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Agricultural Development and Sustainability: A Review of Recent and 

Earlier Perspectives 

ABSTRACT 

Concern about agricultural sustainability emerged as a major issue in the closing 

decades of the last century as part of the global debate about the sustainability of 

economic development. In the 1980s, the three pillar concept of sustainable 

development was proposed and specifically applied by Conway to the evaluation of 

alternative agroecosystems. Although Conway’s contribution was important at the time, 

it was limited in its perspective. Recent approaches adopt a wider approach, and in this 

century, attention has been focusing on ways to sustainably increase agricultural 

supplies rather than to just maintain these. This recognizes the fact that a substantial 

increase in demand for agricultural produce is expected in this century. Consequently, 

the scope and rationale for sustainably intensifying agriculture is examined (in some 

detail), and the extent to which greater use of organic agriculture is able to contribute to 

sustainable agricultural development is assessed. The comparative roles of agroecology 

and economics in guiding agricultural production are discussed, and the concept of 

multifunctional agriculture is re-examined in the light of proposals for the sustainable 

intensification of agriculture. Important shifts in the debate about agricultural 

sustainability have occurred in this century. 

Keywords: Agroecology, agroecosystems, multifunctional agriculture, organic 

agriculture, sustainable agriculture, sustainable intensification of agriculture, sustainable 

development. 

JEL Classifications: Q18, Q56, Q57. 
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Agricultural Development and Sustainability: A Review of Recent and 

Earlier Perspectives 

1. Introduction 

Concern for agricultural sustainability has become a prominent issue in recent decades 

as part of the debate about the sustainability of economic development generally. This 

concern was originally underlined by the report of the World Commission on 

Environment and Development (1987), Our Common Future, also known as the 

Brundtland Report, and by subsequent international conferences on this subject, the 

most significant of which was the Second United Nations Conference on the 

Environment and Development held in Rio de Janeiro in 1992.  

The purpose of this paper is to provide an updated discussion of the subject of 

agricultural sustainability taking into account recent approaches to this subject and 

concepts associated with that discussion. This paper is set out as follows. First, early 

concepts of agricultural sustainability developed in the 1980s are outlined and discussed 

paying particular attention to the three pillar concepts and to the more specific analysis 

of Gordon Conway (1985; 1987). This is followed by consideration of the varied 

attributes of agriculture which it might be desired to sustain. This raises the problem 

that not all of these sustainability goals may be compatible and not all may be 

attainable. Therefore, difficult choices sometimes have to be made involving trade-offs 

between goals, that is, compromises in objectives. Subsequently recent concepts and 

approaches to agricultural sustainability are outlined and examined paying particular 

attention to the concept of sustainable intensification of agriculture and to the potential 

role of organic agriculture as a means of achieving sustainable agriculture.  

The concept of sustainable intensification of agriculture has now assumed overriding 

importance in the assessment of policies for the development of agriculture given the 

very large increase in demand for agricultural produce predicted to occur in this century. 

This increase will arise as a result of: 

• Global population increases, 
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• A growing global pool of population with higher per capita income, 

• The expansion in the number of end-uses for agricultural produce (such as for 

biofuel), and  

• The greater use of crops (particularly grain) for feeding livestock. 

Issues involving agriculture sustainability are more important now than ever before.  

2. Early Concepts of Agricultural Sustainability Developed in the 1980s 

In the 1980s, the three pillar concept was formulated and suggested as a guide for the 

attainment of sustainable development, and Gordon Conway (1985; 1987) provided an 

application of this framework to the assessment of alternative agrosystems. Let us 

consider the three pillar concept and in turn, Conway’s analysis of the 1980s. 

2.1 The three pillar concept of sustainable development 

The view was widely expressed in the 1980s that three conditions need to be satisfied 

by development policies in order to achieve sustainable development (see, for example, 

Barbier, 1987). The requirements were that these policies should be: 

• Ecologically sustainable, 

• Socially acceptable, and  

• Economically viable. 

The satisfaction of these conditions was also believed to be necessary for the attainment 

of agricultural sustainability. In essence, it is envisaged that when all these conditions 

are satisfied, a harmonious equilibrium is attained by society. The objectives are 

appealing but from a pragmatic point of view, this approach to selecting desirable 

development policies has some limitations.  

First, it is not clear what policies or development paths satisfy these objectives and 

indeed, whether any are able to satisfy all these objectives. Two possible situations are 

illustrated in Figure 1. Set A corresponds to the set of development possibilities that are 

ecologically sustainable, set B denotes those that are socially acceptable, and set C 

identifies those that are economically viable. In Situation I, the development 

possibilities corresponding to the intersection of these sets (the hatched set) are able to 
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C 

A B 

Situation I 

satisfy the three criteria. However, it is not possible to say which of the alternatives in 

this set is the most desirable one.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Legend A: ecologically sustainable set 
 B: socially acceptable (sustainable) set 
 C: economically viable set 
 

Figure 1: Two alternative situations which can arise in trying to satisfy the three 

pillar concept of sustainable development 

 

Situation II illustrates the worst case scenario in which no development strategy 

satisfies any of the pillars for sustainable development. Apart from these two situations, 

there are three other possibilities corresponding to circumstances in which two of the 

pillars can be satisfied but not the third. 

The three criteria are like thresholds. They leave no scope for trade-offs. However, 

trade-offs are needed if a situation other than that illustrated by Situation I in Figure 1 

occurs. 

A second problem is that the criteria are not very precise. For example, how is social 

acceptability to be gauged? What if the only economically viable development 

Situation II 

A B 
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strategies make some people worse off and others better off? Are these strategies 

acceptable to those who are made worse off? How is social acceptability to be 

determined? Douglass (1984) suggests that in the case of agriculture, this requires rural 

communities to be sustained, but not all city-dwellers may agree with his view.  

The third problem is that knowledge changes with the passage of time and so do social 

values. Furthermore, the economics of alternative uses of resources alters. What is 

economically viable now may be no longer so in the future, and it is even possible for 

ecological conditions to alter, for example due to climate change. This requires that in 

order to sustain a desired course of action, decisions need to be made about resource use 

for conservation which permit some flexibility or adaptability in future decision-

making. This is particularly important in agriculture. It may, for example, be rational 

(given the relevance of the precautionary principle) to conserve at a cost, a greater 

variety of crop germplasm than would otherwise be conserved by farmers and seed 

producers. It is also rational to exercise some precaution before releasing new 

genetically modified organisms. Many other examples exist. However, there are no 

hard-and-fast general rules about how much precaution should be exercised and how 

this ought to be done. 

While it is important to consider the three pillars mentioned above in devising strategies 

for agricultural sustainability, they are too general to provide specific guidance. 

Furthermore, these criteria give no consideration to changing circumstances and the best 

way of coping with these, for example, by adopting precautionary measures which 

enable greater flexibility or adaptability in future decision-making. Despite this they are 

of some value in devising agricultural policies as is illustrated by the management of the 

farming of saltwater crocodiles (see Tisdell, 2014, Ch. 9) 

2.2 Gordon Conway’s analysis of agricultural sustainability 

Gordon Conway (1985; 1987) made an important early contribution to the discussion of 

the sustainability and assessment of alternative agroecosystems. This is so despite his 

analysis being incomplete and too categorical in its comparison of the attributes of 

modern and traditional agroecosystems. He identifies four attributes that should be 

taken into account and assessing alternative agroecosystems. These are:  
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• The level of returns, yields or productivity attained by their use. 

• Their variability of returns or yields. 

• Their sustainability of returns or yields. 

• Their effect on the distribution of income. 

Agroecosystems which have a high level of returns or yields which vary little, which are 

very sustainable, and which provide a comparatively equal distribution of income are 

(according to Conway) more desirable than those lacking comparatively in these 

qualities. According to Conway’s assessment, an agroecosystem with the properties 

illustrated by the diagrams on the left hand side of Figure 2 would be preferred to one 

with the properties displayed on the right hand side of this figure.  
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Figure 2 Characteristics of a desirable and an undesirable agricultural system 

according to Conway’s criteria (Source: Tisdell, 1993, Fig. 10.1, p. 149) 
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Conway (1985; 1987) expresses the view that yields from modern (industrial-type) 

agroecosystems compared to traditional ecosystems are  

• Higher, 

• More variable, and  

• Less sustainable. 

