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This handbook includes contributions from established and emerging scholars from around
the world and draws on multiple approaches and subjects to explore the socio-economic,
cultural, ecological, institutional, legal, and policy aspects of regenerative food practices.

The future of food is uncertain. We are facing an overwhelming number of intercon-
nected and complex challenges related to the ways we grow, distribute, access, eat, and dis-
pose of food. Yet, there are stories of hope and opportunities for radical change towards
food systems that enhance the ability of living things to co-evolve. Given this, activities and
imaginaries looking to improve, rather than just sustain, communities and ecosystems are
needed, as are fresh perspectives and new terminology. The Routledge Handbook of Sustainable
and Regenerative Food Systems addresses this need. The chapters cover diverse practices, geog-
raphies, scales, and entry-points. They focus not only on the core requirements to deliver
sustainable agriculture and food supply, but go beyond this to think about how these can
also actively participate with social-ecological systems. The book is presented in an accessible
way, with reflection questions meant to spark discussion and debate on how to transition to
safe, just, and healthy food systems. Taken together, the chapters in this handbook highlight
the consequences of current food practices and showcase the multiple ways that people are
doing food differently.

The Routledge Handbook of Sustainable and Regenerative Food Systems is essential reading for
students and scholars interested in food systems, governance and practices, agroecology, rural
sociology, and socio-environmental studies.

Jessica Duncan is Associate Professor in the Rural Sociology Group, Wageningen Univer-
sity, the Netherlands.

Michael Carolan is a Professor in the Department of Sociology, Colorado State University,
USA.

Johannes S.C. Wiskerke is Professor and Chair of the Rural Sociology Group, Wagenin-
gen University, the Netherlands.



“The Routledge Handbook of Sustainable and Regenerative Food Systems brings together the dif-
ferent dimensions of food in a comprehensive manner. It provides new insights for regener-
ating our broken food systems while making clear the role that care, pleasure, cultures,
people, and the planet play in this. A different way to approach alternative food systems and
practices under the regenerative umbrella where sharing, caring, and commoning play
a central role. Definitely a must read for those willing to imagine thriving food futures.”
—Dr Marta Rivera Ferre, Director, Agroecology and Food Systems Chair,
UNESCO Chair Woman, University of Vic-Central
University of Catalonia, Catalonia

“There is an unprecedented consensus that a deep reform of food systems is needed. How-
ever, a shared vision on how to get the reform done does not exist yet. This Handbook —
providing a coherent set of principles, theory, and evidence — addresses this gap. It is an
essential resource for researchers, policy makers, and civil society to build visions and prac-
tices for transition.”

—Professor Gianluca Brunori, Professor of Food Policy, University of Pisa, Italy
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1

REGENERATING FOOD
SYSTEMS

A social-ecological approach

Jessica Duncan, Michael Carolan, and Johannes S.C. Wiskerke

Introduction

The future of food is uncertain. Rising levels of malnutrition, inequality, and environmental
degradation point to the failure of food systems to deliver safe and healthy food for all. As this
book goes to press, roughly one in five people around the world are under lock-down we
collectively face down the Covid 19 pandemic. Yet people still need to eat. This has proven hard
for some as supply chains buckle under the weight of households hording foodstuffs. Meanwhile,
meat processing plants are closing, as workers, without health care, fall ill and die. To say nothing
of the waste, like the US dairy farmers who had to dump millions of gallons of milk once under
contract to any of the thousands of schools shut for the remainder of the academic year. Crises
always highlight the core flaws of any system. As Covid-19 remains fresh in our minds, we hope
these limits turn into opportunities as we realize the need for new way of thinking about we
organize food systems.

As a concept, sustainability has evolved a great deal since the late 20th century, expanding
beyond academia to become ‘an orthodoxy for discourses’ across the public and private sectors
(Axinte et al. 2019, 120). There is quite broad agreement about the multi-dimensional nature of
sustainability as a concept in so far as it includes the pursuit of social equity, the creation of
human welfare (often through economic means), and the maintenance of a natural resource base
(Béné et al. 2019, 123). The so-called Brundtland Report (1987, para. 23) added a time
dimension: that we must ensure sustainable development ‘meets the needs of the present
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs’.

