
than in terms of family farms. However, there is a significant difference between both
processes. The liquidation of large collective farms partly led to the fragmentation of land
use patterns [26–28] and the abandonment of farmland [29–31]. Generally, the liquidation
of family farms leads to the consolidation of the farm structure in the way that adjacent
farms take over the lands, which enables the farms to grow [32,33].

In this context, there is a study from China [34] that sheds a first light on the added
value of different levels of aggregation. Explaining the decision to stop cultivating, they
compare the explanatory value at the parcel (natural conditions), household, and village
levels. They concluded that 80% of the reason behind the decision to stop cultivating was
attributable to the parcel level. The slope of the parcel, distance to the farmhouse, and soil
quality were shown to be important determinants.

Although global statistics are not available on succession, it is likely that farm succes-
sion involving a single successor is the most frequent pattern. According to an Austrian
survey performed by Quendler et al. [35], 98% of such transfers occur within the family.
The dominance of intra-family successions is a global phenomenon, and it is likely that
other global farm succession patterns involve the farm successors being first-born chil-
dren [36–38], and more often than not, they are male [39–41]. Heggem [42] explains the
latter phenomenon in relation to the perception by parents of the “tractor gene” of their
male descendants.

Handing over a farm is considerably more than a legal formality. The emotional
attachment to family traditions [43] and family land [44] may have a decisive impact on a
potential farm successor. The perception that something valuable can be handed over to
the next generation generates pride [45,46] and joy [47] for the retiring generation, and this
is also the case for siblings who do not benefit from the intergenerational handover [48].
Compared to the abandonment of a farm, in fact, both retiring farmers and their children
who do not take over usually pay for these positive affections by financial disadvantages,
because the intra-generational handover of a farm is often compensated far below the
market value [49,50]. Nevertheless, Morais et al. [51] reported that pressure is often placed
on other family members to take over the farm as potential successors.

The third possibility, splitting the farm into more than one farm during the course of
succession, is usually described in the literature as a typical option pursued in medieval
times [52] and the early modern age [53]. Scholars in the Northern Hemisphere, in par-
ticular, have overlooked a major number of developing countries in which the number
of children, in combination with the lack of non-agricultural income opportunities, has
led to frequent farm divisions between several successors. This is the explanation for why
numerous Third World countries face shrinking farm sizes, for example, a reduction from
an average of 1.4 hectares to 1.0 hectare in Ethiopia between 1977 and 2000, respectively [54].
This pattern is occasionally mentioned [55,56], but it is rarely analyzed in a rigorous way,
and it probably constitutes the largest research gap in the literature with respect to agricul-
tural structure. A study by Burton and Walford [57] was a notable exception to this rule;
they wrote about the division of farms in the south east of England.
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Taking over a farm and founding a family are often categorized as falling within
the same life phase. In this context, Fischer and Burton [58] emphasized that a personal
interest in farm succession usually emerges in the early phase of childhood. They identified
a socially constructed endogenous cycle from many external influences on the process.
Mann [59] showed how factors that impact an interest in taking over the family farm
usually change over the course of adolescence and early adulthood. Identity-related
variables, such as personal skills and preferences, are most important to adolescents. Later,
environmental-related variables, such as the size of the farmland or the quality of the house,
gain importance. The latter variables are sometimes specific to the region. In dry regions,
like Australia, water security is a prerequisite for taking over a farm [60], whereas potential
Spanish farm successors are negatively influenced by having to travel long distances to the
urban center [61]. Regardless, considerable attention rests on the sons of farmers. Even
though the pressure of taking over the farm was stronger for earlier generations [62], it
remains a question that parents prioritize [63].

Pinter and Kirner [64] suggest that farms should be categorized as disengaging farms
with shrinking assets, professionalizing farms, and stable reproductive farms. While this
may help to distinguish between strategies, it is crucial to understanding why a particular
strategy is selected. In this regard, a study by Huber et al. [65] provided valuable insight.
They showed that farm size and recent changes in farm size, as well as sunk costs and
diversification, impacted farm growth, whereas the farm manager’s perceived personal
situation had no effect. This finding was supported by Glauben et al. [66] in their study
conducted in northern Germany. They also demonstrated that farm type had an impact
too; dairy farms were taken over more frequently than other types.