In addition, he believes that modern agroecosystems result in greater inequality of 

income than traditional ones. This implies that only one attribute (high yields) of 

modern agroecosystems is more desirable than those of traditional agroecosystems and 

the rest are less desirable. One conclusion which could be drawn from Conway’s 

analysis is the need to give particular attention to the increasing sustainability of the 

yields and returns from modern agroecosystems and at the same time, adopt measures to 

reduce the variability of these. In addition, he expresses concern about the consequences 

of modern agroecosystems for the distribution of income. Nevertheless, it is doubtful if 

he was advocating the replacement of modern agroecosystems by traditional ones.  

Economic, ecological and social elements of sustainability are combined in Conway’s 

analysis. The level and the variability of returns partially relates to the economic 

dimension, the sustainability of yields involves ecological factors, and the distribution 

of income involves the social acceptability dimension. 

2.3 Some limitations of Conway’s analysis 

While Conway’s analysis of agroecosystems helped to advance discussions of the 

sustainability of agriculture, it had important limitations. These include the following: 

1. It did not take account of the different types of modern and traditional 

agricultural systems. 

2. It did not take account of the environmental externalities associated with the 

development of agriculture. 

3. It did not take account of the connections of agriculture with the rest of the 

economy as a result of backward and forward economic linkages, for 

instance, the sustainability of the supply of external inputs (such as artificial 

fertilizers and irrigation water) to agriculture. 
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4. It takes no account of importance of common pool resources for the 

sustainability of agriculture. Such resources can include the stock of genetic 

resources, and shared water resources. 

5. It failed to consider the fact that social acceptability of agricultural methods 

does not only depend on their effect on the distribution of income. Other 

social concerns affecting the sustainability of agriculture include views about 

animal welfare and the consequences of agricultural development for the 

conservation of natural environments, as well as food safety issues. 

6. Conway’s comparison between modern and traditional agroecosystems 

involves stereotypes. It seems likely that many traditional agroecosystems 

did not result in sustainable yields and that these yields were quite variable. 

Consider, for example, early forms of shifting or slash-and-burn agriculture. 

In fact, it can be argued that both these factors motivated human beings to 

develop techniques which would enable them to exert greater control over 

these effects. 

 

There is no doubt that the development of agriculture has resulted in major 

environmental changes both in areas where it has taken place and outside those areas. 

Figure 3 highlights important relationships involved in agricultural production. The 

inputs to an agroecosystem consist of (1) human controlled inputs and (2) 

environmental inputs not completely controlled by human beings. These generate the 

output of agricultural products as well as the external environmental effects from land 

used for agriculture. The linkages involved can be extended further. However, none of 

the components in Figure 3 should be ignored in assessing the nature and sustainability 

of agricultural development. 
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Figure 3: The general nature of an agroecosystem 

 

With the passage of time, human beings have developed techniques to exert greater 

control over the functioning of agroecosystems, and today the level of external inputs 

used to manage agricultural systems is much greater than in ancient times. Most modern 

agroecosystems involve a high-level of external inputs and result in a comparatively 

high-level of output or yields. There are several concerns about how long these systems 

can be sustained, and about their environmental consequences. The latter concerns arise 

from the nature and long-term availability of the external inputs (many of which are 

non-renewable) as well as from the large and increasing use of the earth’s land area for 

agriculture and from the growing intensification of agriculture. 

2.4 Agricultural resilience 

In the 1980s, many authors (including Barbier and Conway, ibid.) identified the 

presence of the resilience of ecosystems as a quality necessary for their sustainability. 

This was considered to be a requirement both for the sustainability of natural 

ecosystems and human-dominated ones, such as agroecosystems. An ecosystem is said 

to be resilient if after an ecological disturbance it returns to its original equilibrium. 

Therefore, the concept implies stability of this equilibrium. Unfortunately, this concept 

of sustainability has several limitations (see for example, Tisdell, forthcoming, Ch. 8) 
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one of which is that the original equilibrium may not have been socially desirable. In 

some cases (possibly many) agricultural systems which replace sustainable natural 

systems may be socially more desirable than the latter. For example, the clearing of land 

and the draining of wetlands in some parts of Europe in order to develop agriculture, 

eradicated malaria-carrying mosquitoes and some societies preferred this result to the 

pre-existing situation. Conserving a natural ecosystem which is resilient is not 

necessarily socially ideal. Nevertheless, in assessing the desirability of alternative 

agroecosystems, it is necessary to consider their stability properties, including their 

resilience together with other factors. 

2.5 Historical context 

It should be observed that when the above mentioned concerns about the sustainability 

of modern agriculture were raised, the ‘Green Revolution’ was well under way 

(Alauddin and Tisdell, 1991). It involved the planting of high yielding new varieties of 

crops. These varieties required increased levels of external agricultural inputs (such as 

chemical fertilizers, pesticides) to significantly raise yields. This revolution resulted in 

the substantial intensification of agriculture in many developing countries and in 

considerable increase in annual multiple cropping (Alauddin and Tisdell, 1991). 

The possibility existed that the ‘Green Revolution’ would be unable to sustain increased 

agricultural yields. Despite this, due to this revolution and other factors, average annual 

yields of wheat, paddy rice and maize have increased since 1961 for the world as a 

whole and for all its major regions according to FAO statistics (Commission and 

Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture, 2010, Fig. 8.2, p. 188). Nevertheless, it is 

still possible that yields will not be sustainable in the long-run or that they will grow 

insufficiently to meet predicted increases in demand for agricultural produce. Past 

statistical trends cannot always be safely projected to predict the future.  

3. The Need to Decide on the Attributes and Dimensions of Agriculture 

which should be Sustained 

It is frequently argued that agricultural sustainability is desirable. The difficulty, 

however, is that the term ‘agricultural sustainability’ is too general to be operational. 



12 
 

There are many different attributes and dimensions of agriculture the sustainability of 

which could be sought. However, sustaining all of these may not be possible nor 

desirable. It is therefore, necessary to determine what attributes of agriculture it is 

important to sustain. Possibilities include yields, economic returns, the total level of 

agricultural production and the total level of food production, just to mention a few.  

Sometimes, concerns about the sustainability of agriculture are about sustaining the 

growth of selected variables. For example, currently there is concern about sustainable 

growth of aggregate food production to meet rising demand generated by the increasing 

global population and rising incomes. In addition, there are also concerns about the 

composition of agricultural production. For example, is the composition of agricultural 

production such that it supports a nutritious and affordable diet?  

To further complicate matters, the geographical dimensions of the concern for 

agricultural sustainability needs to be specified. For example, does the concern relate to 

a region, a country or to the globe? In addition, it needs to be decided whether the 

concern about agricultural sustainability, relates only to a particular agricultural industry 

(for example, rice) or to a large set of such industries. Moreover, the time-period for 

which it is aimed to achieve agricultural sustainability needs to be specified. 

The implications of agricultural development for environmental sustainability have 

received much attention in recent decades. Environmental spillovers from agricultural 

production (see Figure 3) can affect the level and quality of agricultural production and 

alter the operation of other ecosystems. At the same time, external environmental effects 

from other industries and activities can alter the sustainability of agriculture for 

production. These relationships are discussed in Tisdell (1999). Changing social 

demands or values have increasingly required these external effects to be taken into 

account in assessing alternative patterns and policies for sustainable development. This 

is reflected to some extent in the policies developed in the EU to take account of the 

multifunctional nature of agriculture (see, for example, Tisdell and Hartley, 2008, pp. 

