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ABSTRACT

The Montado is the silvo-pastoral land use system dominant in Southern Portugal, and similar to the
Dehesa in Southern Spain. These systems combine an open tree cover of cork and holm oaks with grazing
in the under-cover. Despite the acknowledged value of these systems due to their adaptation to the
scarcity biophysical conditions of Southern Iberia, the uniqueness of cork production, the biodiversity
values and the support of multiple public goods and services, in Portugal the area of the Montado is
declining every year. It has been shown before how this decline is related to increased grazing pressure
and use of inadequate soil mobilization techniques. Supported on social sciences theoretical insights,
this paper focus on the farmers decision process, and the representations that support their decisions.
The analysis is grounded on a large scale survey followed by in-depth interviews to Montado farmers.
The results show that there is an underlying conflict between farmers representation of the Montado
and the practices they are applying in their everyday management. Dominant representations of the
Montado by farmers rely strongly on the tree cover and the forestry component of the system. While
their management is strongly focused on the livestock and grazing resources. Farmers are abandoning a
resilient thinking of their farm system considering the factors internal to the system, to adapt an external,
driver oriented representation of their farm system. CAP coupled payments are seen as the main cause
of this change. If the policy construction remains in its present state, the resilience of the Montado as a

complex socio-ecological system is threatened in the very short term.

© 2017 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

The Montado is the silvo-pastoral system dominant in the
landscape of southern Portugal, and equivalent to the Dehesa in
southern Spain. These land use systems occupy approximately 1 M
hectares in Portugal and 3 M hectares in Spain, constituting the
paradigmatic land use systems and landscapes of southern Iberia
(Aronson et al., 2009; Ferraz-de-Oliveira et al., 2016; Pinto-Correia,
1993; Pinto-Correia et al., 2011). In the Montado, there is a tree
cover dominated by evergreen oaks, mostly cork oak (Quercus suber
L., 1753) invarying densities, and pastures in the undercover. These
may be natural or improved pastures, and often there is dispersed
shrub or patches of shrub in the most non-accessible patches. The
livestock feed on the pastures and also profit from the masts and
acorns, as well as the young tree shoots. In the dry season, live-
stock fodder may also be produced in other, more open plots in the
farm. In a balanced Montado, the grazing pressure is such that the
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encroaching shrub is avoided and natural regeneration of the trees
is possible.

Despite its adaptation to the scarce natural resources and
variability of the climate, its acknowledged qualities as a High
Nature Value farming system, a highly attractive landscape, and
a regional identity fundament, these systems are nevertheless in
decay. Recent studies have shown that the Montado’s total exten-
sion has reduced in the last 25 years, with 5000 ha lost on average
per year (Costa et al., 2011; Godinho et al., 2014, 2016). This
decrease is not primarily due to cuts in the tree cover or replace-
ment of the silvo-pastoral system by another land use system. It is
caused by a progressive decline in the tree cover and a reduction
in natural tree regeneration, and thus a reduction in tree density,
which in turn leads to larger and larger openings in the Mon-
tado land cover (Almeida et al., 2013; Godinho et al., 2014, 2016).
When the trees are missing or in too low density, there is an open
grazing or shrub area, but the complementarity between grazing
activities and the tree layer is lost, and the Montado has been dis-
mantled as a silvo-pastoral system. Consequently, it is difficult to
maintain the recovery of the tree cover, which traditionally regen-
erated by natural replacement of the old trees by young shoots
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(Acacio and Holmgren, 2012). Without the tree cover there is no
Montado and the constraints imposed by the natural environment
are a strong limiting factor for other regeneration actions or for
other uses. As it has been proved in other situations throughout
the world, the degradation of forest ecosystems due to tree cover
loss and fragmentation has long-lasting and negative environmen-
tal consequences, such as species extinction, water and soil quality
degradation, and invasive species, and is therefore a subject of
upmost concern in terms of public policy (Hartel and Plieninger
2014; Liu et al., 2016).