Farm managers can increase the likelihood of succession during this phase by effect-
ing various measures, one of which is the transfer of extensive knowledge to the next
generation since this increases the sunk costs for the latter [67]. Farm growth can also
constitute preparations for the upcoming intergenerational succession process. Calus
and van Huylenbroeck [68] traced such processes from the farm manager’s forty-fifth
birthday onwards.

While this elucidates the family farm life cycle (i.e., taking over the farm to handing
it over to the next generation), an explanation of atypical farm successions has not yet
been provided. Joosse and Grubström [69] focused on extrafamilial farm succession
and concluded that such processes often preserved the continuity of the farm’s strategy;
conversely, successions within the family sometimes led to severe reorientation of the
farm’s organization. From a structural perspective, handing over farms to non-family
members may be considered a tool with which to preserve the structure of small farms [70].

4. The Agricultural Sector as Meso-Level

The difference between the micro and meso-levels is that the focus shifts from a single
enterprise with an individual family constellation towards the entire sector. In general, this
allows for a top–down engineering approach. There is a thread of literature, dominated
by Chinese scholars [71–73], that considers the planning of agricultural structure from an
optimization perspective. However, even if the sectoral perspective is taken into account
from a purely descriptive point of view, an additional value was identified by Hüttel and
Margarian [74] (p. 760):

“The exclusive focus on isolated behavior of single farms in the relevant literature
does not suffice in order to explain the different patterns of regional structural
change. Quite the contrary, the continuous interaction among agents and failures
of coordination in different historic environments need to be taken into account.”

On this conceptual basis, Hüttel and Margarian used microeconomic models of
oligopolistic behavior to model the strategies of farms in a region, together with their
interdependencies.

An econometric explanation of indicators that are relevant to farming structures
is a more conventional approach that constitutes a sectoral view of structural change
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in agriculture. While some scholars have considered the increasing specialization of
farms [75] or farm size distribution [76] as noteworthy subjects, most studies have focused
on farm number and farm size development, which are assessed according to three different
methodological perspectives. Firstly, some scholars explain the structure of the persistence
of single farms using probit or logit analysis [77]. Although this resembles the literature in
the previous section, the focus is usually on factors that are relevant to the entire sector, not
solely farm-specific characteristics. Secondly, the number of farms in a region or its average
size can be explained by time series analysis [78]. Thirdly, as a compromise between these
options, it is possible to explain the prevalence or average farm size of geographically or
socially homogeneous farm groups [79].

The research performed by Neuenfeldt et al. [80] serves as a convenient starting
point for a discussion of the meso-level perspective. Structural change in agriculture in
the European Union was evaluated, and it was concluded that 36% of the variance in
agricultural structure was attributed to the prior structure of the farm, 16% to natural
conditions, 14% to farmgate prices, 9% to macroeconomic variables, 7% to subsidies,
6% to population density, and 6% to agricultural income. Despite the high value of its
contribution, this study also demonstrated that the research design influenced the results.
While it is obvious that the past farm structure influenced the current one, the chosen
timeframe was the decisive variable. The farm structure today certainly determines the
farm structure tomorrow by above 99 per cent.

The effect of farmgate prices, highlighted by Neuenfeldt et al. [80], was also confirmed
in other studies [81]. The price of milk was demonstrated to have a particularly prominent
role. On the one hand, milk price was an effective indicator of farm growth [82] and farm
exit [83]; on the other hand, standard deviations in the price of milk also contributed to
explaining structural change [84].