76-80). These policies recognize that the value of agriculture does not solely depend on 

the volume of its production and indicate that account ought to be taken of its total 

economic value.  
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4. Recent Concepts and Approaches to Agricultural Sustainability 

Since the 1980s interest in the subject of sustainable agriculture has continued to grow 

and new aspects of this subject continue to be explored. In this section the following 

subjects (which have attracted particular attention in this decade) will be considered in 

turn: 

• The FAO guidelines for the sustainability of food and agriculture systems; 

• The sustainable intensification of agriculture, particularly IFRI’s perspective on 

this; 

• The potential role of organic agriculture in contributing to the sustainability of 

agriculture, and 

• The role of multifunctional agriculture in contributing to the sustainability of 

agriculture especially in view of growing support for sustainably intensifying 

agriculture.  

Particular attention will be paid to the debate about sustainable agricultural 

intensification given the predicted increase in demand for agricultural production in 

coming decades. 

4.1 FAO guidelines for the assessment of the sustainability of food and agricultural 

systems 

The FAO has in recent years, been actively proposing guidelines for achieving 

agricultural sustainability. As part of these endeavours, it prepared the SAFA 

(Sustainability Assessment of Food and Agricultural Systems) Guidelines (FAO, 2012). 

The document identifies four dimensions as important for the sustainability of food and 

agricultural systems, namely: 

• Good governance; 

• Environmental integrity 

• Economic resilience; and  

• Social well-being (FAO, 2012, p. iii). 

More specifically, it states ‘the challenge of delivering sustainability lies in the effective 

integration of the environmental, economic and social dimensions of development. This 
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can only be achieved by good governance’ (FAO, 2012, p. 6). 

Consequently, the three pillars mentioned in the previous section are retained in this 

formulation but there is an addition, namely that effective integration of these three 

domains requires good governance. Close analysis of this statement indicates that it is 

rather vague and of limited practical value for guiding policy. Various queries are raised 

by it. What is effective integration and how is it to be achieved? What constitutes good 

governance? The latter is a normative matter and opinions about this subject can vary 

widely.  

Nevertheless, according to the proponents of the SAFA Guidelines, adopting the above 

approach is seen as an important step in establishing a ‘Green Economy’, that is ‘an 

economy that results in improved human well-being and social equity, while 

significantly reducing environmental risks and ecological scarcities’ (UNEP, 2011). 

This appears to be an admirable goal but is not clear how human well-being and social 

equity is to be measured nor just what ‘significantly’ implies in this context. According 

to the SAFA Guidelines, the concept of Greening the Economy with Agriculture (GEA) 

requires policies to be adopted which: 

• Satisfy the right (of humans) to adequate food; 

• Ensure food and nutrition security in terms of food availability, access, stability 

and utilization; 

• Contribute to the quality of rural livelihoods; 

• Manage natural resources efficiently; and  

• Improve resilience and equity throughout the food supply chain (FAO, 2012, p. 

6). 

Once again, it can be observed that while these goals may be desirable, they are not very 

concrete.  

Nevertheless, the authors of the SAFA guidelines do endeavour to make their four 

sustainability dimensions more concrete by specifying 20 themes and 60 sub-themes 

which should in their view be taken into account by decision-makers, in seeking the 

sustainability of food and agricultural systems. These can be regarded as the 

independent variables in this model on which this sustainability depends. The result is 
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that many variables are identified which are of social concern but in the end, the amount 

of guidance given to decision-makers as a result of this exercise is limited. 

In relation to governance, the authors of the SAFA guidelines limit their 

recommendations to the governance of corporations or businesses, and these 

organizations are left to decide whether they will voluntarily follow the SAFA 

guidelines. The role of governments in fostering the sustainability of food and 

agriculture systems is not considered. 

In elaborating on the variables which should be taken into account in ensuring 

sustainability of food and agriculture systems, decision-makers are frequently advised in 

this FAO document to apply indicators of their own choice. This makes the exercise 

rather open-ended.  

One of the several sustainability themes considered in this report is biodiversity 

conservation. This has become a matter of social concern and was not mentioned in 

Conway’s analysis of the 1980s. The SAFA guidelines indicate that attention should be 

given to the conservation of agricultural and wild biodiversity and natural and near-

natural ecosystems. However, it is difficult to interpret some of the recommended 

guidelines. For example, in relation to agricultural biodiversity, it recommends that it be 

managed so that ‘The diversity of used species and their genome (crop varieties, 

livestock breeds, fish species) is at the optimum level achievable under given 

conditions’ (FAO, 2012, p. 54). This begs the question of how the optimum level is to 

be determined. 

It is also proposed that account be taken of the ‘share of utilized area where crop 

rotation is in place, and/or several species are used at the same time (diverse pastures, 

agro-forestry, intercropping, rice-fish systems, integrated crop-livestock production)’ 

(FAO, 2012, p. 54). Presumably, it is implied that the larger are these shares the more 

sustainable is the relevant system. However, in some cases, these systems could prove 

to be uneconomic and could threaten economic viability. Ecologically sustainable 

combinations are not necessarily ones that are economically viable. Ecological 

considerations, although important, should not be the sole arbiter of decisions about 

agricultural sustainability. They need to be considered concurrently with economic and 
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social factors, and this will normally entail trade-off between objectives. 

4.2 The sustainable intensification of agriculture 

There is no doubt that demand for agricultural products will increase substantially in 

this century. This has raised the question of whether and how this increased demand can 

be met sustainably and how this can be achieved? Can the demanded increase in 

agricultural production be achieved without greater environmental loss? If greater 

environmental loss is inevitable, how can it be minimized? 

Several suggested solutions to these problems have been proposed. These include: 

• The adoption and development of ‘smarter’ agricultural technologies which 

enable agricultural production to be increased economically and which at the 

same time, reduce or limit the adverse environmental consequences of 

agricultural production; 

• Reductions in food waste and other forms of post-harvest loss; 

• Limiting the use of agricultural production for purposes other than the supply of 

food (for example, its use for biofuels); and  

• Discouraging relatively inefficient forms of supplying food for humans, for 

example, by the use of grains to feed livestock and of fish meal to feed some 

species of cultured fish as well as shrimp. 

In its 2013 Global Food Policy Report, the International Food Policy Research Institute 

(IFPRI) pays particular attention to the first mentioned of these policy possibilities. In 

this report, an article by Ringler et al. (2014) favourably considers the prospects of 

innovative farming practices resulting in sustainable agricultural intensification. Ringler 

et al. (2014, p. 43) state: 

By sustainably increasing agricultural production, we can enhance food 

availability, which is a necessary condition to combat hunger. Experts agree 

that greater production must be achieved by increasing yields while using 

fewer resources and minimizing or reversing negative environmental 

impacts. This sustainable agricultural intensification approach is 

fundamentally about making the current agricultural system more efficient 



17 
 

through the use of new technologies or by improving current production 

systems. 

Note first of all that increasing agricultural production is not the only way in which food 

availability can be increased, as will be apparent from the options listed above. For 

example, using reduced amounts of agricultural produce to supply biofuel is one 

possible contributor.  

Ringler et al. (2014) claim, by relying on simulation modelling, that substantial increase 

in yields of maize, wheat, and rice can be obtained by adopting alternative technologies. 

These technologies are listed in Table 1 in decreasing order of their predicted role in 

increasing yields. 

 

Table 1: Alternative technologies predicted by Ringler et al. (2014) to result in 

substantial increases in yields of maize, rice and wheat by 2050 if 

adopted. They are arranged in order of their decreasing impact on 

increasing yields. 

 

1. Increased nitrogen-efficiency 7. Improved crop protection against insects 

2. No till (a) 8. Drought tolerance 

3. Heat tolerant crop varieties 9. Drip irrigation 

4. Precision Agriculture 10. Water harvesting 

5. Integrated soil fertility management 11. Sprinkler irrigation (rather than flood 
irrigation) 

6. Improved protection against weeds 

Note: (a) Does not apply to rice 

The adoption of no-till technology is predicted to increase maize and wheat production 

by 16% and more efficient nitrogen-use is estimated to boost rice yields by about 20%. 

