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Abstract: In a context of a redefinition of farming system, innovative cropping systems have arose in 
the recent decades. Among them, diversified horticultural systems show a growing interest in Europe, 
especially among new entrants into farming. One of the main motivations for farmers to grow 
simultaneously a variety of vegetables and fruits is to reduce the overall risk on production through a 
diversification effect. On the theoretical point of view, risk reduction based on diversification of assets 
is a well-studied mechanism in economics that has been formalized in the Modern Portfolio Theory 
(MPT). In practice, farmers tend to build crop portfolios that generate the highest yield while 
minimizing the risk on the overall crop production. The objective of this study was to understand how 
different fruit-vegetable combinations shape the relationship between production and risk in a 
diversified farming system. Based on the MPT framework, we explored all possible crop portfolios 
composed of 1 to 5 crops chosen in a list of 22 commonly grown fruits and vegetables. Results 
showed that (i) increasing portfolio compositions from 1 to 5 crops progressively improves the 
production-risk trade-off that farmers have to face; (ii) fruit and vegetables classification does not show 
clear trends to conclude on the interest of diversification based on botanical aspects. These results led 
us to identify suitable diversification strategies for fruits and vegetables production that make it 
possible to reduce the overall risk on crop production while maintaining the same level of production.  
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Introduction 

The last decades have been marked by a growing interest in sustainable farming systems, 
with a fast-acting progress in its achievement (Warlop, 2016; Wezel et al., 2014). Within this 
general dynamic, farming strategies developed by innovative growers are highly diverse 
(Morel et al., 2017) but a common objective followed by these systems is the reduction of risk 
through an increased cultivated diversity. 

In the literature, the relationship between agricultural diversity and risk has been explored 
from the point of view of ecological stability (Ives and Carpenter, 2007; Tilman et al., 2006) 
and agricultural systems resilience (Isbell et al., 2017; Liebman and Schulte, 2015). The 
underlying hypothesis is that an increased diversity of crops creates a stabilizing effect that 
preserves the production services and reduces crop failure risk (Altieri, 2004; Vandermeer 
and Schultz, 1990). 

In parallel to these ecological studies, a widely used approach in economic sciences to 
evaluate the risk reduction obtained through diversification is the Modern Portfolio Theory 
(MPT) (Markowitz, 1959, 1952). This theory provides a mathematical framework for the 
analysis of diversified portfolios in order to minimize risk and maximize returns (Kolm et al., 
2014). 

In the present study, the effect of crop diversification is assessed within the MPT framework 
by the relationship between risk and the number of crops in the portfolio. Crops are expected 
to behave as assets, thus risk may be significantly reduced by combining several crops in a 
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portfolio. By analogy, farmers would tend to build crop portfolios that generate the highest 
yield for a minimum acceptable risk (Figge, 2004; Fraser et al., 2005). 

First, we present the theoretical portfolio selection model to minimize risk; we then explore 
the opportunities for application of this theory to a context of diversified horticultural systems. 

Material and methods 

Application of the Modern Portfolio Theory 

The Modern Portfolio Theory (Markowitz, 2010, 1952) formalizes the notion of risk-reduction 
in economics, through an efficient diversification of assets within a portfolio. The general idea 
behind this theory is that when assets are combined in a portfolio and when asset returns are 
not perfectly correlated, the portfolio risk is reduced compared to single asset portfolios. 
Applying this theory to an agricultural context, a crop portfolio can be considered as a 
combination of N crops within a farm, with the returns Rn, (n = 1, 2… N). The expected 
return of a portfolio P is the weighted sum of the return of each individual crop in the 
portfolio: 

                        (1) 

where wi the relative weight of crop i (that is, the proportion of crop “i” in the portfolio) and 

E(Ri) the expected return of crop i. 

In addition, we assimilate the risk (σp) of a portfolio to the standard deviation of the crop 
returns. It is calculated as follows: 

                        (2) 

where σij the standard deviation of the return for crop i when i = j, and the covariance of the 
return of crops i and j when i ≠ j. 

 

A portfolio is optimal on the risk dimension if, for a given expected return E(Rp), the portfolio 
has the lowest risk σp. The variance of a portfolio can be reduced in two ways, either by 
favoring crops with low return variances, or by using specific combinations of crops. Although 
the first way is intuitive, the second way relies on choosing crops for which yield variability 
shows little correlation so as to compensate yield fluctuations between crops (Figge, 2004). 