Previous studies have shown how the trend towards an intensi-
fication and specialization of livestock production in the Montado
is closely related to the decay of the tree canopy in the grazing
areas, and thus the decline of the system (Godinho et al., 2014,
2016; Moreno et al., 2014). Even if other factors also played a role,
the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and its specific application
to Portugal have been seen as the main driver for this intensifica-
tion in the last two decades: livestock payments have remained
coupled to the total number of animals and cattle payments have
progressively increased while sheep payments are kept rather low
(Almeidaetal., 2013; Guerra et al., 2015; Guerra et al., 2014). There
are thus different and simultaneous changes which contribute to
increased pressures on the tree cover and on the grazing resources
in the Montado: replacement of sheep by cattle, replacement of
light indigenous breeds of cattle by heavier breeds, increase in the
number of cattle heads, and shrub control practices using heavy
machinery. While the former lead to exhaustion of the natural pas-
tures, disappearance of the young tree shoots, damage to the young
trees, and soil compaction, the latter affects the system as it leads
mainly to severe damage to the tree root system. The national
discourse within the farming sector, following the specialization
paradigm, has contributed towards reinforcing the intensification
effect driven by the CAP (Fragoso et al., 2011; Pinto-Correia and
Godinho, 2013).

Nevertheless, analyses of the processes of change in land use
and landscape sciences tell us that policies and sector orienta-
tions do not directly affect the landscape or land use; they affect
the farmers, who take decisions that affect and alter said land use
and landscape. In order to understand how policies affect the farm
and interplay with other factors, the analysis needs to empha-
size the role of the farmer (Herzfeld and Jongeneel, 2012). Farmers
take decisions according to a complex value system and manage-
ment strategy. Therefore, the farm systems approach considers the
farm as a unit composed of the farmer and his mental models,
preferences, goals, abilities, etc., and the physical farm, with a vari-
ety of subsystems that include animals, crops, buildings, finances,
etc. (Darnhofer et al., 2012; Milestad et al., 2012). The theoretical
background developed by social sciences on farm systems helps
us to understand the positioning of the farmer, or land manager,
in the complex system of his or her farm and dealing with the
institutional framework to which he/she is subject (Cochet, 2012;
Schermer et al., 2016; Herzfeld and Jongeneel, 2012; Noe et al.,
2008). Thus, understanding processes of change in complex land
use systems such as the Montado, which ultimately also affect
the landscape, requires an in-depth understanding of the farmer’s
decision-making processes (Darnhofer et al., 2012).

This is what this paper is about. The goal of the paper is to bring
forward an analysis of the decision-making process characteristics
of Montado landowners today. The paper aims to shed light on the
different representations that the landowners have of this system
and the existing convergence, but also conflict, between their value
set and actions, ultimately constituting a framework for the diffi-
cult conservation of a balanced Montado. In order to address these
issues, the paper is based on an empirical analysis undertaken in
central Alentejo, in the municipality of Montemor-o-Novo, where

the Montado still comprises 60% of the municipality’s total utilized
agricultural area.

2. Material and methods
2.1. The case-study

Located in the region of Alentejo (Southern Portugal), with an
area of 1,232.1 km? and a population density of 15.1 hab/km?, the
conditions in the municipality of Montemor-o-Novo (Fig. 1) are
generally favourable to silvo-pastoral production. The climate is
typically Mediterranean, with marked differences between the dry
season and the rainy season temperature ranges. However, due to
the municipality’s location, less than 100 km from the coastline,
there is high precipitation and mild temperatures compared with
southern Portugal as a whole. Likewise, there is a predominance
of granite mother-rock and relatively deep soils in comparison to
the average in Alentejo. Despite the presence of significant rugged
surface areas, the landscape is dominated by plains.

As in the whole of Alentejo, the Montado farms are mainly large-
scale, family-owned estates between 100 and 1000 ha, and in some
cases between 50 and 100 ha. The Montado rarely covers the total
area of the farm, though it usually covers the largest part — the
remaining open pastures — which are also used for the livestock
production. Usually, this primary activity is combined with cork
and wood production, as well as with annual crops used for forage.
As a testament to the high nature value of many of the Montado
areas, the municipality land partially falls under two Nature 2000
sites: Cabrela (15% of the municipality) and Monfurado (13% of the
municipality).

Most frequently, farmers have inherited the farm as direct
successors or through marriage. In some cases the land has
been bought recently or is leased from the traditional owners.
Montemor-o-Novo is the municipality in Portugal with the high-
est proportion of farmers with a university degree, and also a more
favourable demographic distribution than the Portuguese average:
40% of the farmers are over 65 years old, while at the national level
this rate is 52%. This profile of more educated and younger farmers
than the national average can be explained by a combination of fac-
tors, but the proximity of the metropolitan area of Lisbon (100 km)
surely contributes to the higher capacity of the municipality to
attract and maintain younger and well-educated families.