These alternative technologies are also considered to be more environmentally friendly 

than current technologies which it is hoped they will replace. However, the possibility 

that the adoption will have some negative environmental consequences cannot be 
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dismissed. For example, the development of drought-tolerant crops could result in the 

extension of agriculture to drought-prone areas and to an increase in multiple cropping 

as a result of cropping into dry seasons of the year. This can have a negative effect on 

wild biodiversity. Furthermore, the recommendation that there by greater water 

harvesting on farms can have negative external effects. For example, the building of 

more earthen dams on farms may reduce water availability downstream to users 

downstream and can adversely affect wildlife which depends on water flows. 

Some proponents of the sustainable agriculture intensification proposition believe that it 

can result both in an increase in agriculture production and an improvement in 

environmental quality, including greater conservation of wild biodiversity. They 

envisage an outward shift (shift to the right) of the trade-off function between the level 

of agricultural production and environmental quality occurring as a result of the 

adoption of alternative techniques to those currently used. This is illustrated in Figure 4 

by an outward movement of the production-environmental quality relationship from the 

curve identified by ABC to that designated by DEFGC. If B represents the current 

situations, a movement to a point such as D following the adoption of alternative 

techniques would be possible. Both the level of agricultural production and 

environmental quality would increase in this case. However, there is no guarantee that 

this type of movement will occur. 
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Figure 4: It may be possible to adopt agricultural technologies which enable both 

agricultural production to be increased and environmental quality to be 

improved. However, even when that is possible, a win-win outcome may 

not eventuate. 

 

In the absence of government intervention (improved governance), a situation such as 

that shown as F could emerge. It may emerge as a result of both market and political 

failures. In fact, one cannot entirely rule out the possibility that a movement to a point 

such as D occurs. In this case, attempts to increase agricultural production using the 

new techniques has a negative influence as both the level of agricultural production and 

environmental quality, that is the amounts of agricultural output and environmental 

quality are both lower than they need be. 

To some extent, specification of the environmental quality variable involves a value 

judgment about what constitutes an improvement in environmental quality. This is 

evident in the debate about changes in wild biodiversity as a result of different ways of 

increasing agricultural production. Some ecologists favour agricultural intensification 

rather than the extension of agriculture on the basis that will result in less biodiversity 

loss and less disruption to natural or near-natural ecosystems. It is however, probable 

that both strategies will result in some biodiversity loss and affect natural ecosystems. It 
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is also possible by the adoption of particular strategies to minimize this loss whether or 

not intensification, extension of agriculture or a combination of both occurs. In the end, 

however, some valuation of the alternatives is needed. 

That this is necessary is evident from the illustration in Figure 5. If agricultural 

production is increased solely by intensification the set of wild species in the disc 

marked A is assumed to be lost. If the same increase in production is obtained by 

agricultural extension the set of wild species in the disc marked B are lost. Although set 

B may be larger than set A it is possible that the species lost by intensification are 

economically considered to be more valuable, for example, in Asia some of the crane 

species. In any case, one would probably need to consider the value of particular species 

and tailor changes in ecosystems to allow for the different values. The alternative 

proposals are too coarse or simplistic. 

 

Figure 5 If agricultural production is increased only by intensification or only by 

extension different sets of wild species are likely to be lost but there may 

be some overlap in the species lost (the hatched area in this figure 

indicates overlap). Increasing agriculture production by a combination 

of intensification and extension can be expected to result in the loss of a 

different set of species, consisting most likely of subsets of A and B.  

 

Note that Table 1 relates only to some bulk agriculture commodities. Achieving a 

nutritious diet would also require attention to the supply of other commodities such as 

vegetables. Furthermore, the IFPRI report as far as intensification of agriculture is 

concerned appears to mainly focus on the type of agriculture practiced in high income 
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countries. More attention needs to be paid to the way in which differences in the costs 

of different factors of agricultural production affect the choice of techniques or methods 

which can contribute to the sustainable intensification of agriculture. 

In countries which have an agricultural labour surplus, labour-intensive methods will be 

more economic than in countries in which labour is a relatively scarce resource and 

capital comparatively abundant. This may for instance, make ‘companion-planting’ of 

crops (a form of mixed cropping) more economic in less developed countries than in 

higher income countries. Different methods of sustainable intensification of agriculture 

are likely to be economic in different parts of the world depending on differences in 

relative factor prices and local environmental conditions. For example, appropriate 

means for the sustainable intensification of agriculture can be expected to be different in 

parts of Africa, in Korea and in the United States.  

There is no doubt that new agricultural techniques can be developed and existing 

knowledge could be more widely applied to increase agricultural production at a 

reduced environmental cost. Whether this approach will on its own result in a sufficient 

increase in agricultural production to meet the predicted increase in demand for 

agricultural produce in this century is not yet clear.  

It is also not clear that all governments have the will to sustainably restrict the extension 

of agriculture, and alter the governance of agriculture. 

Observe that in Table 1, the potential yield-enhancing role of genetic improvements in 

cultivated and domesticated species is not mentioned. This is somewhat surprising 

because the Green Revolution depended heavily on the introduction of new varieties of 

crops. Since then, several new technologies have become available, such as genetic 

engineering, for developing new plant varieties. However, their potential for increasing 

and sustaining yields is still unclear and there is a risk that they will continue the 

process of eroding agricultural biodiversity, thereby potentially undermining long-term 

agricultural sustainability. 

4.3 Organic agriculture and sustainability 

A large group of individuals are concerned about the possible health and environmental 
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of the use of chemical pesticides and fertilizers in agriculture as well as genetically 

modified organisms. They, therefore, favour organic produce. Sometimes, it is also 

suggested that yields from organic agriculture are more sustainable than those from 

conventional agriculture and may even, in the long-run, be higher. 

However, scientific evidence indicates that yields from organic agriculture are on the 

whole lower than from conventional agriculture. For example, Kirchmann et al. (2008, 

p. 39) report that ‘in a global perspective, the scientific literature shows that organic 

yields are between 25 and 50% lower than conventional yields, depending on whether 

the organic system has access to animal manure’. Furthermore, Kirchmann et al. (2008) 

state that crop yields on less fertile land are less responsive to organic than conventional  

agricultural practices. Also, increasing yields by means of organic agriculture often 

relies on the import of organic material to the farmed area – it is not a ‘bootstrap’ 

operation. 

It is possible that if there was a global switch to organic agriculture that agricultural 

extension would be magnified but more likely agricultural production could become 

uneconomic in marginal areas for agriculture. A substantial fall in the aggregate level of 

agricultural production is likely. Given estimates of Kirchmann et al. (2008), total 

agricultural production could fall by more than 50% if all agriculture was forced to 

depend only on organic methods. Furthermore, lack of sustainability of yields might 

occur in areas subject to rapid leaching of nutrients and organic matter (due to soil 

disturbance caused by cultivation). This is likely to be a serious problem in tropical and 

sub-tropical areas. 

As a result of the total conversion of agriculture to organic methods, the spectre would 

be raised of agriculture not being able to support the current level of the human 

population, let alone the increased level of population expected in this century. 

Furthermore, widespread adoption of organic agriculture does not seem to be a practical 

means of achieving sustainable intensification of agriculture. 

This being said, the principle of consumers’ sovereignty implies that consumers who 

wish to buy organic produce should have the right to do it. Incidentally, the fact that the 

price of such produce is higher than that obtained from conventional agriculture is a 
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strong indicator that it is less economic to produce than non-organic produce.  

Since the demand for organic produce appears to be a continuing one, it is also 

important in the context of increasing demand for agricultural produce, to develop 

sustainable intensification methods for the support of organic agriculture.  

4.4 Agroecology and sustainable agriculture 

Agroecology involves the application of ecological principles to agriculture. By 

applying these principles judiciously, it is frequently possible to increase agricultural 

yields and enhance their sustainability. Nevertheless, their application requires 

economic principles and relations to be taken into account. For example, ecological 

studies may indicate a particular relationship between the yield of a crop and the organic 

content of the soil where the crop is grown. By increasing the existing organic content 

of this soil, it may be possible to increase the yield of this crop. Consequently, in a 

particular locality, the production function relationship 

y = f(x) (1) 

may exist where y represents the yield of  the crop and x designates the amount of 

organic matter added to the soil. Although the yield of the crop may be maximized by 

adding x4 unit of organic matter to the land where the crop is grown, this is unlikely to 

be economic if costs are incurred in making these additions. 