Equations (1) and (2) allow to build Figure 1. The expected return E(Rp) of portfolios is 
represented on the y-axis. The risk is plotted on the x-axis as the standard deviation of E(Rp). 
The coordinates for all possible portfolios are represented by the point cloud. The optimal 
portfolios (in the sense of Pareto) are located on the curve linking points A and B, known as 
efficient frontier. All portfolios below this curve have a lower expected return or a greater risk. 
For instance, Portfolio 2 will be preferentially chosen over Portfolio 3 because it offers a 
higher expected return for the same level of risk. Likewise, Portfolio 1 will be favored over 
Portfolio 3 because it offers the same expected return for a lower risk. 
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Figure 1. Risk-return relationship for hypothetical large portfolios 

 

Systematic and unsystematic risk 

Combining crops in a portfolio may reduce the risk of portfolio returns, as long as their 
correlation coefficient is less than 1. The part of the risk that can be reduced by 
diversification is known as unsystematic risk (or diversifiable risk). However, regardless of 
the level of diversification, there is always some risk that cannot be reduced, owing to the 
fact that crops are somehow correlated to each other. This part is referred to as systematic 
risk (or non-diversifiable risk). These features are illustrated in Figure 2, where the curve 
asymptotically approaches a minimum risk that cannot be crossed, when the portfolio is 
extended (Figge, 2001). This figure shows that beyond a given number of crops, the 
unsystematic risk reduction becomes negligible. The remaining variability of such portfolio 
will depend on external factors that are not specific to a crop or another (Turvey et al., 1988). 

Figure 2. Systematic and non-systematic risk as a function of the number of crops in the portfolio 
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Data collection 

In this study, data was collected from the French Interprofessional Technical Center for Fruits 
and Vegetables (Ctifl), which gathers information from the following sources: Agreste 
(National Agricultural Statistics), Eurostat and French Customs. We selected the three 
administrative regions of the South-East of France according to their relative soil and climate 
homogeneity. We selected 22 horticultural crops cultivated in these regions, 10 fruits and 12 
vegetables, according to Pennington classification (Pennington and Fisher, 2009). For each 
crop, agronomic yield data was available for a range of 10 years (2006 to 2015 included). An 
estimation of the expected return for each crop has been made by multiplying the agronomic 
yield with the consumer price index (CPI) of the national statistical office (INSEE). 

 

Generating portfolios of N crops 

From the 22 horticultural crops selected, we generated every possible combination of 
portfolios from one to five crops (that is, the number of k-multicombination   

 ). This led to 

65,780 different unique portfolios. Risk and return combination has been calculated for each 
generated portfolio. Then we analyzed the generated portfolio according to two diversification 
strategies: first, based on the level of cultivated diversity from one to five crops (Figure 3a); 
second, based on the functional type of crops (Figure 3b). 

 

Figure 3. Representation of diversification strategies as alternatives to monocultures. 

 
Due to the large number of possible portfolios, we could explore both diversification 
strategies for all portfolios composed of up to 5 crops. For simulation purposes, we only 
simulated a subset of the portfolios up to 22 crops. These remaining portfolios were 
generated for combinations of crops up to 22, that is, the number of k-combination   

 . 

Results 

Diversification strategy n°1: which level of cultivated diversity is suitable? 

Combinations of crops within our sample led to 22 portfolios composed of sole crops, 924 
portfolios composed of 2 crops, 9240 portfolios composed of 3 crops, 29260 portfolios 
composed of 4 crops and 26334 portfolios composed of 5 crops (Figure 4). 

(a) 

(b) 
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Figure 4. (a) Risk and return combinations for portfolios composed of 1 to 5 crops 

 

The linear regression on each level of diversity shows that an increasing number of crops in 
a portfolio leads to a better risk and return combination (p < 0.05, Table 1). Indeed, the slope 
of the regression increases with the diversification level. Our data also indicate that the range 
of risk and return values decreases as the number of crops in the portfolio increases. The 
interest is that the maximum risk is reduced, but is goes together with a lower maximum 
expected return. 

 

Table 1. Linear regression parameters for each level of crop diversity. 

Number of crops in the 
portfolio 

Slope Intercept Risk (portfolio standard deviation) 

1   3.35
abc

 17.6
a
 21.2

a
 

2 3.41
b
 25.2

b
 18.7

b
 

3 3.46
c
 29.7

c
 17.1

c
 

4 3.51
d
 32.9

d
 15.9

d
 

5 3.58
e
 34.6

e
  15.1

de
 

a
 Means followed by the same letter within a column did not show significant differences according to Tukey’s Honestly 
Significant Difference (P≤0.05).