Regarding the role of agricultural policies, other studies on EU agriculture found that
their effect on farm structures exceeded that of market forces [85]. Governmental transfers
clearly slow down structural change [86]. Mishra and El-Osla [87] demonstrated that not
only current support for the sector, but also anticipated future support, influenced the
decision of whether or not to take over a parental farm. Taxing agriculture to fuel the
industrialization of a country has been shown to accelerate structural change [87]. Under
other circumstances, it has been proposed that land laws make a vital contribution to
public policies in terms of structural change. This includes barriers to the ability of certain
stakeholders to purchase land [88] but also the (re)distribution of state-owned land to
private farms [89].

The farming system, educational level, and level of sunk costs are influential factors
in structural change outside the analytical frame proposed by Neuenfeldt et al. [80]. Both
Balmann et al. [90] and Calus et al. [91] showed how significant sunk costs increased
the continuation of farming in the sector. This adds to the influence of efficiency and
competitiveness [92], and in many regions, a correlation exists between farm size and the
probability of a farm’s future existence. The interdependencies between these and other
variables confirm the complexity of structural change in agriculture. For education, it is
possible to show that higher educational qualifications translate into a reduction in the
supply of labor to the farming sector, which leads to more rapid structural change [93]. In
addition, it has been reported that organic farms are less likely to be surrendered [94].

The growth potential of a farm is strongly influenced by the behavior of neighboring
farms. Storm et al. [95] showed how the level of direct payments for a farm impacted the
growth of neighboring farms. It should be emphasized that farm growth, in particular if the
farm size is measured by acreage, is strongly dependent on other farms being abandoned
or, at the very least, selling pieces of their land. This mutual dependence regarding a strictly
limited resource (land) is a remarkable difference to almost all other sectors.

The exception to this rule is found in regions in which farmland is not fully utilized.
In their meta-analysis of farm abandonment, Li and Li [96] found that such phenomena
of idle farmland were concentrated in Eastern Europe and mountainous areas, but also
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in southern Chile, a region that was highlighted by Diaz et al. [97] in which almost half
of all 30,000 hectares of farmland was abandoned between 1985 and 2007. Their study
demonstrated that there are strong parallels to causal factors of farm succession, for
example, soil quality, subsidies, and remoteness. Conversely, in their study on the Alps,
Gellrich et al. [98] found that closeness to roads, immigration, and the ascendency of
part-time farms was positively correlated with the likelihood of plots being abandoned.
Thus, the dominance of other sectors also influences the abandonment of farmland.

This finally leads us to the fact that structural change in agriculture does not only
have causes that are worthwhile to be analyzed, but also economic and social impacts. In
many cases, large farms have been shown to be more profitable than small ones [99]. Social
networks in large farm structures have been demonstrated to switch from local to larger
entities [100]. Thus, in some cases, structural change may lead to the disappearance of
infrastructure, which is essential to the well-being of rural communities [101,102].

5. The Economy as Macro-Level

The core question of structural change in agriculture from a perspective that includes
the entire economy relates to the range of interdependencies between farming sector
dynamics and other economic sectors. The push–pull theoretical framework [103] proposes
that developing non-agricultural sectors ‘pull’ workers out of the farming sector, and,
simultaneously, technical progress within farming ‘pushes’ workers out of the labor force,
as the amount of farmland remains constant.

It is the subject of economic debate as to whether either of these factors dominates
the other. In support of the ‘push’ component of the theory, Gollat et al. [104] identified
productivity growth in the farming sector as the main force behind the expansion of the
non-agricultural economy. Similarly, Üngör [105] showed empirically that productivity
growth in agriculture was decisive to structural change, although he (like Henderson [106])
considers the share of households being subsistence farmers as a limiting factor, as small-
holders under some circumstances may not follow economic rationale. This goes along
with the finding of Alvarez-Cuadro et al. [107], who suggested that a ‘sticky’ capital to
labor ratio in agriculture was responsible for slow growth and a sectoral shift away from
agriculture. Finally, cultural factors also play a strong role in the expulsion of workers from
the agricultural sector. Swiecki [108] established that disinclination towards farm work was
a strong driver of departure from the farming sector, particularly in poorer countries. Braun
and Kvasnicka [109] demonstrated how immigration undermined the role of agriculture in
an economy.