Figure 6 provides a single illustration of this aspect. There the curve marked ACFG is 

the production function, and the line, KCL, is the highest attainable iso-profit line. It is 

more steeply sloped the higher is the cost of adding organic matter to the soil compared 

to the price of the agricultural product. In the case illustrated, the most profitable 

amount of organic matter to add to the soil is x2. The amount, x4, which maximizes the 

yield of the crop, is not the most economic production possibility. Furthermore, the 

addition of amounts of x1 or x3 of organic matter would not be the most profitable 

choices. 
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Figure 6: An illustration showing that maximizing crop yield is not economically 

ideal 

 

In countries where the cost of adding organic matter to the soil is low relative to the 

price of the agricultural produce, it will be more economic to add larger amounts of 

organic matter, for example, by means of composting. In countries where the opposite is 

true, it is more economic to add less organic matter or in some cases, none at all. 

In a similar vein, economic factors can make it uneconomic to engage in mixed 

cropping or in integrated farming even though ecological principles may indicate that 

these practices are desirable for increasing yields or sustaining these. While it might be 

maintained that the divergence between ecological and economic benefits only arises 

because environmental externalities and similar factors are not taken into account in the 

market system, this view is incorrect. For example, in the case illustrated in Figure 5, if 

the social value of adding organic matter is higher than its private cost, this could 

increase the social value of adding organic matter to the soil. Hence, a greater addition 

than x2 would be socially ideal. But unless the social value of adding organic matter to 

the soil is infinite, the socially ideal application will still be less than x4. 

It is important to take ecological principles into account in managing agriculture but 
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they cannot be the sole factor in determining agricultural decisions. Economics restricts 

their application. Nevertheless, when the external environmental effects of agricultural 

production are taken into account, it is likely to be desirable from a social economics 

perspective to pay more attention to these principles than currently is the case, as the 

above discussion indicates. 

4.5 Multifunctional agriculture and sustainability 

The concept of multifunctional agriculture recognizes that agriculture not only produces 

private goods such as food and fibre but has other functions or consequences such as 

environmental functions. Therefore, it is concluded that the contribution of agriculture 

needs to be assessed on a multi-dimensional basis. When the EU Common Agricultural 

Policy (CAP) was reformed from a system which basically only provided incentives for 

increased agricultural production, it was guided by a multifunctional approach to the 

valuation of agriculture. This meant that in supporting agriculture, greater attention was 

paid to its environmental effects and some of its social consequences than previously. 

Using this approach, it was possible to support the incomes of EU farmers while at the 

same time reducing economic incentives for increasing agricultural output and ensuring 

greater environmental sustainability.  

Despite this more holistic approach than previously to agricultural policies, differences 

of opinion have arisen about whether the current CAP system is ideal from an 

environmental point of view. Some scholars seem to believe that the EU will need to 

increase its agricultural production to help meet the predicted global increase in demand 

for agricultural produce in this century and recommend that agricultural production be 

intensified on existing farmland and not extended to satisfy this increasing demand. 

Whether or not there is much scope economically for extending the area of farmland in 

Europe is, however, unclear, and a similar situation may exist in many other regions 

where agriculture has been long established. Nevertheless, intensification of agricultural 

production in such areas would reduce economic incentives for agricultural extension 

elsewhere, for example, in South America. It needs to be borne in mind that the 

economic scope for extending the area of agriculture is not unlimited, and much of the 

land to which agriculture could be extended is quite marginal economically given 

current technologies.  
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Figure 7 helps to throw some light on the multifunctional approach to agricultural 

policy, an approach which is not solely limited to the EU but which has also been 

embraced by countries such as Japan. In Figure 7, only two dimensions of agriculture 

are considered: the quantity of agricultural output, x, from existing land and the supply 

of environmental services, y, provided by that land. The trade-off function ABCD 

represents the relationship between the quantity of agricultural output and the supply of 

environmental services given initial agricultural methods and techniques. Prior to 

farmers being rewarded for taking into account environmental services in their decision-

making, the combination of agricultural output and environmental services 

corresponding to point C may have prevailed. After the provision of economic 

incentives to take account of the supply of environmental services, a combination like 

that corresponding to point B is assumed to prevail. In order to increase agricultural 

production, more productive agriculture techniques could subsequently be introduced 

and a larger area of existing farmland could be allowed to be sown with crops. This 

might have the effect of shifting the trade-off function to the right, for example, from 

ABCD to AEFG. This could result in movement from point B to a point such as E or F. 

In both these cases, the supply of environmental services is less than at point B, and in 

the case of point F, less than at C. Of course, more favourable outcomes (such as a 

movement to point J) are possible but are by no means guaranteed. 

  



27 
 

 

Figure 7 An illustration of possible reductions in the supply of environmental 

services as a result of the intensified use of existing farmland for 

agricultural production making some use of ‘smarter’ technologies. 

 

Given that the environmental consequences of agricultural production on existing 

farmland, this can be expected to continue to be of social concern. Therefore, it would 

be unwise to permit increased intensity of use of all existing agricultural land for 

agricultural production. For example, the clearing of natural vegetation in hilly areas to 

increase cropping could have serious negative environmental consequences as might the 

removal of natural vegetation near watercourses. No doubt also the consequence of 

nutrient run-off will continue to be a concern. This is just to mention a few of the 

environmental issues that will need continuing attention.  

4.6 The dichotomous approach to assessing increased agricultural production 

(extension versus intensification) could be flawed. 

Given that agricultural production will need to be increased to meet rising demand, 

many scholars (including ecologists) have considered only two options, namely satisfy 

the increased demand by only intensifying agricultural production or only by extending 

it. The most frequent conclusion at the moment is least environmental or ecological 

damage is likely to be done if the increased production is met by intensification rather 
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than extension. This, however, only takes account of two extreme possibilities and does 

not take account of the possibility of achieving this result by a combination of 

intensification and extension. It is possible that by a judicious combination of 

intensification and extension, the required increase in agricultural production could be 

met at minimum environmental cost. At the present time, the relationships involved 

remain speculative, no solid empirical analysis has been done to specify these. 

Two possibilities are illustrated in Figure 8 which show a couple of hypothetical 

relationships between the reduction in the value of environmental services and the 

percentage of given increase in agricultural production obtained by agricultural 

intensification, x. Note that 100 – x is the percentage attributable to the extension of 

agriculture. The hypothetical relationship ABC indicates that as reliance on 

intensification to raise agricultural production increases, the loss in the value of 

environmental services declines. Therefore, in this case, in order to increase agricultural 

production by a particular amount subject to minimizing environmental cost, it is 

optimal to rely only on intensification. However, this is not so if the relationship 

indicated by ADE applies. In that case, environmental costs are minimized when x1% of 

increased agricultural supplies are met from intensification and (100 – x1) % from 

extension. Furthermore, to evaluate only the end points (A and E) of this relationship 

would in this instance lead to the misleading conclusion that complete reliance on 

intensification is the ideal means of raising agricultural production. 
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Figure 8 Two different hypothetical relationships between the reduction in value 

of environmental services and a specific increase in agricultural 

production relying on different contributions of intensification and 

extension. 

 

It is even possible (even if not likely) that judicious extension of agriculture will cause 

less environmental damage than its intensification. To date, the relationships involved 

are mainly speculative and values have not been measured. Furthermore, different 

spatial patterns of intensification and extension are possible and these can have different 

environmental effects. This adds to the complexity of finding an optimal solution to the 

above problem. Nevertheless, spatial relationships should not be ignored in seeking 

solutions to this problem. It is necessary to distinguish patterns of agriculture extension 

and intensification which would result in a relatively large environmental loss from 

those in which the comparative environmental cost is low. This seems to be more 

relevant policy-wise than opting from either extension or intensification of agriculture. 

