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2.1 Some Comments on the Concept of Coexistence

First is the matter of the scale of analysis. What are we referring to when we
speak about ‘agricultural models’? Individual farm strategies? Regional agri-chains?
General orientation at a country scale? Every agricultural model, as an abstraction,
is embedded in a larger framework of an agricultural and food landscape. This is
illustrated both by the diversity of the fates of models that at first sight seem similar
(between cheese PDOs, for example) and by the predominant role of structures
common to different models, such as the direct payments system in agricultural
policy. Various agents such as the State, supermarket chains, consumers (in all their
diversity), international agreements or even topography and climate contribute to
shape models in practice, in their lived form, anchored in a territory and a tempo-
rality. This has several consequences that may well be known, but which are worth
recalling, especially in the context of territorial development projects. Thus, an agri-
cultural model cannot be considered or designed in isolation from its societal and
environmental framework. The models are not simple options between which one
can choose freely according to one’s aspirations and individual visions: the situation
of each actor, farmer or non-farmer, is constrained and made up of local specificities,
access or lack of access to agri-chains and their infrastructure, access to markets
(e.g. obtaining of production rights), and the possible presence of legal frameworks
(e.g. synergies with an agricultural policy) or economic frameworks (e.g. a PDO or
industrial infrastructure), to mention but a few examples.

Second, it seems important to emphasise the interdependence between coexisting
models. As shown for the Swiss case, the fates of systems often categorised as binary
opposites (cheese/industry; conventional/quality) are in fact inevitably linked. The
differentiation of the alternative depends on the existence of a predominant model
(what would organic be without conventional?). Complementarity between agri-
chains is also evident in the sharing of processing and marketing infrastructure (e.g.
PDOs that mobilise industrial structures for production or for managing surpluses),
or in the sharing of tasks between the embodiment of an image based on mountain
tradition, which is whole-heartedly used in advertising for the entire sector, and
the economic viability of intensive production on the plains, which is essential for
the survival of processing structures. Furthermore, the cases presented above tend to
show thatitis difficult to confine agents to exclusive models: networks and agri-chains
overlap and intersect. These observations contradict the idea of an agricultural model
as a distinct (and transposable?) unit. In other words, the concept of coexistence of
models is not as useful for reflecting on parallel strategies in their specificity as it is
for focusing our attention on the relationships and dynamics between ‘models’ with
fuzzy boundaries.

Third, the concept of coexistence of agricultural models as a tool for reflecting on
the diversity of today’s agriculture at a territorial scale contrasts with the reality of
globalised agricultural and food systems. The dependence of a part of Swiss dairy
production on soya imports from Brazil is a good example. Indeed, the current Swiss
model of intensive milk production is reliant on the existence of a complementary
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model, several thousand kilometres away, of intensive (non-GMO) soya production.
Other examples can also easily be mentioned (e.g. around international seed or animal
networks), but we can cut straight to the question that arises: How can we analyse
coexistence and territory in such a way that these long-distance interdependencies
are not excluded?

Finally, the temporal dimension should not be forgotten just because a territorial
approach makes it easy to think about spatial coexistence. The continuous arrange-
ments of the models, according to a constantly evolving context as well as their
own dynamics, in turn raise the question about what defines a model’s identity and
its permanence over time. For example, the prerequisites and factors necessary for
producing industrial milk in Switzerland have continued to change over the last few
decades (to speak only of the short term), both in terms of agricultural techniques
as well as in terms of relations with professional organisations, economic partners
and the State. Looking beyond the permanent elements that maintain their identity,
how can we integrate this highly dynamic and evolving dimension of the models into
their concrete applications? After what degree of transformation and variation, and
according to what criteria, will we decide that one model has given way to another?

2.2 Coexistence of a Multiplicity of Assemblages

The concept of coexistence fundamentally calls into question that of the agricultural
model, and in particular the spatial and temporal delimitation of the model in question.
For a response, I propose to draw on the notion of assemblage proposed by Deleuze
and Guattari (1980). More specifically, I will focus on a few central aspects that are
especially useful here for rethinking the concept of coexistence, namely the concepts
of multiplicity and territorialisation.

2.2.1 Assemblage

An assemblage'? is a complex of lines and relationships, organised in such a way that
any element or point can and should be connected to another point. An assemblage
does not really have a centre, nor a hierarchy between the elements that constitute it,
and it always remains open to the addition or removal of elements. To understand an
agricultural model as an assemblage, according to these few defining characteristics,
is to allow oneself to think of it in terms of its openness and its insertion into wider
networks of relationships, and to place the emphasis not on the specificities of the
elements that characterise it, but on the links that form it. An agricultural model,

13 This definition of assemblage is especially valid for rhizome-like assemblages, in the vocabulary
of Deleuze and Guattari. For the sake of clarity and conciseness, I avoid the detailed terminology
of these authors in this chapter as it is not essential to the argument and rely instead on a simplified
reading.
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understood as a particular organisation (an assemblage) of elements pertaining to
the production, processing, distribution and consumption of agricultural products,
is thus defined not by what happens at a specific point, but by the set of links that
constitute it—including the links that join it to other models.

