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Abstract: This paper analyzes Swedish pig farming from a degrowth perspective. Primary (two 
farmers) and secondary (two LCAs) sources serve as representatives of different types of pig 
farming systems, and their activities and attitudes are assessed related to three keywords in 
Latouche (2009)’s degrowth utopia, namely Re-evaluate, Reduce and Relocalize. It is found that 
the LCAs and the conventional farmer do not show any signs of any of the three keywords, ex-
cept from one LCA that discuss a possible shift from extreme specialization towards mixing dif-
ferent types of animals in one farm, and the keyword Relocalize where the two farmers agreed on 
a need for Relocalization of agriculture towards more local production and consumption. The 
LCAs and the conventional farmer shared views on Reduction, stating that emissions should be 
minimized within the current large scale farming system, but not touching upon the issue of Re-
ducing pig production or consumption. The organic farmer called for Re-evaluation of the role of 
pigs in the farming and food systems, where his attitudes and methods were different from the 
other examples in that he did not focus on measuring and optimizing his production, but rather on 
what seemed suitable for the ecosystem and his farm. 
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Introduction 
Agriculture is one of the main sources of several environmental problems, such as global carbon 
cycle disturbance and biodiversity loss (Foley et al. (2011); Rockstrom et al. (2009)). it is neces-
sary for sustainability to change towards more agro-ecological methods in agriculture and thus 
decrease the exploitation of resources (Pretty (2005); Bjorklund et al. (2012)). Meat is the catego-
ry of food that, in high income countries, requires the most resources to produce and also has the 
largest environmental impact (Pimentel & Pimentel, 2003). This study focuses on pig farming as 
pork is the most common type of meat consumed in Sweden (SCB, 2013). The reform of the 
Swedish agricultural sector starting in 1947 aimed for increasing the mechanization and size of 
farms (Andersson, 1991), was aided by the availability of cheap energy, pesticides and chemical 
fertilizers (Bjorklund et al., 1999), and has changed the structure of the pig farming substantially. 
Previously, a Swedish farm typically held a few pigs, perhaps along with some cows and chicken, 
and the pigs were fed with household leftovers and harvest waste. The pigs thus functioned as 
converters of waste to high quality protein. Since 2002 it is not allowed to feed pigs with house-
hold food waste, for food safety reasons (Anonymous (2002)). Since 1980, the number of farms 
holding pigs in Sweden has decreased with 95% (SCB, 2013), while the average number of pigs 
per farm has increased from 500 to 1,500 between 1999 and 2010, see Figure 1. The most com-
mon way to raise pigs today is to keep them in large stables, feed them with a fodder mix that is 
optimized for conversion to meat at as high rate as possible (Stern et al., 2005). 
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Figure 1: Number of pig farms and average number of pigs per pig farm and year (a snapshot on one day of the year), 
in Sweden, 1999-2010 (SCB 2013). 

 

This paper analyzes pig farming in Sweden from a degrowth perspective, i.e. questioning that 
GDP growth is desirable in high income countries and suggesting a change in the human mindset, 
focusing on societal prosperity instead of income levels (Latouche (2009); Martinez-Alier et al. 
(2010a)). What could this degrowth approach mean for Swedish pig farming? Can I find any as-
pects of degrowth thinking in the existing Swedish pig farming systems? 

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 describes the methods and empirical material that 
was used. Section 3 develops the theoretical framework. Sections 4 and 5 go through the empiri-
cal findings. Section 6 relates the empirical material to the theoretical framework, and section 7 
concludes. 

 
Method 
The methods of this paper comprise of two farm visits and assessments of systems analyses of 
Swedish pig farming found in literature. 

Semi structured interviews with two pig farmers and site visits on their farms were performed. 
One farmer had conventional large scale pig production and the other had organic small scale pig 
production. The farmers were selected to capture as diverse production methods as possible, i.e. a 
diverse case selection method (Gerring, 2007). I compiled lists of two groups of farmers; conven-
tional and organic; by asking the pig farmers’ organizations Sveriges Grisföretagare (The Swe-
dish Pig Farmers), an organization where mainly conventional farmers are members, and 
Ekologiska Lantbrukarna (The Organic Farmers), as well as searching for farms at the organiza-
tions’ websites and asking around in my network. The reason for the categorization was that I 
identified organic/conventional as being the main difference between pig farming systems. These 
particular two farmers were chosen because they represent two extremes in pig farming; one is 
conventional, specialized and very large scale in a Swedish context, while the other is organic, 
has diversified production and is small scale when considering the pigs. The interviews were 
made in November 2013. They were partly recorded on tape and transcribed, partly transcribed 
from notes on paper. The farmers have seen and approved the parts of the interviews that are used 
in the paper. 