Probably a judicious combination of extension and intensification of agriculture will 

minimize environmental costs. However, at the same time, if it is wished to sustain 

environmental quality attention should also be given to policies which can mitigate the 
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increasing demand for agricultural products. 

5. Concluding Comments 

Since the commencement of the Holocene era, humankind has become increasingly 

reliant on agriculture for its subsistence and economic welfare. The development of 

agriculture was essential for urbanization and industrialization. However, since the 

commencement of agriculture human beings have been involved in a constant struggle 

to sustain an increased level of agricultural production to support an ever growing level 

of human population demanding higher standards of living. This struggle continues 

today and the problem has magnified. It has become more critical given the enormous 

changes that Homo sapiens has made to natural environments. In some respects, 

scientific and technological advance has proven to be a two-edged sword for 

humankind. It has enabled living standards and the level of human population to be 

substantially increased but maintaining these relationships and catering sustainability 

for these increases has become more challenging, given global environmental trends 

such as climate change (global warming) and biodiversity loss. 

The problem of achieving sustainable development was already raised by some scholars 

in the 1960s, for example, by Boulding (1966) but it was in the 1970s that it became 

widely accepted that continuing economic growth might not be sustained unless policy 

changes were implemented. This problem was raised at the 1st United Nations 

Conference on Environmental and Development held in Stockholm in 1972 and has 

been of global concern ever since. Various concepts were developed in the 1980s which 

improved our understanding of the issues involved. In this regard, Conway’s analysis of 

the sustainability and other attributes of agroecosystems provided a step forward. 

However, in retrospect, it has proven to be too narrow in its conception and as well, the 

nature of the agricultural sustainability problem envisaged now differs from that 

imagined in the last couple of decades of the last century. At that time, the focus was 

mainly on the need to maintain the level of agricultural production.  

The problem now is one in which it is actually necessary to sustain increased 

agricultural production to meet the predicted increased demand for agricultural supplies. 



31 
 

The challenge is to try to find how this can be done by adopting measures that are 

socially acceptable and environmentally sustainable, and/or to find ways to moderate 

the increased demand on agricultural production. 

Some policy-makers believe that the secret to meeting this challenge is to engage in the 

sustainable intensification of agriculture. This quest is worthwhile, but it is by no means 

clear that it can achieve the results claimed for it. Furthermore, it has not been shown 

scientifically that a strategy involving the judicious intensification and extension of 

agriculture (in order to boost its production) would be inferior. Nonetheless, 

shortcomings in institutions and governance may result in less than ideal forms of 

agricultural intensification and extension. 

Burney et al. (2010) have estimated that in order to meet the predicted increase in 

demand for agricultural supplies, overall agricultural production will need to be 

increased by 70 per cent by 2050, ‘taking into account demographic growth, as well as 

changes in the composition of diets and consumption levels associated with increased 

urbanization and higher household incomes’ (De Schutter, 2011, p. 6). It would be a 

great scientific feat to achieve this increase solely by intensifying agricultural 

sustainability. The only firm estimates Ringler et al. (2014) provide for an increase in 

agricultural production as a result of sustainable intensification  is a rise of about 20 per 

cent or so in maize, rice and wheat production. Even if this figure is 30 per cent, this is 

well short of 70 per cent, and it is not clear that other crops will be able to achieve a 

level of increase of 30 per cent. The prospect of a very large increase in global 

agricultural production being obtained at little environmental cost solely by agricultural 

intensification is at best a hope. Engels (1959[1844], p. 204) once stated that nothing is 

impossible to science but we have since learnt that this is not true, even though science 

has achieved much, and will continue to do so.  

6. References 

Alauddin, M. and C.A. Tisdell (1991), The 'Green Revolution' and Economic 

Development: The Process and its Impact in Bangladesh, London: Macmillan. 

Barbier, E.B. (1987), 'The concept of sustainable economic development', 



32 
 

Environmental Conservation,  14, 101-110.  

Boulding, K.E. (1966), 'The economics of the coming spaceship Earth', in H. Jarrett 

(ed.), Environmental Quality in a Growing Economy,  Baltimore, MD, USA: 

Johns Hopkins University Press, pp. 3-14. 

Burney, J.A., S.J. Davis and D.B. Lobell (2010), 'Greenhouse gas mitigation by 

agricultural intensification', Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,  

107 (26), 12,052-12,057.  

Commission and Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (2010), Second Report on 

the State of the World's Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture, 

Rome: FAO. 

Conway, G.R. (1985), 'Agroecosystem analysis', Agricultural Administration,  20, 31-

55.  

Conway, G.R. (1987), 'The properties of agroecosystems', Agricultural Systems,  24, 95-

117.  

De Schutter, O. (2011), 'Report on the Right to Foods', [Online] UN Human Rights 

Council.  Available 

http://www.srfood.org/images/stories/pdf/officialreports/20110308_a-hrc-16-

49_agroecology_en.pdf  [Accessed 22/09/2014]. 

Douglass, G.K. (1984), 'The meanings of agricultural sustainability', in G.K. Douglass 

(ed.), Agricultural Sustainability in a Changing World Order,  Boulder, 

Colorado: Westview Press, pp. 3-30. 

Engels, F. (1959), 'Outlines of a critique of political economy ', in K. Marx (ed.), 

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844,  Moscow: Foreign Languages 

Publishing House,  

FAO (2012). SAFA (Sustainability Assessment of Food and Agriculture Systems) 

Guidelines, Test Version 1.1.  Rome: Food and Agriculture Organization of the 

United Nations.  

Kirchmann, H., L. Bergström, T. Kätterer, O. Andrén and R. Andersson (2008), 'Can 

organic crop production feed the world?', in H. Kirchmann and L. Bergström 

(eds.), Organic Crop Production - Ambitions and Limitations,  Amsterdam: 

Springer, pp. 39-72. 

Ringler, C., N. Cenachhi, J. Koo, R. Robertson, M. Fisher, C. Cox, N. Perez, K. Garret 

http://www.srfood.org/images/stories/pdf/officialreports/20110308_a-hrc-16-49_agroecology_en.pdf
http://www.srfood.org/images/stories/pdf/officialreports/20110308_a-hrc-16-49_agroecology_en.pdf


33 
 

and M. Rosegrant (2014). Sustainable agricultural intensification: the promise of 

innovative farming practices, 2013 Global Food Policy Report.  Washington 

DC: International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI).  

Tisdell, C.A. (1993), Environmental Economics: Policies for Environmental 

Management and Sustainable Development, Aldershot, UK and Brookfield, VT, 

USA: Edward Elgar. 

Tisdell, C.A. (1999), 'Economics, aspects of ecology and sustainable agricultural 

production', in A.K. Dragun and C.A. Tisdell (eds.), Sustainable Agriculture and 

Environment,  Cheltenham, UK and Northampton, MA, USA: Edward Elgar, pp. 

37-56. 

Tisdell, C.A. (2014), Human Values and Biodiversity Conservation: The Survival of 

Wild Species, Cheltenham, UK and Northampton, MA, USA: Edward Elgar 

Publishing. 

Tisdell, C.A. (forthcoming), Biodiversity Conservation and Ecosystem Functions: 

Economics, Optimisation and Sustainability, Cheltenham, UK and Northampton, 

MA, USA: Edward Elgar. 

Tisdell, C.A. and K. Hartley (2008), Microeconomic Policy: A New Perspective, 

Cheltenham, UK and Northampton, MA, USA: Edward Elgar. 

UNEP (2011), 'Towards a Green Economy Pathways to Sustainable Development and 

Poverty Eradication', United Nations Environment Programme. Available at 

http://www.unep.org/greeneconomy/.  [Accessed 18 September 2014]. 

World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED) (1987). Our Common 

Future.  New York: Oxford University Press.  

 

 

  

http://www.unep.org/greeneconomy/


34 
 

PREVIOUS WORKING PAPERS IN THE SERIES 

ECONOMICS, ECOLOGY AND ENVIRONMENT 
 
For a list of working papers 1-100 in this series, visit the following website: 
http://www.uq.edu.au/economics/PDF/staff/Clem_Tisdell_WorkingPapers.pdf or see lists in 
papers 101 on. 
 