2.2. Methods

The analysis is based on in-depth interviews with selected Mon-
tado farmers in the municipality of Montemor-o-Novo.

Prior to these interviews, in a first step of the analysis, a detailed
survey of the farms’ and farmers’ characteristics was applied to
a representative sample of the farms in the municipality. From a
total of 865 farm units in the municipality, 328 have more than
50 ha, and are thus likely to be Montado farms or farms where the
Montado land cover is significant. In the first step, 51 of these large
farm units, spatially distributed in the whole municipality territory,
were surveyed.

The first step survey concerned farm and farmer characteris-
tics, farmer management options and his/her attitudes towards
farming, the environment, the market and public policy. A cluster
analysis of the results has led to the identification of three types
of Montado farmers: 1) productivist livestock farmers (58%), 2)
entrepreneur cattle farmers (35%), and 3) multifunctional innova-
tive (7%) (Almeida et al., 2013; Barroso and Pinto-Correia, 2014).
The productivist livestock farmers are mainly full-time farmers,
highly focused on increasing production and thereby increasing
their income, highly determined by the CAP payments of the 1st
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Fig. 1. Location of the Montemor-o-Novo municipality. The municipality is located in the central Alnetjo region, 100 km from the metropolitan area of Lisboa, and it includes

large areas of two Natura 2000 sites: Monfurado and Cabrela.

Pillar. The entrepreneur cattle farmers are also full-time farmers,
who introduce innovative practices to the farm, such as convert-
ing the extensive cattle production to organics, for example; they
receive both 1st and 2nd Pillar payments. The multifunctional inno-
vative group may have other jobs besides farming and, in any case,
have other income sources. The main income source in the farm is
related with other activities, such as hunting or tourism, and cattle
production is not the main priority. Many of them receive no pay-
ments, or when they do, they are 2nd Pillar payments. Only in the
last type, which is by far the least frequent, is the average grazing
pressure in the Montado below what previous studies have shown
to be associated with the tree cover decline (Godinho et al., 2014,
2016; Almeida et al., 2015).

From those 51 farmers, and following the relative distribution
in the typology, 15 farmers were selected for a semi-structured
interview in a second step: 8 of type 1), 6 of type 2) and one of type
3). Two of these are women, the others are men. Their profile and
the farm characteristics were known beforehand from the survey
data. The interview addressed questions aiming to understand the
farmers’ viewpoints: a) opinion regarding the typology produced
and its accuracy with respect to themselves and the farmers they
know; b) representation of the Montado; c) requirements for the
sustainable management of the Montado; d) own management and
future perspectives; e) the role of the CAP, present orientations and
proposals for required changes.

The farmers have been interviewed in their homes, at their farm
or a location they have selected, all by the same interviewer. The
interviews lasted between 1h30 and 3 h, and were recorded. A full
transcription of each interview was made.

The interview’s transcriptions have been analyzed following a
discourse analysis approach (Antaki 2008; Hyvarinen 2008). Dis-
course analysis aims to reveal, and sometimes unmask, the personal
meaning-making of those being focused on, through the analy-
sis of what is explicitly said but also of what remains unsaid.
In the present case, the analysis was based on a careful read-
ing and interpretation of the interview transcriptions, in order to
extract the central themes and repertoires in the farmers’ discourse,
and thus to uncover the underlying dimensions among which the
interviewee made sense of his/her experiences and actions. Dis-
course analysis can be used in different perspectives. Here we used
the perspective of considering discourse as a frame of reference:
an organized set of social representations, through which people
understand, explain and articulate the complex social and physical
environment in which they are immersed (Hermans et al., 2012).

Insights from social sciences theory have supported this analy-
sis, as the aim was to look particularly into the social component of
farm management and understand farmers’ representations, values
and motivations, as well as their interaction with their manage-
ment practices (Godinho et al., 2014, 2016). The actor network
theory (ATN) has been particularly supportive, as it emphasizes and
considers all surrounding factors — recognizing that no one acts
alone. ATN provides the conceptual framework for understanding
how farms are organized and how decisions are made, consider-
ing the extremely heterogeneous combination of natural, technical,
economic and social elements and interactions that compose a farm
and its surrounding context (Egon and Alroe 2012). ATN’s strength
is that it focuses on relationships and provides a general and open
understanding of the relational structure of farm systems, tak-
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ing into consideration both internal and external factors (Milestad
et al., 2012). In this case, looking at farmers’ representations as
drivers of their management options, ATN has supported insights
into the context and complex interactions, which may influence
these representations.