 

 

Systematic and non-systematic risk 

The risk and return combinations were then calculated for all portfolios combining different 
crops. If we keep on adding crops to the portfolio, from 1 to 22 crops, the average standard 
deviation of portfolios drops from 21.2 to 13.9 respectively (Figure 5). For the same average 
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return, 34% of the risk could be eliminated due to diversification. This part of the risk is called 
unsystematic risk. Furthermore, we can observe that the risk curve tends towards a threshold 
that represents the systematic risk and that seem incompressible even if the portfolio is 
enlarged. This observed saturation effect can be illustrated by the fact that two third of the 
unsystematic risk was eliminated with 10 crops. 

 

Figure 5. Effect of increasing portfolio compositions from 1 to 22 crops on the portfolio’s standard deviation. 

Diversification strategy n°2: Portfolios mixing fruits and vegetables production 

The second diversification strategy tested led to 4368 unique portfolios composed of 
vegetables, 2002 portfolios composed of fruits and 59410 portfolios composed of both fruits 
and vegetables. Fruit and vegetables sorting does not show clear trends to conclude on the 
interest of diversification based on botanical aspects. The “fruit only” strategy is the one that 
is the least interesting because it offers less risk/return compromises than either of the other 
two strategies (Table 2). In addition, fruits and vegetables or sole vegetables seem slightly 
interchangeable. Therefore, we will have to look for other criteria to choose, especially in 
services provided by diversification that do not impact the production. 

 

Table 2. Linear regression parameters for the different portfolio types 

Type of crops composing the 
portfolio 

Slope Intercept 
Risk (portfolio standard 

deviation) 
Expected return (k€) 

Vegetables only  3.50
ab

 31.7
b
 21.4

a
 106.5

a
 

Fruits & Vegetables 3.51
b
 33.5

c
 15.6

b
 88.2

b
 

Fruits only 3.84
c
 29.5

a
 9.9

c
 67.7

c
 

a
 Means followed by the same letter within a column did not show significant differences according to Tukey’s Honestly 
Significant Difference (P≤0.05).
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Discussion and conclusion 

Literature in the research domains of agriculture and biodiversity has acknowledged that 
diversified systems are better able to cope with future risks. However, they do not assess this 
risk in a quantitative way. Our aim was therefore to apply the MPT framework as a basis for 
the assessment of new farming arrangements based on a large cultivated diversity. 

Results revealed that it is possible to highlight the relationship between return and risk of 
diversified crop portfolios. Based on the MPT framework, we showed that it is possible to 
reduce the overall risk through crop diversification, and to quantify it. One of our main results 
is that risk can be reduced by increasing the cultivated diversity (that is, by increasing the 
number of crops in our portfolio). These results are consistent with those reported for forestry 
(Crowe and Parker, 2008; Knoke et al., 2005), fishery (DuFour et al., 2015) or water resource 
management (Aerts et al., 2014; Beuhler, 2006). Specifically, there might be a particular 
interest in combining crop species whose yields behave inversely according to the cropping 
conditions, the weather or the presence of pests and diseases (Nalley and Barkley, 2010). 
Besides, portfolio theory formalizes the information that portfolios managers require to 
handle their crop portfolio efficiently. The two dimensions (risk and return) representation 
allows to define the appropriate level of crop diversification as a function of the risk aversion 
profile of each farmer. 

Moreover, a diversification strategy based on botanical aspects (as suggested by Figge 
2004) does not show identifiable patterns in our particular case study. This leads us to 
believe that other factors than a fruits/vegetables classification would be more suited to 
explain crop behavior in a diversification strategy. Indeed fruit and vegetables categories can 
be limited to explain the range of functional diversity provided by a large crop portfolio (Wood 
et al., 2015). As suggested by several authors (Pennington and Fisher, 2009; Song et al., 
2014) other classification systems, such as botanic classification or functional response 
traits, may be relevant because they are based on physiological characteristics of plant 
development, growth and structure. Functional response types are groups of plant species 
that behave similarly to abiotic and biotic conditions, such as climatic conditions or 
fertilization regime (D  a  and Cabido, 2001). The greater variation of different response traits 
could then enhance the maintenance of agroecosystem functions (Lavorel and Garnier, 
2002). It is also suitable for growers because plants within a functional group have similar 
cultivation requirements or pests and diseases sensitivity. 