101. Knowledge and Willingness to Pay for the Conservation of Wildlife Species: 

Experimental Results Evaluating Australian Tropical Species, by Clem Tisdell and 
Clevo Wilson, May 2004. 

102. Antarctic Tourists, Wildlife and the Environment: Attractions and Reactions to 
Antarctica, by Clem Tisdell, May 2004. 

103. Birds in an Australian Rainforest: Their Attraction for Visitors and Visitors’ Ecological 
Impacts, by Clem Tisdell and Clevo Wilson, May 2004. 

104. Nature-Based Tourism and the Valuation of its Environmental Resources: Economic 
and Other Aspects by Clem Tisdell, May 2004. 

105. Glow Worms as a Tourist Attraction in Springbrook National Park: Visitor Attitudes 
and Economic Issues, by Clem Tisdell, Clevo Wilson and David Merritt, July 2004. 

106. Australian Tropical Reptile Species: Ecological Status, Public Valuation and Attitudes 
to their Conservation and Commercial Use, by Clem Tisdell, Clevo Wilson and 
Hemanath Swarna Nantha, August 2004. 

107. Information and Wildlife Valuation: Experiments and Policy, by Clem Tisdell and 
Clevo Wilson, August 2004. 

108. What are the Economic Prospects of Developing Aquaculture in Queensland to Supply 
the Low Price White Fillet Market?  Lessons from the US Channel Catfish Industry, by 
Thorbjorn Lyster and Clem Tisdell, October 2004. 

109. Comparative Public Support for Conserving Reptile Species is High: Australian 
Evidence and its Implications, by Clem Tisdell, Clevo Wilson and Hemanath Swarna 
Nantha, October 2004. 

110. Dependence of public support for survival of wildlife species on their likeability by 
Clem Tisdell, Clevo Wilson and Hemanath Swarna Nantha, October 2004. 

111. Dynamic Processes in Contingent Valuation: A Case Study Involving the Mahogany 
Glider by Clem Tisdell, Clevo Wilson and Hemanath Swarna Nantha, November 2004. 

112. Economics, Wildlife Tourism and Conservation: Three Case Studies by Clem Tisdell 
and Clevo Wilson, November 2004. 

113. What Role Does Knowledge of Wildlife Play in Providing Support for Species’ 
Conservation by Clevo Wilson and Clem Tisdell, December 2004. 

114. Public Support for Sustainable Commercial Harvesting of Wildlife: An Australian Case 
Study by Clem Tisdell, Clevo Wilson and Hemanath Swarna Nantha, December 2004. 

115. Endangerment and Likeability of Wildlife Species: How Important are they for 
Proposed Payments for Conservation by Clem Tisdell, Hemanath Swarna Nantha and 
Clevo Wilson, December 2004. 

116. How Knowledge Affects Payment to Conserve and Endangered Bird by Clevo Wilson 
and Clem Tisdell, February 2005. 

117. Public Choice of Species for the Ark: Phylogenetic Similarity and Preferred Wildlife 
Species for Survival by Clem Tisdell, Clevo Wilson and Hemanath Swarna Nantha, 
March 2005. 

118. Economic Incentives for Global Conservation of Wildlife: New International Policy 
Directions by Clem Tisdell, March 2005. 

http://www.uq.edu.au/economics/PDF/staff/Clem_Tisdell_WorkingPapers.pdf


35 
 

119. Resource Entitlements of Indigenous Minorities, Their Poverty and Conservation of 
Nature: Status of Australian Aborigines, Comparisons with India’s Tribals, Theory and 
Changing Policies Globally by Clem Tisdell, March 2005. 

120. Elephants and Polity in Ancient India as Exemplified by Kautilya’s Arthasastra 
(Science of Polity) by Clem Tisdell, March 2005. 

121. Sustainable Agriculture by Clem Tisdell, April 2005. 
122. Dynamic Processes in the Contingent Valuation of an Endangered Mammal Species by 

Clem Tisdell, Clevo Wilson and Hemanath Swarna Nantha, April 2005. 
123. Knowledge about a Species’ Conservation Status and Funding for its Preservation: 

Analysis by Clem Tisdell, June 2005. 
124. Public Valuation of and Attitudes towards the Conservation and Use of the Hawksbill 

Turtle: An Australian Case Study by Clem Tisdell, Hemanath Swarna Nantha and 
Clevo Wilson, June 2005. 

125. Comparison of Funding and Demand for the Conservation of the Charismatic Koala 
with those for the Critically Endangered Wombat Lasiorhinus krefftii by Clem Tisdell 
and Hemanath Swarna Nantha, June 2005. 

126. Management, Conservation and Farming of Saltwater Crocodiles: An Australian Case 
Study of Sustainable Commercial Use by Clem Tisdell and Hemanath Swarna Nantha, 
August 2005. 

127. Public Attitudes to the Use of Wildlife by Aboriginal Australians: Marketing of 
Wildlife and its Conservation by Clem Tisdell and Hemanath Swarna Nantha, August 
2005. 

128. Linking Policies for Biodiversity Conservation with Advances in Behavioral Economics 
by Clem Tisdell, August 2005. 

129. Knowledge about a Species’ Conservation Status and Funding for its Preservation: 
Analysis by Clem Tisdell, August 2005. 

130. A Report on the Management of Saltwater Crocodiles (Crocodylus porosus) in the 
Northern Territory: Results of a Survey of Pastoralists by Clem Tisdell, Clevo Wilson 
and Hemanath Swarna Nantha, September 2005. 

131. Crocodile Farms and Management of Saltwater Crocodiles in Northern Territory: 
Results of a Survey of NT Crocodile Farmers Plus Analysis of Secondary Information 
by Clem Tisdell, September 2005. 

132. The Environment and the Selection of Aquaculture Species and Systems: An Economic 
Analysis by Clem Tisdell, October 2005. 

133. The History and Value of the Elephant in Sri Lankan Society by Ranjith Bandara and 
Clem Tisdell, November 2005. 

134. Economics of Controlling Livestock Diseases: Basic Theory by Clem Tisdell, 
November 2006. 

135. Poverty, Political Failure and the Use of Open Access Resources in Developing 
Countries by Clem Tisdell, November 2006. 

136. Global Property Rights in Genetic Resources:  An Economic Assessment by Clem 
Tisdell, November 2006. 

137. Notes on the Economics of Fish Biodiversity: Linkages between Aquaculture and 
Fisheries by Clem Tisdell, November 2006. 

138. Conservation of the Proboscis Monkey and the Orangutan in Borneo: Comparative 
Issues and Economic Considerations by Clem Tisdell and Hemanath Swarna Nantha, 
March 2007. 

139. Economic Change and Environmental Issues: Policy Reforms and Concerns in 
Australian Agriculture, by Clem Tisdell, April 2007. 

140. Institutional Economics and the Behaviour of Conservation Organizations: Implications 
for Biodiversity Conservation by Clem Tisdell, March 2007 

141. Poverty, Policy Reforms for Resource-use and Economic Efficiency: Neglected Issues 
by Clem Tisdell, May 2007. 



36 
 

142. The State of the Environment and the Availability of Natural Resources by Clem 
Tisdell, May 2007. 

143. Economics of Pearl Oyster Culture by Clem Tisdell and Bernard Poirine, July 2007. 
144. The Economic Importance of Wildlife Conservation on the Otago Peninsula – 20 Years 

on by Clem Tisdell, November, 2007. 
145. Valuing the Otago Peninsula: The Economic Benefits of Conservation by Clem Tisdell, 

November 2007. 
146. Policy Choices about Agricultural Externalities and Sustainability: Diverse Approaches, 

Options and Issues by Clem Tisdell, November, 2007. 
147. Global Warming and the Future of Pacific Island Countries by Clem Tisdell, November 

2007. 
148. Complex Policy Choices about Agricultural Externalities: Efficiency, Equity and 

Acceptability by Clem Tisdell, June 2008. 
149. Wildlife Conservation and the Value of New Zealand’s Otago Peninsula: Economic 

Impacts and Other Considerations by Clem Tisdell, June 2008. 
150. Global Property Rights in Genetic Resources: Do They Involve Sound Economics? Will 

They Conserve Nature and Biodiversity? By Clem Tisdell, August 2008. 
151. Supply-side Policies to Conserve Biodiversity and Save the Orangutan from Oil Palm 

Expansion: An Economic Assessment. By Clem Tisdell and Hemanath Swarna Nantha, 
September, 2008. 