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, launched in 2016, builds on these
developments and puts forwards a global plan of action. With the formal adoption of the 17
interconnected Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), governments are tasked with
developing pathways towards social, economic, and environmental dimensions of sustainability.
The ambition of a regenerative food system is in line with the SDGs and reflects the realization
that radical, systemic changes are needed if we are ever meet those ambitious but existentially
necessary goals. To be regenerative implies a degree of cumulative emergence — a more-than-the-
sum-of-the-parts type of outlook that is interested in more than maintenance.

The SDGs have set the international agenda for addressing sustainable development and they
reflect a complex and broad view of sustainability, albeit with limitations. Practical strategies for
achieving these aims remain unspecified and discussions around sustainability are frequently



Table 1.1 Relations between regenerative food systems and the SDGs

Goal

Relation to regenerative food systems

Goal 1: No Poverty

Goal 2: Zero Hunger

Goal 3: Good Health
and Wellbeing

Goal 4: Quality
Education

Goal 5: Gender
Equality

Goal 6: Clean Water
and Sanitation

Goal 7: Affordable and
Clean Energy

Goal 8: Decent Work
and Economic Growth

Goal 9: Industry,
Innovation, and

Infrastructure

Goal 10: Reduced
Inequality

A core value of regeneration must be to regenerate fair, equitable systems,
where food producers receive a fair price for their products and where con-
sumers have access to healthy foods at an affordable price. This will require

a redistribution of financial flows in the food system and a radical change away
from (who) profits in the food value chain.

Achieving food security — ensuring stable access to healthy and culturally appro-
priate foods at all times, for all people — through sustainable practices must be

a top priority for decision makers around the world. Working towards regen-
erative food systems allows for an opening up of possible pathways to meet this
goal while ensuring that solutions are grounded in local contexts and are work-
ing with the entire food system to regenerate soils, seeds, health and sustainable
diets, and vibrant communities.

Regeneration of healthy foods and healthy systems is at the core of regenerative
food systems. Key to regenerative food systems is recognizing the importance of
wellbeing for regenerative systems and how to regenerate practices and relations
that promote wellbeing.

Holistic education includes food literacy but also literacy in how to navigate the
food landscape. Regenerative food systems require educational pathways that
iteratively link back into the livelihoods, capabilities, and desires of communi-
ties and cannot be imposed from outside.

The majority of food producers around the world are women yet they maintain
unequal access to land, financing, education, and other resources. Equality,
regardless of gender, is fundamental for maintaining food systems that regener-
ate values of fairness and equity. This principle must also extend across races,
religions, abilities, and sexualities.

Regenerative food systems do not contribute to the pollution of water further,
they are attuned to the responsible use of water.

Clean energy that is accessible to all will be needed to support regenerative
food systems from farm to fork. A transition to clean energy will involve trade-
offs and may lead to negative societal impacts in the short term, particularly for
more vulnerable segments of society. However, acting now is likely to lead to
less negative impacts than acting later, when it will arguably be too late. Ensur-
ing that support systems are in place to limit the impacts on people will also be
fundamental in the short to medium time. Funding this will be a challenge but
feasible, for example through new approaches to taxation.

Regenerative food systems are designed to give more meaning to existing food
systems jobs. This entails a shift wherein there is broad societal recognition and
appreciation of work across the food system and changes in payment and profit
structures.

Industry can play a key role in expanding or scaling up regenerative food
system practices and principles but it is important that the concept of regener-
ation in relation to food systems not become co-opted by industry. This is fun-
damentally about practices.

Similarly, investment in infrastructure can facilitate the uptake and integration
of regenerative food practices.

A regenerative food system has values of fairness and equity at its core. Reduced
inequality relates to other goals such as access to food, gender equality, access to
education and quality work with fair wages.

(Continued )



Table 1.1 (Cont.)

Regenerating food systems

Goal

Relation to regenerative food systems

Goal 11: Sustainable
Cities and
Communities

Goal 12: Responsible
Consumption and
Production

Goal 13: Climate
Action

Goal 14: Life Below
Water

Goal 15: Life on Land
Goal 16: Peace and

Justice, Strong
Institutions

Goal 17: Partnerships
for the Goals

Regenerative food systems are key to sustainable cities and communities and
are useful for advancing the three pillars of sustainability: ecological, social, eco-
nomic. Cities are key leaders in food system transition and need to be actively
developing integrated policies that move beyond sustainability towards
regeneration.

The link between responsible consumption and production is key within regen-
erative food systems. For food production to be viable, there is a need for
appropriate markets.