Finally, to further develop and improve our model, we identified three main questions that 
remain to be answered in future investigation. First, the expected return used in the present 
study does not reflect the effective profitability of crops. Additional information on crop 
production costs (Betters, 1988; Current et al., 1979) particularly in diversified systems would 
be needed. However, due to the scarcity of data, such an improvement of our approach 
would be likely to significantly reduce the pool of crops that we could consider. Secondly in a 
perspective of highly diversified horticultural systems, it has been observed that new farming 
arrangements often mix species within intercropping or agroforestry design, where crops 
interact together (Lauri et al., 2016; Warlop, 2016). Taking into account interactions between 
crops in the risk and return evaluation of such systems could be relevant (Blandon, 2004). 
Lastly, models simulating the impact of diversification practices on farm performances must 
account for farmers’ objectives, aspirations and farming context (Fernandez et al., 2013; 
Morel and Léger, 2016). In other words, not all crop portfolios are equivalent to the farmer 
once agronomic or commercial dimensions are taken into account. Given the increasing 
value attributed to environmental, social and immaterial dimensions, a strictly income-based 
analysis is not sufficient and revised criteria have to be developed. 

 

Acknowledgments 

The present work was carried out with the support of the Fondation de France (contract 
n°00064844) which is hereby acknowledged. 



Theme 2 – Agroecology and new farming arrangements 

13
th
 European IFSA Symposium, 1-5 July 2018, Chania (Greece) 8 

References 

Aerts, J.C.J.H., Botzen, W.J.W., Werners, S.E., 2014. Portfolios of adaptation investments in water 
management. Mitig. Adapt. Strateg. Glob. Chang. 20, 1247–1265. doi:10.1007/s11027-014-
9540-0 

Altieri, M.A., 2004. Biodiveristy and Pest Management in Agroecosystems. Food Products Press. 

Betters, D.R., 1988. Planning optimal economic strategies for agroforestry systems. Agrofor. Syst. 7, 
17–31. doi:10.1007/BF01890467 

Beuhler, M., 2006. Application of modern financial portfolio theory to water resource portfolios. Water 
Sci. Technol. Water Supply 6, 35–41. doi:10.2166/ws.2006.828 

Blandon, P., 2004. Analyzing Risk in Agroforestry Systems Using a Portfolio Approach. A Case Study 
from the United Kingdom, in: Valuing Agroforestry Systems. Kluwer Academic Publishers, 
Dordrecht, pp. 95–122. doi:10.1007/1-4020-2413-4_6 

Crowe, K.A., Parker, W.H., 2008. Using portfolio theory to guide reforestation and restoration under 
climate change scenarios. Clim. Change 89, 355–370. doi:10.1007/s10584-007-9373-x 

Current, D., Lutz, E., Scherr, S.J., 1979. The Costs and Benefits of Agroforestry to Farmers. World 
Bank Res. Obs. 10, 151–180. doi:10.2307/3986580 

D  a , S., Cabido, M., 2001. Vive la différence: plant functional diversity matters to ecosystem 
processes. Trends Ecol. Evol. 16, 646–655. doi:10.1016/S0169-5347(01)02283-2 

DuFour, M.R., May, C.J., Roseman, E.F., Ludsin, S.A., Vandergoot, C.S., Pritt, J.J., Fraker, M.E., 
Davis, J.J., Tyson, J.T., Miner, J.G., Marschall, E.A., Mayer, C.M., 2015. Portfolio theory as a 
management tool to guide conservation and restoration of multi-stock fish populations. 
Ecosphere 6, art296-art296. doi:10.1890/ES15-00237.1 

Fernande , M., Goodall, K., Olson, M., Ménde , V.E., 2013. Agroecology and alternative agri-food 
movements in the United States: Toward a sustainable agri-food system. Agroecol. Sustain. 
Food Syst. 37, 115–126. doi:10.1080/10440046.2012.735633 

Figge, F., 2004. Bio-folio: applying portfolio theory to biodiversity. Biodivers. Conserv. 13, 827–849. 
doi:10.1023/B:BIOC.0000011729.93889.34 

Figge, F., 2001. Managing biodiversity correctly - Efficient portfolio management as an effective way of 
protecting species. 

Fraser, E.D.G., Mabee, W., Figge, F., 2005. A framework for assessing the vulnerability of food 
systems to future shocks. Futures 37, 465–479. doi:10.1016/j.futures.2004.10.011 

Isbell, F., Adler, P.R., Eisenhauer, N., Fornara, D., Kimmel, K., Kremen, C., Letourneau, D.K., 
Liebman, M., Polley, H.W., Quijas, S., Scherer-Lorenzen, M., 2017. Benefits of increasing plant 
diversity in sustainable agroecosystems. J. Ecol. 105, 871–879. doi:10.1111/1365-2745.12789 

Ives, A.R., Carpenter, S.R., 2007. Stability and diversity of ecosystems. Science 317, 58–62. 
doi:10.1126/science.1133258 