Furthermore, two Life Cycle Assessments (LCA) of pig farms in Sweden were analyzed from a 
degrowth perspective. LCA is the most common type of environmental systems analysis of farm-
ing systems, and the reasons for including them in this paper were to broaden the representation 
of farming systems in my study and to see what role the LCA methodology could have in a 
degrowth analysis. These particular LCAs were chosen since they were the most recent studies 
that compared different types of Swedish pig production. 

 
 

0

1000

2000

3000

4000

5000

1999 2005 2007 2010

Number of farms

Average number of pigs per farm



 

1744 

Theoretical framework: degrowth 
Economic growth (GDP growth) is the overall goal in practically all countries in the world, and 
usually is seen as something indisputably positive for a country’s prosperity (Jackson (2009); 
Kubiszewski et al. (2013)). However, GDP growth has several negative environmental conse-
quences. Historically, there has been a positive correlation between natural resource use and GDP 
growth, as well as between emissions of e.g. greenhouse gases and GDP growth (Krausmann et 
al., 2009). If this relation continues, it can be argued that everlasting growth is not possible on a 
finite planet (Georgescu-Roegen (1971); Jackson (2009)). It is sometimes argued that a decou-
pling of growth from use of natural resources and emissions might be possible, since consump-
tion can change from products into services and thus have a lower use of natural resources 
(Ausubel, 1996). Others however argue that decoupling is quite unlikely since, using the termi-
nology of Odum and Odum (2001), services are high in the so called embodied energy hierarchy, 
i.e. a lot of energy is necessary to produce a service, and it is from this perspective thus unlikely 
that a society can be based on services and at the same time not use a lot of energy and resources 
(Odum and Odum (2001), pp65). Furthermore, increased efficiency is often counteracted by in-
creased use of the product, the so-called rebound effect or Jevon’s paradox (Sorman & 
Giampietro, 2013). 

Furthermore, numerous studies conclude that after a certain income level, prosperity or happiness 
levels among a country’s citizens cease to correlate positively with GDP (Easterlin (1974); Daly 
(1977); Jackson (2009)). Thus, if the goal of an already enough wealthy society is to increase the 
prosperity for its citizens, policy should focus on other things than increasing GDP. 

However, as Jackson (2009) points out, there is a dilemma to GDP growth in most countries of 
today that is not easily solved. Because if the economy stops growing or contracts, no matter for 
what reason, this will lead to increased unemployment, which will lead to decreased demand for 
consumer goods, which will lead to lower incomes and more unemployment, more need for un-
employment support, but lower tax incomes since fewer people are working – in the end there 
will be a deep recession. However, looking at this dilemma is not the scope of this paper (see 
Victor (2008)). Instead, this paper focuses on if aspects of what Serge Latouche (2009) calls a 
degrowth utopia can be found in the studied farming systems. 

Although growth critique has been present in economics and related subjects at least since the 
1960s (Boulding, 1966), the term degrowth was launched in international academia through a 
conference in 2008. Several attempts have been made to define degrowth since then (Latouche 
(2009); Schneider et al. (2010); van den Bergh (2011); Kallis (2011)). I have chosen to use the 
most recent definition, by Demaria et al. (2013), that is twofold and highlights both the ecological 
limits and the social mindset: 

“On one side, degrowth is the reduction of energy and material throughput, needed in or-
der to face the existing biophysical constraints (in terms of natural resources and ecosys-
tem’s assimilative capacity). On the other side, degrowth is an attempt to challenge the 
omnipresence of market-based relations in society and the growth-based roots of the so-
cial imaginary replacing them by the idea of frugal abundance.” Demaria et al. (2013) p 
209  

It is important to stress that degrowth does not mean decreasing GDP for the sake of decreasing 
GDP. On a global level, the throughput of energy and material needs to be decreased, but that 
does not mean that each sector or each country have to decrease in the same pace or by the same 
share. Contrary, several low income countries would probably benefit by increased incomes, and 
to give them the ecological space to do that, high income countries will have to decrease their 
throughput (Martínez-Alier, 2012). The prefix “de-” should, especially in the second part of the 
definition, be seen as notifying a change of focus, a relinquishment of “economic growth” when 



 