3. Results: contradictions in farmers’ stated values and
actions

With regard to the farmers’ typology, the interviewees generally
agreed with the types described, and also with the type they were
included in. Some said they corresponded to the type in which they
were included, but combined with another one. Farmers classified
as productivist livestock farmers tend to state that all Montado
farmers they know are in the same type, and that intensification
is the only way to maintain a Montado farm. However, some found
it difficult to place other farmers they know into one single cate-
gory and claimed that in each farmer’s strategy there is an element
of each of the three types.

One highly revealing aspect is that the perception of the Mon-
tado is very much consensual, with the determining characteristic
being the trees. For many, the first reaction to “How would you
define the Montado?” was “the Montado is the trees” or “the Mon-
tado is trees”, or “a forest”, “a Mediterranean forest”. Some mention
the type of trees, cork and holm oaks (Quercus suber and Quercus
rotundifolia), as well as cork production. One even says “The Mon-
tado is cork”. Only a few talk here about the grazing animals, and
when they do, they refer to a forest system with multiple associ-
ated components, the animals being the Iberian pig or sheep. Five
of these farmers also refer to the Montado as heritage, an identity
landscape, and an iconic value of Alentejo and even of the country
as a whole. But besides these five, others refer here to the societal
obligation to maintain the Montado: “we need to keep it, as much

» o«

as possible, it is our role”, or “we all have to preserve it”, “we have
the obligation to preserve it”, “we cannot let it die”. The Montado is
thus seen as a forest-based system, closely linked to the produc-
tion of cork and the corresponding income generation, and also as
a unique and valuable heritage.

In line with this representation, clearly centred in the trees, the
sustainable management of the Montado is clearly defined as man-
agement where the maintenance of the trees is a central goal. As
one of the farmers expressed, “the crucial factor is to understand
the tree”, and another: “the goal is to take care of and maintain
the trees”. Many refer to the need to safeguard the tree cover by
avoiding deep ploughing, planting new trees and providing them
with water during the initial summers, and also avoiding shrub
encroachment, which is seen as competing for resources with the
trees. Thus, a clean Montado, with no shrub in the undercover, is
associated with a sustainable Montado. Furthermore, the notion of
a balanced use of the existing resources, through continuous adap-
tive management, is much present. Most of those interviewed refer
to the need to maintain a balance between the conditions of the
Montado, and thus its carrying capacity, and the interventions for
pasture improvement, on the one hand, and grazing intensity and
breed on the other. A few farmers refer to the need to fertilize and
improve the pastures so that more plant material is available for
livestock, but also so that the trees are fertilized. Others defend low
livestock densities, and generally avoiding cattle, or even managing
the trees without livestock. In this last case, such opinion is not in
the sense of farm management with no other activity besides the
forest; it is more in the sense of setting aside high-quality Montado
areas as conservation patches, preserved as forest systems, within
larger farm units where most of the area is dedicated to agricultural
production, be it livestock grazing or other.

Furthermore, when asked about the sustainable management of
the Montado, there are frequent references to unbalanced manage-
ment strategies, where serious mistakes have been made (excessive
grazing pressure or excessively deep ploughing), in the past. Several
farmers cite the former lack of knowledge and belief in rationaliza-
tion and mechanization as the main cause. These are references
to a period after the Revolution in the ‘70s and the consequent
cooperative management of many large estates for a few years, fol-
lowed by the integration of Portugal into the European Union. The
previous period, up to the 1970s, is seen as a period of wise manage-
ment, where cattle would not be accepted in the Montado, shrub
control was mainly undertaken manually and soil ploughing with
heavy machinery was still a seldom practice. As for the present,
many claim there is a need for much more training and informa-
tion in order to achieve more sustainable management, but some
also claim there is now generally better information and education
for farmers, and therefore wiser management today.