152. The Orangutan-Oil Palm Conflict: Economic Constraints and Opportunities for 
Conservation by Hemanath Swarna Nantha and Clem Tisdell, October 2008. 

153. Economics, Ecology and the Development and Use of GMOs: General Considerations 
and Biosafety Issues by Clem Tisdell, October 2008. 

154. Agricultural Sustainability and the Introduction of Genetically Modified Organisms 
(GMOs) by Clem Tisdell, February, 2009. 

155. Notes on Biodiversity Conservation, The Rate of Interest and Discounting by Clem 
Tisdell, April, 2009. 

156. Is Posner’s Principle of Justice an Adequate Basis for Environmental Law? by Clem 
Tisdell, June 2009. 

157. The Sustainability of Cotton Production in China and Australia: Comparative Economic 
and Environmental Issues By Xufu Zhao and Clem Tisdell, June 2009. 

158. The Precautionary Principle Revisited: Its Interpretations and their Conservation 
Consequences by Clem Tisdell, September, 2009. 

159. The Production of Biofuels: Welfare and Environmental Consequence for Asia by Clem 
Tisdell, September, 2009. 

160. Environmental Governance, Globalisation and Economic Performance by Clem Tisdell, 
November 2009. 

161. Managing Forests for Sustainable Economic Development: Optimal Use and 
Conservation of Forests by Clem Tisdell, February 2010. 

162. Comparative Costs and Conservation Policies for the Survival of the Orangutan and 
Other Species: Includes an Example by Clem Tisdell and Hemanath Swarna Nantha, 
May 2010. 

163. Notes on the Economics of Control of Wildlife Pests by Clem Tisdell, May 2010 
164. Are tourists rational? Destination decisions and other results from a survey of visitors to 

a North Queensland natural site – Jourama Falls by Clem Tisdell, June 2010. 
165. Conservation Value by Clem Tisdell, June 2010. 
166. The Influence of Public Attitudes on Policies for Conserving Reptiles by Clem Tisdell, 

July 2010. 
167. Core Issues in the Economics of Biodiversity Conservation by Clem Tisdell, July 2010. 
168. The Survival of a Forest-Dependent Species and the Economics of Intensity of Logging: 

A Note by Clem Tisdell, August 2010. 



37 
 

169. A Case Study of an NGOs Ecotourism Efforts: Findings Based on a Survey of Visitors 
to its Tropical Nature Reserve by Clem Tisdell, August, 2010. 

170. Sharing Nature’s Wealth through Wildlife Tourism: Its Economic, Sustainability and 
Conservation Benefits by Clem Tisdell, August, 2010 

171. Economic Growth and Transition in Vietnam and China and its Consequences for their 
Agricultural Sectors: Policy and Agricultural Adjustment Issues by Clem Tisdell, 
September, 2010. 

172. World Heritage Listing of Australian Natural Sites: Effects on Tourism, Economic 
Value and Conservation by Clem Tisdell, October, 2010. 

173. Antarctic tourism: Environmental concerns and the importance of Antarctica’s natural 
attractions for tourists by Clem Tisdell, October 2010. 

174. Sustainable Development and Intergenerational Equity: Issues Relevant to India and 
Globally by Clem Tisdell, November 2010 

175. Selective Logging and the Economics of Conserving Forest Wildlife Species e.g. 
Orangutans by Clem Tisdell, September 2011. 

176. Economics, Ecology and GMOs: Sustainability, Precaution and Related Issues by Clem 
Tisdell, September 2011. 

177. Economics of Controlling Vertebrate Wildlife: The Pest-Asset Dichotomy and 
Environmental Conflict by Clem Tisdell. September 2011 

178. Ecotourism Experiences Promoting Conservation and Changing Economic Values: The 
Case of Mon Repos Turtles by Clem Tisdell, June 2012. 

179. Sustainable Development Planning: Allowing for Future Generations, Time and 
Uncertainty by Clem Tisdell, June 2012. 

180. Biodiversity Change and Sustainable Development: New Perspectives by Clem Tisdell, 
June 2012. 

181. Economic Benefits, Conservation and Wildlife Tourism by Clem Tisdell, June 2012. 
182. Conserving Forest Wildlife and other Ecosystem Services: Opportunity Costs and the 

Valuation of Alternative Logging Regimes by Clem Tisdell, June 2012. 
183. Sustainable Agriculture – An Update by Clem Tisdell, December, 2012. 
184. Ecosystem Services: A Re-examination of Some Procedures for Determining their 

Economic Value by Clem Tisdell, December 2012. 
185. Biodiversity Conservation: Concepts and Economic Issues with Chinese Examples by 

Clem Tisdell, December 2012. 
186. The Nature of Ecological and Environmental Economics and its Growing Importance 

by Clem Tisdell, December 2012. 
187. Sustaining Economic Development and the Value of Economic Production: Different 

Views and Difficult Problems by Clem Tisdell, December 2012 
188. Climate Change – Predictions, Economic Consequences, and the Relevance of 

Environmental Kuznets Curves by Clem Tisdell, December 2012. 
189. Managing Ecosystem Services for Human Benefit: Economic and Environmental Policy 

Challenges by Clem Tisdell and Dayuan Xue, April 2013. 
190. Nature-based Tourism in Developing Countries: Issues and Case Studies by Clem 

Tisdell. May 2013 
191. Three Questionnaires Used in Evaluating the Economics of Conserving Australia’s 

Tropical Wildlife Species and the Procedures Adopted by Clem Tisdell and Clevo 
Wilson, January 2014.  

192. The Neolithic Revolution and Human Societies: Diverse Origins and Development 
Paths by Serge Svizzero and Clem Tisdell. April 2014. 

193. Genetic Erosion in Traditional Food Crops in the Pacific Islands: Background, 
Socioeconomic Causes and Policy Issues by Clem Tisdell, April 2014. 

194. The Opportunity Cost of Engaging in Reduced-Impact Logging to Conserve the 
Orangutan: A Case Study of the Management of Deramakot Forest Reserve, Sabah, 
Malaysia by Hemanath Swarna Nantha, April 2014. 



38 
 

195. The Financial and Political Opportunity Costs of Orangutan Conservation in the Face of 
Oil-Palm Expansion by Hemanath Swarna Nantha, April 2014. 

196. ‘Genetic Erosion in Traditional food Crops in the Pacific Islands: Background, 
Socioeconomic Causes and Policy Issues’ – WP193 Amended by Clem Tisdell, July 
2014. 

197. Hunter-Gatherer Societies: Their Diversity and Evolutionary Processes by Serge 
Svizzero and Clem Tisdell, August 2014. 
 
 
 
 

 


	ECONOMICS, ECOLOGY AND
	THE ENVIRONMENT
	Working Paper No. 198
	Clem Tisdell

	THE UNIVERSITY OF QUEENSLAND
	ECONOMICS, ECOLOGY AND THE ENVIRONMENT
	Agricultural Development and Sustainability: A Review of Recent and Earlier Perspectives
	Agricultural Development and Sustainability: A Review of Recent and Earlier Perspectives
	1. Introduction
	2. Early Concepts of Agricultural Sustainability Developed in the 1980s
	3. The Need to Decide on the Attributes and Dimensions of Agriculture which should be Sustained
	4. Recent Concepts and Approaches to Agricultural Sustainability
	5. Concluding Comments
	6. References
	ECONOMICS, ECOLOGY AND ENVIRONMENT