‘Pull’ factors significantly influenced structural change in agriculture. Alvarez-Cuadro
and Poschke [110] showed that particularly in the first phase of industrialization until
1920, the pull factors have played the main role, whereas the progress in the agricultural
sector only plays a dominant role for structural change in agriculture from 1960 onwards.
Cavicchioli et al. [36] confirmed the importance of ‘pull’ factors in intersectoral shifts. They
proposed that structural change in agriculture can be explained, to a large extent, by the
inclusion of the local development of the non-agricultural labor market as a variable [36].
Another factor, locality, was the center of a case study in India [111] in which it was
found that the rural non-agricultural labor market pulled farm workers away from the
primary sector.

Vice versa, the push components have impacted economic development as a whole.
The reallocation of former peasant workers into the secondary and tertiary sector in China
was shown to stimulate factor productivity growth [112]. All this makes obvious that
structural change in agriculture always mirrors technical progress in the farming sector.
Typically, technical progress increases the capital to labor ratio, and invested capital in
the sector tends to increase [113]. This reduction in labor input usually corresponds to
an increase in farm size. However, when an in-depth evaluation of this association was
performed, it was established that only a third of productivity growth translated into
structural change [114].
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Van Neuss [115] names changes in real income, relative price changes, changes in
input: output relations, and changes in trade-related comparative advantages as causes of
structural change. Regarding the first two factors, he simply uses two points of one causal
chain, i.e., productivity changes lead to price changes, which, in turn, results in structural
change. The two last points, however, indicate the importance of institutional factors in
terms of their capacity to improve an understanding of structural change.

In general, structural change reflects the expansion of the tertiary and sometimes the
industrial sector at the expense of the agricultural sector. However, there are exceptions
to this rule, as demonstrated by Spolador and Roe [116]. Land productivity in Brazil is
high and continues to grow, together with agriculture’s capital intensity in this country.
Thus, the share of Brazil’s primary sector to GDP has remained constant. Kristensen and
Birch-Thomsen [117] attributed such differences between countries to differences at the
micro- and macro-levels.

Finally, Pensieroso and Sommacal [118] demonstrate that intersectoral shifts do not
only have economic but also social impacts. In the USA, a decrease in the number of
farm households was shown to strongly correlate with a reduction in the number of
multi-generational households. More importantly, the role of agricultural productivity in
combatting poverty exceeds the role of productivity in other sectors [119].

6. Discussion and Conclusions

A first remark ought to be made in terms of geography. As a result of the methodology,
the literature selection has led to a strong geographical focus on the family-farm-based
systems of Western Europe on the one hand and of China on the other. For the Americas,
only a handful of studies were included. Three other regions of the world were even
more neglected:

• Agricultural economists in Eastern Europe and Russia are concerned with imperfec-
tions in local land markets [120], which also lead to the abandonment of large amounts
of farmland [121]. It is likely that a better understanding of structural patterns in the
region would provide additional keys to better land management.

• Similarly, agricultural structures in Africa are certainly an underresearched subject.
Even apart from the failed attempts to reduce the degree iof bifurcation in South
Africa’s agriculture [122], a better scientific understanding of Africa’s emerging class
of middle-sized farms [123] would probably contribute toward better food security on
the continent.

• The world region with least attention given to agricultural structures is probably Aus-
tralia and Oceania. However, questions of farm succession, farm size, and structural
change might contribute to solving the many environmental concerns under which
farmlands suffer [124,125]

While the previous sections could show how social and economic forces in structural
change are interlinked in the farming sector, it has yet to be shown whether the three
different levels (i.e., micro, meso, and macro) are interrelated. So far, developments at the
micro-, meso-, and macro-levels could be largely independent of one another, so that, in
fact, three distinct meta-studies (one for each level of aggregation) would have evolved.