Then, when asked about their personal management of the Mon-
tado today, the focus is much different. Most replies deal with the
livestock: grazing management, the improvement of pastures, live-
stock composition, feeding requirements and worrying costs linked
to the purchase of fodder outside the farm. The dominant livestock
is cattle. Only three of the fifteen farmers have only sheep as live-
stock in their Montado farm. One has sheep for milk, while the other
two have sheep for meat. All the remaining farms have cattle, of dif-
ferent breeds, often more than one breed (pure or mixed), and in
some cases combined with sheep. One farmer has dairy cows, but
also extensive meat cattle in the same farm unit.

The capacity of the pastures to feed the animals is a central
concern. The period the livestock remains on the pastures and the
need to provide extra fodder at the end of the dry season is the
main issue. The capacity to produce this extra fodder in other areas
inside the farm, and therefore to be independent from imported
fodder, is a general goal. Those who do not have this capacity are
concerned about their external dependency and, hence, their vul-
nerability in the dry years. Therefore, they aim to increase their
fodder production capacity, for example by increasing irrigation
areas (through pivots). Some of the farmers refer to practices for
improving the pastures. Having different paddocks and moving
the animals frequently in order to make a better use of the pas-
tures is also mentioned. Yet once again the central concern is the
most rational and economical way of feeding the animals, and not
tree cover survival. Several farmers mentioned economic rational-
ity and economic sustainability as their management goal, or even
as the only possible goal: “environmental sustainability is really won-
derful but if there is no economic sustainability then there is no future”,
or “only when you have another income source and the Montado is
managed as an amenity can the balance of the whole system be the
priority”. In this way, they justify the need to maintain cattle in the
Montado: with the present CAP construction and the high coupled
payments for cattle, maintaining intensive cattle production is seen
as the obvious economic rationality.

Generally, in response to questions about their current manage-
ment, there is no reference to the tree cover. This discrepancy in
relation to the previous statements about the Montado’s definition
and sustainable management is highly significant. One farmer, who
stated that the sustainable management of the Montado relies on
the careful understanding of tree behaviour and detailed attention
to cork production over time, says of his own management: “cattle
is the absolute priority; cork and forestry products are sub-products of
the Montado”. Sheep producers mention that they choose this type
of animal because they like it most or because of expectations of
high income (in the case of dairy sheep), but also because of their
better adaptation to the maintenance of the tree cover.

Among those who have cattle, only two farmers refer to tree
cover maintenance as a central issue. They correspond to the minor-
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ity within the typology produced in the first step of the analysis:
multifunctional farmers. They are the one classified as a multifunc-
tional manager and another classified as an entrepreneur cattle
farmer who sees himself more as a multifunctional manager. They
promote management practices where the balance and renewal of
the tree cover is one requirement, both through low grazing densi-
ties, the production of fodder inside the farm, and the preservation
of Montado areas from cattle grazing.

In fact, these two farmers tend to separate cattle production
from the Montado, focusing on other grazing species — sheep and
Iberian pigs — in the Montado and keeping the cattle mostly outside
or in selected areas, with very low density. Among the remaining
cattle producers, some also mention that they keep certain Mon-
tado areas clear from grazing or have even planted new trees to
increase density. However, these are far from the central manage-
ment concerns and somehow reveal a trend for considering the
Montado to be in good stand and have high tree density, as a resid-
ual part of the farm. One farmer, for instance, refers to his plantation
of new trees as an expression of his care for the Montado; yet he
has planted 40 out of a total of 700 ha.

This reduced reference to the trees is most striking considering
that cork production, whose quantity and quality depends directly
on the good condition of the tree cover, is in many cases considered
as an important income and part of the long-term management
strategy of the farm, as expressed in the first step inquiry to these
farmers. Cork is only extracted every nine years from each single
tree and normally all trees in a farm unit are harvested in one or two
different years so that the required work investment and income
are gathered. Therefore, the income from cork is significant but
not on a regular year basis, and was mentioned in the interviews
as covering the needed large investments to continue the farm’s
livestock production, as well as maintain irrigation infrastructures,
buildings and fences.