1745 

defining prosperity (Kallis, 2011). It is not about decreasing the size of the economy for its own 
sake, but rather a way to increase our imagination of relations and purposes of activities, from 
narrow self interest and profit maximization towards other aspects of prosperity and wellbeing, 
and other types of relations than market relations. (Martinez-Alier et al., 2010) 

In his book from 2007 (in English 2009), Serge Latouche develops what he calls a degrowth uto-
pia. The utopia is made concrete through what he calls the virtuous circle of eight transformations 
that need to be done on all levels of society. These transformations will help implementing a sus-
tainable degrowth society, and they are represented by eight words starting with ‘R’s (Latouche 
2009, pp 33). Three of these words are of central importance, according to Latouche (2009, p 43-
44), namely Re-evaluate, Reduce and Relocalize300, and these are the terms I will use to analyze 
my empirical material in this paper. I interpret Re-evaluate as corresponding to the second part of 
the degrowth definition above, while Reduce relates to the first part of the definition. Relocalize 
is a spatial concept that I find useful in analyzing agriculture, which is one of the most common 
land uses in the world (Foley et al., 2005). To specify Re-evaluate, Latouche (2009) suggests a 
number of values that he says should be changed in order to reach his degrowth utopia: 

“Altruism should replace egotism, and unbridled competition should give way to coopera-
tion. The pleasure of leisure and the ethos of play should replace the obsession with work. 
The importance of social life should take precedence over endless consumerism…” 
Latouche (2009) p 34 

Concerning pig farming, it could be a Re-evaluation of the role of pigs in the agricultural system, 
the role of the pig farmer in society, and of pork in people’s diets. Reduce refers to decreasing the 
effects on the ecosystems from production and consumption. In the context of pig farming, it 
could be interpreted as a reduction in resource use in pork production, and perhaps a reduction of 
pork consumption towards foodstuffs with lower demand of energy and material. Latouche 
(2009) defines Relocalize as making production and distribution of goods more local, closer to 
where it is consumed. Related to pig farming, it could imply that the pork consumed in Sweden 
and its inputs should be produced in Sweden. 

Systems analyses of pig farms 
Life Cycle Assessment is one of the most commonly used environmental assessment methods 
(Cederberg, 2002). In this section, two LCAs comparing different types of pig farming in Sweden 
are described. In the following sections, they will then be related to the farmer interviews and 
analyzed from the perspective of the three R’s. 

The first LCA, by Stern et al. (2005), set up three hypothetical scenarios for pig farming and 
compare energy use, N and P emissions, pesticide and land use as well as greenhouse gas emis-
sions from the three scenarios. The first scenario focused on what they defined as “high animal 
welfare”, including partly outdoor rearing and adding synthetic amino acids to the fodder to de-
crease nutrient leakage; “low environmental impact”, meaning an indoor system that was as 
closed as possible; and “high product quality and safety”, implying a technically advanced system 
with detailed monitoring of perfect ventilation, temperature, preventive use of antibiotics, etc. 
The aim of formulating these scenarios was to identify conflicts between different environmental 
goals, and the data used was from statistics and previous studies, extracted into the future. 

The “low environmental impact” scenario should not be confused with the current organic (la-
beled with the Swedish environmental label KRAV) pig farming, since KRAV require outdoor 
rearing and does not allow synthetic amino acids to be added to the feed (Wallenbeck, 2012). The 
“high animal welfare” scenario is perhaps more similar to KRAV, although it had less outdoor 
rearing than required by the regulations for KRAV certification. The “high product quality and 
                                                 
300 The three keywords will be written in italics with capital R’s to be clearly distinguished in the text. 
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safety” scenario is most similar to today’s conventional Swedish pig production. The reason why 
the “high animal welfare” scenario is not considered as having low environmental impact is that 
some studies have shown that nutrient leakage can be high in KRAV systems (Jongbloed & 
Lenis, 1998). Stern et al. (2005) conclude that the “low environmental impact” scenario has the 
lowest emissions in all the studied parameters.  

The second LCA, by Carlsson et al. (2009), studies the life cycle of organic pig farming in Swe-
den, using data from real farms and focusing on the activities within the farm gate. When com-
paring the results to conventional Swedish pig farming, they conclude that greenhouse gas emis-
sions, eutrophication and acidification potential are on similar levels in organic as in conventional 
pig production. One of the main differences between the systems is that organic pig farming uses 
considerably more land, since organic pigs have to be reared partly outdoors, on land that does 
not produce much feed. They also conclude that manure from organic pigs usually have a higher 
content of N than conventional pigs’ manure. Carlsson et al. (2009) suggest similar improvement 
possibilities as in the Stern et al. (2005) scenario for low environmental impact, namely to add 
synthetic amino acids to the fodder and decrease the outdoor rearing. 