Similarly, considering models as assemblages resolves the dilemma of the scale at
which coexistence should be considered. In an agricultural model, everything can be
broken down into a web of relationships, without any imposition a priori of territorial
barriers. Thus, the coexistence of agricultural models cannot be defined merely by
their co-presence in a geographically delimited territory. It is instead defined more by
the links that connect (or separate) the models, uniting them in a broader assemblage,
which itself is not on a different scale, but only in a more extensive framework, in a
set of links without any real end.

2.2.2 Multiplicity: Beyond Hybridisation

Defining agricultural models in terms of assemblages requires us to stop thinking
of them as exclusive categories with well-defined boundaries. Such an approach
also means that we can no longer characterise the fundamental ambiguity of models
as hybridisation. Indeed, the notion of hybridity relies on the assumption of the
existence of fixed and clearly defined boundaries, without which it loses its meaning
(Pieterse, 2001): there can be no mongrel without the thoroughbred. If the models are
conceived from the outset as imperfect, interdependent and interconnected—which
is theoretically and empirically verifiable—then the heuristic utility of the concept
of the hybrid disappears, except to defend the relevance of ideal-type categories.

Deleuze and Guattari’s (1980) reflections on the notion of multiplicity, which
allowed them to free themselves from a binary thinking characterised by the oppo-
sition between the multiple and the unique, can lead us to this kind of conclusion. In
a way, as an assemblage, a model, in its practical application, is several things at the
same time. To confine it to a single category would be to distort it in some way, to
distance it from its own reality.

2.2.3 ‘Territorialisation’ and Temporality

The concepts of territoriality and deterritorialisation, central to assemblage theory,
are useful here, perhaps counter-intuitively, to provide an answer to the question of
the temporality of agricultural models. Indeed, these concepts do not refer to territory
in the geographical and spatial sense, but rather to the anchoring, the fixing of an
assemblage (territoriality) and the constant tensions that tend to dismantle and recom-
pose it along other lines of relationship (deterritorialisation and reterritorialisation).
These tensions make assemblages ‘multiplicities of becoming, or transformational
multiplicities’ (Deleuze & Guatarri, 1980, p. 631). An assemblage is constantly
subjected to transformative forces (elements that leave it, changing power relations,
etc.) that run up against capacities for resistance and inertia. It reproduces itself over
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time while transforming itself. Following the example of the Swiss cheese speciality
agri-chains, which incorporated the principles of PDO at the turn of the twenty-first
century, it can undergo a radical transformation whose effects will be noticeable in
the medium term, while still remaining apparently identical in many respects.

Looking beyond the salutary reminder of the inconstancy of all things and the
permanence of change, and focusing attention on the tensions between transformative
and stabilising forces also makes it possible to integrate more centrally the question
of the future of models, their possible evolutions and their potentialities. What makes
an assemblage is not only what it is today and was yesterday, but what it is tending
towards, with all the uncertainties that this question embodies.

3 Conclusion

In this chapter, I wanted to present a description of the Swiss dairy sector and under-
take a more theoretical reflection on the issue of the coexistence of agricultural
models, as seen through the prism of assemblage theory. Such an effort encourages
us to embrace the complexity of the social world and to be wary of simplifying cate-
gorisations, whether derived from common sense or from analytical models proposed
by scientific approaches. However, we require categories for functional and analyt-
ical reasoning. Furthermore, we need the idealisation and simplification of models
as projects in order to look at the world in a way that allows us to determine what
is preferable, to make decisions and sometimes to commit ourselves. In my opinion,
the assemblage approach offers a compromise between a reification of categories
and their total deconstruction. Rather than focusing on the specificities of categories
and their delimitation, this approach encourages a search for connections and future
potentialities. The category, in our case the agricultural model, becomes a snapshot
of a moving object caught in a framework that is itself evolving, and which is consti-
tuted by its interactions with other categories. The concept of coexistence offers a
prism through which to think about these entanglements. What I propose here is
that it will play this role well only if it is focused on the inherent interdependencies
between models, if it is turned away from the search for ideal models as an ultimate
goal, and if it incorporates the inevitable imperfection and ever-changing character
of assemblages as an essential characteristic of social reality.
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