In relation to the CAP, the judgement is very similar among all
farmers: the CAP payments drive the intensification of the Mon-
tado and excessive cattle density in the undercover, and are solely
responsible for this trend. Those interviewed refer to the CAP influ-
ence as a kind of fatality: “the incentive for cattle production is clearly
damaging the Montado and a lot of what we are doing is nonsense,
but there is no other possibility; as long as cows are profitable, we will
continue to have cows”; “if we do not consider what gives us a regular
yearly income, then we cannot survive”. And the CAP mechanisms
are seen as leading the farmers to focus only on income: “a lot of
farmers only aim to take the highest income out of the Montado, and
therefore they have cows; they do not even like cows or treat them
well, they just want to earn money”; “Montado owners know too little
and do not know what is best; they live too fas, and need to obtain a
lot of money from their farms”.

Only a few of the interviewed farmers mention the agri-
environmental schemes as relevant payments for them. For
instance, concerning the support for autochthonous cattle breeds,
which are lighter and less demanding and therefore less impact-
ing on the Montado, the agri-environmental payment is considered
“ridiculous” in relation to the lower income generated by these
breeds in the market. The majority of farmers refer solely to the first
pillar payments. Asked about how their practices would change if
the CAP payments they receive were maintained but not coupled
to the cattle heads, the reaction is also quite homogeneous: the
cattle density would be substantially reduced and cattle would be
progressively replaced by sheep, at least partially. A few farmers
defend their current practice by stating they would not change any-
thing in their management. But when asked about what they think
would should be changed in the CAP, they clearly refer to a replace-
ment of the present payment mechanisms by others that are more
respectful of the whole Montado system and the balance between
grazing activities and the tree cover.

It is obvious that, as in most other farm systems in Europe, a sig-
nificant part of the farms’ income is dependent on CAP payments
and the system is built with these payments as a structuring factor.
This is not unique. But what is particular in the case of the Mon-
tado is that all farmers interviewed acknowledge mainly negative
impacts resulting from the manner in which the CAP functions and
would opt for other practices and products if the schemes were
structured differently.

4. Discussion: farmers in a difficult quandary

There is a fundamental conflict emerging from the analysis,
between the representation the farmers have of the Montado, and
their representation of what their own Montado management is
about. The representation of the Montado is strongly focused on
the tree component, on the Montado system as a forestry system
with which cattle grazing is associated. All the interviewees clearly
feel that the sustainability of the Montado is centred on the preser-
vation of the trees. Nevertheless, current management is presented
as totally centred on livestock management and the economic ratio-
nale behind the balance between livestock intensity and fodder
availability. The trees seem to have disappeared from the farmers
thoughts amid these management concerns. This is the case even
though, in the first step enquiry, many mentioned the cork income
as a significant part of the economic rationality of the farm. In live-
stock grazing systems, efficient stock feed management is always
critical to a farm’s success (Nuthall 2012). In the case of the Mon-
tado, with the limited productive capacity of Alentejo soils, together
with the characteristic inter-annual fluctuations of the Mediter-
ranean climate, adaptive and efficient livestock management is a
crucial factor in avoiding potential overgrazing risks (Sales-Baptista
et al., 2015). Such management is complex, naturally raising con-
cerns with respect to farmers’ strategy making. But what is striking
in the discourse of the farmers interviewed is that the maintenance
of the trees is absent from the management description, when it
is clearly known by all of them that grazing pressure is affecting
both pasture productivity and the trees’ stand and regeneration,
and when at the same time many of them consider cork to be a
significant income source for their farm.

It seems that there is a long-term view, which includes the trees
and the overall balance of the system as a forestry system and a
producer of cork, often connected with the sense of heritage and
identity — the Montado as something valuable that has been passed
down and which the farmers have a responsibility to maintain for
the future. Then there is a short-term view, which is conveniently
separated from the first and in which the central issue is the eco-
nomic rationality and the need to obtain as much income from the
livestock as possible, taking into consideration the constrains of
the farm. These two outlooks are in direct conflict with each other.
This conflict is hardly acknowledged by the farmers — they reflect
on the contradictions and the tensions created yet present them
as inevitabilities which are currently out of their control, thereby
keeping possible conflict outside their decision-making sphere. In
this way, they rationalize the short-term strategy they are follow-
ing — which is only an economic rationality and only short term, on
a yearly basis. The separate references and representations arising
from the two sets of questions leads us to formulate the hypothesis
that, by separating the two contradictory views on the Montado
in this way, the farmers protect themselves from a constant inner
conflict that would be difficult to deal with on a daily basis.