Carlsson et al (2009) however go beyond the quantitative LCA methodological limits in their 
discussion, and note that although the quantitative land use is higher in organic pig production 
than in conventional, the qualitative land use is more positive in organic pig production since it 
includes more crop rotation and thus contributes to e.g. biodiversity. They also suggest an intro-
duction of cows on an organic pig farm to make better use of the ley where the pigs graze. This 
would decrease the land needed for the pigs according to the LCA methodology, since the land 
would then be allocated between both cows and pigs.  

Results from farm visits 
This section describes the two visited farms and how the farmers viewed their activities. The two 
visited farms were situated between 40 and 200 kilometers from the Swedish capital Stockholm. 
The conventional farm consisted of around 120 hectares of fields, while the organic farm was 175 
hectares. Both farmers only had slaughter pigs, i.e. they bought 12-week-old piglets from other 
farms and kept them until they were ready for slaughter (15 weeks for the conventional farmer 
and slightly longer, 4-5 months, for the organic farmer). 

The organic farmer 
The organic farmer raised around 100 pigs per year, alongside with some cows and sheep, and he 
grew most of his pig feed on his own land. He bought pre-made concentrate and sometimes wast-
ed vegetables from an organic vegetables merchant. His production was certified with the Swe-
dish environmental label KRAV and EU Organic. 

He kept his pigs outdoors with small huts for weather protection. All pigs were in the same field 
from when they arrived at his farm until slaughter in his own slaughter house on the farm, and he 
kept pigs of different ages in the same field. He usually kept a few cows in the same field, since 
his experience was that if the grass is too long, the pigs will root instead of graze on it. The cows 
keep the grass short enough for the pigs to eat it. He did not monitor very carefully how much 
food his pigs eat. 

When he started raising pigs, he used to have an integrated production, with his own sows that 
littered outdoors. But due to bad harvest one year he decided to quit with sows and decrease the 
production from around 900 to around 100 pigs per year. Another reason for decreasing the num-
ber of pigs was that he thinks that we should not eat very much pork. He returned to this issue 
when talking about that many pig farmers in Sweden have been quitting during the latest years: 
He said that he might not be sorry that there is a decrease of pigs raised indoors on concrete 
floors, because pigs do not have good lives when they are raised like that. He said that we should 
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not eat as much pork as we do today, since “cereals should not go through the animals” but be 
eaten by humans directly. 

His pigs decided themselves where in the field they leave their manure. He said he could not im-
agine that the concentration of N or P would be too high since he had so few pigs. 

As the farmer saw it, the pigs’ role in the farm system was being part of the crop rotation, adding 
manure to the fields. Their main contribution to the farm, he said, was however that they make 
new customers find their way to the farm. Ham is the traditional Christmas dish in Sweden, and 
there is an increased demand for organic Christmas ham. Many customers thus find the farm 
when searching for organic ham, and some of them return to buy other products as well. 

The organic pig farmer said that he saw his task as a farmer as very important for the environ-
ment as well as for food security. He believed that national self sufficiency of food is an im-
portant issue that should be prioritized in policymaking. He said that it is difficult for individual 
member states to have a different policy with harder environmental regulations than other mem-
ber states of the EU, and that this is a problem. 

The organic farmer expressed the following thoughts about the focus on economic growth in high 
income countries: 

“We have a society that is dependent on constant expansion and increased welfare, more 
all the time, otherwise there will be a crisis. But perhaps it is enough now, perhaps we can 
be satisfied and work less? But how? To say stop, it’s enough now, we don’t need more. 
At least take a break and wait so that other countries can catch up. But no politicians are 
suggesting anything like that.” 

The conventional farmer 
The conventional farmer had 4,700 stable places for pigs, meaning that he raised around 15,000 
pigs per year. He grew some of his feed on his farm, bought some from neighbor farmers and had 
agreements with a brewery, a dairy and a bakery to receive food waste from them. He also bought 
pre-made concentrate. He participates in a project that develops models combining environmental 
and economic sustainability on conventional farms. 