Knoke, T., Stimm, B., Ammer, C., Moog, M., 2005. Mixed forests reconsidered: A forest economics 
contribution on an ecological concept. For. Ecol. Manage. 213, 102–116. 
doi:10.1016/j.foreco.2005.03.043 

Kolm, P.N., Tutuncu, R., Fabozzi, F.J., 2014. 60 Years of portfolio optimization: Practical challenges 
and current trends. Eur. J. Oper. Res. 234, 356–371. doi:10.1016/j.ejor.2013.10.060 

Lauri, P.-E., Mé ière, D., Dufour, L., Gosme, M., Simon, S., Gary, C., Jagoret, P., Wery, J., Dupra , 
C., 2016. Fruit-trees in Agroforestry systems - Review and prospects for the temperate and 
mediterranean zones, in: 3rd European Agroforestry Conference. pp. 106–109. 

Lavorel, S., Garnier, E., 2002. Predicting changes in community composition and ecosystem 
functioning from plant traits: Funct. Ecol. 16, 545–556. doi:10.1046/j.1365-2435.2002.00664.x 

Liebman, M., Schulte, L.A., 2015. Enhancing agroecosystem performance and resilience through 
increased diversification of landscapes and cropping systems. Elem. Sci. Anthr. 3, 41. 
doi:10.12952/journal.elementa.000041 

Markowitz, H., 2010. Portfolio Theory: As I Still See It. Annu. Rev. Financ. Econ. 2, 1–23. 
doi:10.1146/annurev-financial-011110-134602 



Theme 2 – Agroecology and new farming arrangements 

13
th
 European IFSA Symposium, 1-5 July 2018, Chania (Greece) 9 

Markowit , H., 1959. Portfolio selection : efficient diversification of investments. doi:10.2307/2550909 

Markowitz, H., 1952. Portfolio Selection. J. Finance 7, 77–91. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6261.1952.tb01525.x 

Morel, K., Léger, F., 2016. A conceptual framework for alternative farmers’ strategic choices: the case 
of French organic market gardening microfarms. Agroecol. Sustain. Food Syst. 40, 466–492. 
doi:10.1080/21683565.2016.1140695 

Morel, K., San Cristobal, M., Léger, F.G., 2017. Small can be beautiful for organic market gardens: an 
exploration of the economic viability of French microfarms using MERLIN. Agric. Syst. 158, 39–
49. doi:10.1016/j.agsy.2017.08.008 

Nalley, L.L., Barkley, A.P., 2010. Using Portfolio Theory to Enhance Wheat Yield Stability in Low-
Income Nations: An Application in the Yaqui Valley of Northwestern Mexico. J. Agric. Resour. 
Econ. 35, 334–347. 

Pennington, J.A.T., Fisher, R.A., 2009. Classification of fruits and vegetables. J. Food Compos. Anal. 
22. doi:10.1016/j.jfca.2008.11.012 

Song, Y., Wang, P., Li, G., Zhou, D., 2014. Relationships between functional diversity and ecosystem 
functioning: A review. Acta Ecol. Sin. 34, 85–91. doi:10.1016/j.chnaes.2014.01.001 

Tilman, D., Reich, P.B., Knops, J.M.H., 2006. Biodiversity and ecosystem stability in a decade-long 
grassland experiment. Nature 441, 629–632. doi:10.1038/nature04742 

Turvey, C.G., Driver, H.C., Baker, T.G., 1988. Systematic and Nonsystematic Risk in Farm Portfolio 
Selection. Am. J. Agric. Econ. 70, 831–836. doi:10.2307/1241924 

Vandermeer, J., Schultz, B., 1990. Variability, Stability, and Risk in Intercropping: Some Theoretical 
Explorations. pp. 205–229. doi:10.1007/978-1-4612-3252-0_14 

Warlop, F., 2016. The smart project: a focus on fruit trees and vegetables agroforestry systems in 
France, in: 3rd European Agroforestry Conference. EURAF, Montpellier, France, pp. 129–131. 

Wezel, A., Casagrande, M., Celette, F., Vian, J.F., Ferrer, A., Peigné, J., 2014. Agroecological 
practices for sustainable agriculture. A review. Agron. Sustain. Dev. 34, 1–20. 
doi:10.1007/s13593-013-0180-7 

Wood, S.A., Karp, D.S., DeClerck, F., Kremen, C., Naeem, S., Palm, C.A., 2015. Functional traits in 
agriculture: Agrobiodiversity and ecosystem services. Trends Ecol. Evol. 30, 531–539. 
doi:10.1016/j.tree.2015.06.013 

 