As described in literature (Schiere et al., 2012; Milestad et al.,
2012; Noe and Alroe 2010), the strategy of the farmer is normally
to achieve coherence and closure in his/her farm, in the face of the
existing context and considering the farm system and the networks
he/she is part of. Without being formulated this way, the strategy
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of farmers is often guided by resilience thinking, which is grounded
in knowledge and intuition and supports farms survival (Darnhofer
2014; Nuthall 2012). But the central issues here seem to be removed
from the farm system and placed on the networks, as if the manage-
ment strategies were defined by factors which are totally outside
the farm. Thus, what our empirical evidence shows is that the focus
of farm management goals in the Montado at present is gradually
moving from maintaining coherence between internal processes
on the farm and reproduction, thus securing long-term resilience,
to managing relations with external actors, systems, inputs, rev-
enues and financial partners. In this way, knowledge about the
Montado’s sensitive balance, passed down from one generation to
the next within families and networks of farmers, and establish-
ing grounds for management intuition (Nuthall 2012; Pinto-Correia
and Godinho 2013), is set aside. It is not only the present manage-
ment options which are biased by the strength of external factors,
itis also the farmers’ comprehensive knowledge foundation which
is eroded. The resilience thinking which has made the maintenance
of the Montado possible until recently, and which is expressed in
farmers’ representation of the Montado and its sustainability, is
kept merely as a kind of utopia, useless in practice.

An increasingly dramatic result of this process relates to the
system’s resilience limits: beyond a critical threshold, tree cover
regeneration and recovery of the soil becomes impossible and
the long-term degradation of the biophysical conditions becomes
unavoidable (Schermer et al., 2016; Godinho et al., 2014, 2016). As
a result, the future possible use of these former Montado areas is
highly uncertain.

The structure of the CAP’s 1st Pillar payments schemes, com-
bined with the weakness of the 2nd Pillar, are central to this process.
CAP has accumulated a number of internal contradictions in recent
years (Beaufoy 2014), and although the discourse has changed, the
practice of policy implementation remains focused on intensive
farming systems. Previous literature has showed how the structure
of CAP payments applied to livestock production in the Montado
is creating instability for farmers’ income and affecting manage-
ment strategies (Godinho et al., 2014, 2016; Fragoso et al., 2011).
The fundamental role of institutions and policies in securing or
eroding farm systems and their valuable outcomes, besides pro-
duction, is well known and described in literature (Schermer et al.,
2016). And in this case there is a clear impact on the management
options taken by farmers, even if these lead to a decrease in the
Montado’s resilience capacity and a decline in what the same farm-
ers consider to be important values (heritage, forest stability, cork
production). What our empirical material also shows is that there
is an underlying tension driven by the present policy tools affecting
the Montado, which is kept non-explicit in farmers’ everyday man-
agement practices. In order to cope with this tension, farmers are
envisaging their options as external to the farm system and reduc-
ing the resilience thinking which was inherent to the internal farm
system rationale.

5. Concluding remarks

The most powerful public policy as regards farm management
in Europe is the CAP. In its current format and the way it has been
applied in Portugal, it is driving the management of the Montado
system into specialized meat cattle production — thus eroding the
complex sustainability foundations which the Montado has main-
tained until recently and severely affecting its long-term resilience.
The decay of the Montado area, recorded every year since the
beginning of the nineties, attests to this process. It is also demon-
strating that the critical threshold, beyond which radical changes
in this system take place and regeneration of the Montado is made
impossible, has been exceeded in many places. Farmers retain their

knowledge and intuition on the sensitivity of the system, as well
as a sense of heritage, which could form the basis for the contin-
ued balanced management of this system. Nevertheless, at present
they are externalizing the Montado management drivers and pur-
suing options they defend with short-term economic reasoning.
They are not acknowledging their responsibility for the trends reg-
istered and the decay of the Montado as a system. They hold up
the Montado as an image of the past, or of a desirable future — to
be maintained in limited conservation areas, as a kind of nature
and cultural reserve. Consequently, they do not search for alterna-
tive and adaptive options. The maintenance of the Montado as a
forestry system is being reduced to the preservation of small and
well-limited patches on each farm. If policy practice and discourse
does not move towards a specific approach for Mediterranean
silvo-pastoral systems, the preservation of the Montado as we still
observe it today is already severely threatened in the short term.
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