The farmer had invested heavily in the pig production during the latest years. His pigs were sur-
veyed through an advanced computerized system that regulates ventilation, temperature, feed, 
etc. The feed composition was calculated according to a model by Swedish agronomy researchers 
for optimal conversion from feed to meat. The liquid feed was transported from large containers 
through pipes to each of the ten pig departments, three times per day. He had approximately three 
batches of pigs per year in each department, and the stables were cleaned automatically by clean-
ing robots between each batch of pigs. The manure distribution system was sophisticated with 
large covered tanks that could store manure for a year and pipes to distribute the manure on the 
fields. He was not planning to invest more in the pigs during the coming years, since it is difficult 
to get profitability in pig farming. If he would be forced to close down his pig production it 
would mean a huge economic disaster, he said, since the recent investments have no alternative 
use than raising pigs. 

Before the structural change starting from 1947 (see section 1), most Swedish farms had a few 
pigs that were fed with household food waste. According to the conventional farmer, the system 
has not changed very much since then, since industrial food waste is still a significant share of 
many pigs’ feed. He thought that it is important to highlight that pork has a low climate impact 
compared with e.g. beef. He said that this is often ignored in environmental analyses of food pro-
duction, and if it would be included the climate impact might be practically as low as for chicken, 
since food waste has almost zero climate impact. 
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He thought that his farm was a good example of efficient pig farming. His pigs had a high weight 
growth per day and a high growth per kilo feed, which were the main indicators by which he 
measured efficiency. The farm could perhaps become even more efficient by increasing the num-
ber of pigs, he said, or by integrating sows on the farm as well, but he did not have any plans to 
do that for the time being. 

He said that Swedish pig farmers are not able to compete on equal conditions with producers in 
e.g. Denmark and Germany, since Sweden has stricter animal protection laws that make the pro-
duction more expensive. A solution would be to remove the stricter Swedish laws so that the 
competition would be fairer, he said. That would however probably not improve the profitability 
to any large extent, since consumers view pork as a cheap type of meat according to the farmer – 
“a pig is not worth much, neither here nor in Europe”. He said that Swedish politicians should 
support Swedish farmers more. Since Swedish pig production becomes more expensive because 
of the stricter laws, Swedish municipalities and counties should not be allowed to buy foreign 
pork produced with methods that are prohibited in Sweden. 

Consumers’ attitudes towards food have changed during the latest 10-15 years, he said. Nowa-
days, food has to look perfect to be possible to sell in a shop.  

“I assure you, you will see on a potato if it’s bad – then it’s rotten! It is not bad just because 
it has a little spot! Consumers are hypersensitive. Just peel a few extra peels and it will look 
fine again. Soon it will be dangerous to eat. The problem is that consumers are totally dis-
connected from the farms today, so they don’t know what a product is like when it’s bad. 
Everyone live in cities now. The grocery stores have an important role to play here. They 
are the ones who meet the customers, and they should inform them about food quality and 
waste. But instead, they are reinforcing the trend with spotless food.” 

 
 
Discussion 
In this section, the results from my analysis of the LCAs and farm visits are discussed in relation 
to the three R’s of Latouche (2009). 

Re-evaluate 
The LCA by Stern et al. (2005) is an example of a systems analysis that aims to optimize the en-
vironmental sustainability within the current system, without questioning whether specialized 
indoor pig farms are sustainable in the first place. The study thus has no sign of Re-evaluation of 
the farming system in Latouche’s meaning.  

Carlsson et al. (2009) however do touch upon a Re-evaluation of the current Swedish agricultural 
system in their LCA, when suggesting that cows could be introduced on pig farms. The agricul-
tural policy has for decades focused on increasing specialization and size of farms, so that farm-
ers would have only one type of animals or only cereals, which has led to an oversupply of ma-
nure in the animal intensive regions and a deficiency in cereal producing regions (Larsson & 
Granstedt, 2010). A practical example of this type of Re-evaluation was also seen in the organic 
farmer’s combination of cows and pigs in the same field. 

Both interviewed farmers brought up the difference in regulations between Sweden and other EU 
countries. The organic farmer viewed conventional production as being bad for the pigs and for 
the environment, and argued that we should not eat as much pork as we do today. The conven-
tional farmer, on the other hand, said that if all pigs would be raised according to Swedish organ-
ic KRAV regulations, it would be a disaster for the environment because the nutrient leakage 
would increase. The organic farmer’s perspective might be seen as a change of values from to-
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day’s focus on large scale production, while the conventional farmer’s analysis is further enforc-
ing the current dominant view that efficient pig production is large scale production with low 
emissions per kilo meat, and that farmers should raise as many pigs as consumers demand. 