For this purpose, it will be helpful to identify core variables from the summaries above
that summarize the discourses in the respective disciplines and on the different levels:

• Sociologists on the micro-level focus, in one way or another, on the social patterns that
shape the succession process. The interplay between identity and environment will
manifest in different cultural habits and norms.

• On a slightly more aggregated level, the share of farms being taken over by the next
generation or the number of farms that evolve from one farm after farm succession is
a crucial variable to understanding structural change.

• On a sectoral (meso) level, the social patterns detected on the micro-level add up to a
culture that will be specific to agriculture in the region.
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• On the same level, the amount of capital per labor is an important variable to describe
the agricultural system, also in terms of labor productivity and resulting sectoral
competitiveness.

• On the societal level, attitudes towards agriculture and farmers are the most crucial
social variable shaping the willingness to enter or leave the sector.

• Economically, the share of agriculture in a nation’s or region’s GDP over time is the
core economic variable on the macro-level with which the different push and pull
factors can be summarized.

Beyond the trivial wisdom that ‘everything is connected with everything’ [126] (p. 43),
Figure 3 sketches some significant interdependencies between the levels and the chosen
variables, as well as between social and economic developments. Starting in the lower left
corner of the diagram, the sum of occupational choices made on single farms invariably has
implications for the characteristics of the sector as a whole. It is likely that the integration
of land into adjacent farms, as a consequence of numerous farms not having a successor,
will increase the capital to labor ratio in the farming sector; conversely, it is anticipated that
the division of farms between several successors will decrease the capital to labor ratio in
the sector.

Figure 3. A socioeconomic approach to structural change in agriculture.

Together with average farm sizes and technological resources, the capital to labor ratio
will be a decisive variable to explain the sector’s productivity. In turn, the level of produc-
tivity in the agricultural sector in a country or region determines sectoral competitiveness.
In particular, abundant and underemployed labor has often been shown to lead to low
competitiveness within the agricultural sector [127–129].

Whether a country has a high or a low share of agriculture in its economic portfolio is a
highly path-dependent matter and, of course, also dependent on climatic and topographical
conditions. However, competitiveness also influences structural change at the macro-level;
some sectors grow and others shrink, even though (as mentioned in Section 5) structural
shifts do not always necessarily improve productivity.

The impact of economic development on sociocultural issues can best be described
at the meso- and macro-levels. At the sectoral level, a system that is based on a few
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commercial farms will result in different patterns when compared to one that is dominated
by smallholders. In particular, if agriculture was considered to be a sector without much
economic potential, this would influence its image, both internally and externally. At the
macro-level, it is obvious that agricultural societies will follow different cultural patterns
from societies in which agriculture has been marginalized. Societal culture will, in turn,
impact on the social forces within the farming sector, whether it is a small niche in an
urbanized society or whether commercial farming is widely practised. It is also at this level
that the mega-trends of automation and smart farming [130,131] play their role. It is well
known that digital technologies will save a lot of labor for agriculture, much more than in
the service sector. Of course, this will have economic and social impacts likewise.

The pattern of succession in a family farm is a social construct in itself, but the form
that it takes will strongly be influenced by cultural forces within the farming sector. The
many soft factors in the family farm life cycle, as described in Section 3, will have an impact
on succession patterns and significantly affect the outcomes of occupational choices made
by adolescents outside the sector and especially the choices of the sons and daughters of
farmers.

These interdependencies confirm the claim made by Suess-Reiss and Fuetsch [11]
about the importance of integrating sociological and economic perspectives for an under-
standing of agricultural structures. In addition, however, they lay the ground for a more
conscious linkage between different levels of aggregation in scientific analysis.

Understanding that the causes of structural change in agriculture not only extend to
social and economic forces, but also include different levels of integration, is invaluable, and
this understanding should assist future researchers to add their contributions to the rich
body of knowledge about the dynamics of agricultural structures. This will contribute to
future research that further explores the interdependencies between agricultural structures
and societal structure as a whole.
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