The conventional farmer focused on measuring and optimizing his system to achieve as high pro-
duction as possible, while the organic farmer did not monitor his pigs very closely. He kept pigs 
because he thought they were fun animals to have around, and because they contributed with eco-
system services such as manure to his fields. The organic farmer’s attitude can partly be inter-
preted as an example of Re-evaluation of the aim of pig farming, away from measuring and profit 
maximization. However, another of the organic farmer’s reason was to make customers find his 
farm, which is a market based focus. 

Reduce 
The main focus of the study by Stern et al. (2005) is to Reduce the effects from pig farming on 
the ecosystems, such as emissions of N and P. The solutions they suggest focus on making the 
system closed in order to control the emissions. However, a Reduction of the number of pigs 
raised is not considered as a likely measure to decrease emissions:  

“Pig production per se will probably not decrease globally because pig meat is a rather ef-
ficient method of producing meat compared with beef, although it is not as efficient as 
chicken.” Stern et al. (2005) p 407 

In the quote, “efficient” is referring to converting feed to meat, i.e. that pigs need less feed to 
produce a kilo meat than cows do. 

Carlsson et al. (2009) have a similar approach to pig farming and take the demand of pigs as giv-
en. Also the conventional farmer expressed thoughts that could be interpreted as Reducing emis-
sions within the given demand of pork, i.e. producing the number of pigs that customers want to 
eat, using the same example as Stern et al. (2005), comparing climate impact from pigs with that 
from cows and chicken. The organic farmer expressed a broader aim than stopping climate 
change, when talking about Reducing economic growth in Sweden to enable other countries to 
catch up.  

Common for the surveyed LCAs is that organic pig production has lower emissions than conven-
tional per hectare, because of the lower density due to the larger land use per pig, but higher 
emissions when calculating per kilo. If it is considered that there are specific un-negotiable limits 
of certain emissions (such as N and CO2) in an area (such as suggested by e.g. Rockstrom et al. 
(2009)), a solution to stay within those limits would be to keep fewer animals in that area. The 
question then arises; should the animals be raised with conventional or organic methods? If fewer 
but conventional pigs were kept, the emissions would be lower than for fewer and organic pigs, 
according to the conclusions of the surveyed studies. However, as pointed out in Carlsson et al. 
(2009), land use in organic pig production is qualitatively better since it implies cyclical flows of 
nutrients, higher biodiversity because of crop rotation, etc. Furthermore, a small conventional 
farm would still have higher animal density than a small organic farm, given that the farmer fol-
lows the regulations and builds stables that are no larger than required. Animal density is in itself 
a problem from an environmental sustainability point of view and need to be Reduced. 

Relocalize 
None of the LCAs suggested Relocalization of pig farming. Both farmers, however, expressed 
similar thoughts about Relocalization. The conventional farmer’s assessment, that the consumer 
is too distant from the food production and does no longer have the knowledge to judge if a pota-
to is eatable or not, can be seen as wish to Relocalize the agri-food sector and bring production 
and consumption closer to each other. The organic farmer’s slaughter house and farm shop can be 
seen as a practical example of such Relocalization, since his customers do see where and how the 
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animals they eat live, and are able to talk directly to the farmer about the quality of the food they 
buy. 

Both farmers saw the common market and regulations of the EU as a problem for national integ-
rity and independence, and thought that self sufficiency of food should be higher on the political 
agenda. Certainly, as Swedish food producers, they would personally gain from such a change.  

Conclusions 
This paper has shown that the farmers’ approaches to their work differ in many aspects, but were 
similar in one: Both farmers were concerned with Relocalization of farming in general. This was 
not a view that was found in the LCAs. 

The LCAs and the conventional farmer had similar views considering Reduction of emissions 
from pig production to be important, and their view that conventional farming had lower emis-
sions than organic showed a narrow system boundary that does not question the farming system 
as such. The organic farmer’s attitude differed from the others: he meant that pig production and 
consumption need to be Reduced, and also talked about Reduction on a larger scale when stating 
that the Swedish economy should not grow further.  

The analyzed LCAs were mainly taking the demand of pork as given and not containing many 
aspects of degrowth thinking. These LCAs might thus be able suggest environmental improve-
ments on the margin, but perhaps not solve the environmental challenges that might require sys-
temic transitions. The conventional farmer had a similar approach, seeing as his task to produce 
as much pork as the customers want in the most cost-efficient manner from the farm perspective. 
The organic farmer, however, show signs of Re-evaluating the system by questioning how much 
pork that should be produced and consumed, and by having partly non-market focused aims with 
his pigs. 
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