We are facing a climate emergency. Concrete and rapid change is needed from
governments, the private sector, and broader society. Conventional agriculture
is a major contributor to climate change. Regenerative food systems need to
ensure that greenhouse gas emissions are limited. These will be different
depending on eco-region. There is no single best solution. We also recognize
that there may be contradictions when it comes to what is best for the climate
and best for biodiversity. These contradictions need to be made explicit and
democratic processes are needed to make difficult decisions.

The sea provides a range of food products that are fished and harvested. Doing
this in a sustainable manner, with a view to regeneration, is fundamental for not
only maintaining but regenerating fish stocks and marine environments.

The goal of protecting, restoring, and promoting sustainable use of terrestrial eco-
systems is fundamentally aligned with the objectives of regenerative food systems.
The promotion of peaceful and inclusive societies is a core value of regenerative
systems. Food insecurity and hunger are on the rise and conflict contributes to
this. We can expect greater conflicts as the impacts of climate changes increase
and there is more migration. Regenerative food systems that are adaptable to
climatic changes and climatic variability are fundamental to limiting conflict,
particularly in areas of protracted crisis.

There is a clear need to strengthen means of implementing systemic change
towards sustainable and regenerative systems through global partnerships.
Indeed, an integrated approach that sees cities, nations, regions, and inter-
national actors working together in a comprehensive and coherent way is
needed to pave pathways to regeneration. At the same time, it is fundamental
that local contexts are respected and one-size-fits-all solutions are avoided.

reduced to the environmental dimension (Béné et al. 2019, 123). Further, progress towards
achieving SDG 2 — to end hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition, and promote
sustainable agriculture — is far from positive. Data from 2016 suggest that the number of
chronically undernourished people in the world increased to 815 million, up from 777 million in
2015 (FAO et al. 2017). That same year, 21 countries experienced high or moderately high
domestic prices for one or more staple cereal food commodities (UN 2017, 4). Aid allocated to
agriculture from member countries of the Development Assistance Committee of the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) remains where it was in the
late 1990s, at 7 per cent. The prospects of achieving a sustainable future are looking bleak.

One challenge is that, despite international agreement around 17 goals and 169 targets,
sustainability remains a contested and political concept and process (Béné et al. 2019, 124;
Eakin et al. 2017, 3). While most agree that our food system is failing, what the failure is
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about is less clear (for a summary see Béné et al. 2019) due to competing interpretations of
key problems, solutions, and competing interests (Béné et al. 2019; Moragues-Faus,
Sonnino, and Marsden 2017). Further, understandings of sustainability and food systems are
informed by the underlying values that shape how experts view and interpret the world
(Béné et al. 2019, 117; Eakin et al. 2017; Foran et al. 2014). Some experts point to the
inability of the system to feed future populations, calling for a closing of the yield gap and
investments in existing supply chains. Others are concerned about the inability of the system
to deliver a healthy diet and call for a closing of the nutrient gap. There are those who are
concerned about the inability of the system to produce equal and equitable benefits and call
for enhanced grassroots autonomy. And there are those who think that the greatest failure is
about impacts on the environment and push for a reduction of the ‘food-print’. Others see
the failure as a mix of some or all these perspectives.

We acknowledge that the root of the problem is not narrative or conceptual, but we also
know that how we talk about these challenges matters. From where we stand, it is clear that
we need better concepts and new stories that position us as part of nature; not as sustainers
of nature, but as active participants in an integrated cycle of regeneration. We need
examples that refer to processes of enhancing the ability of living beings to co-evolve in
ways that allow for diversity, complexity, and creativity (Mang and Haggard 2016, xiv); that
invoke images of participating with the environment in harmony with ecological systems,
instead of images of doing less damage (Reed 2007).

Sustainability, in its dominant form, is primarily an exercise in efficiency. With
regeneration, we push for a shift in focus: to fundamentally rethink and redesign our food
and related practices so that they (re)build and contribute to (i.e. regenerate) soil fertility,
community cohesion, integrated policies, or sustainable diets, to name but a few. We accept
that this concept will certainly be subject to many of the same tensions, challenges, and
limitations as the concept of sustainability. However, unlike the verb sustain — to support or
to cause something to continue — the verb regenerate means to produce or create. We
argue for moving beyond ‘supporting’ and ‘maintaining’ towards ‘creating’ is what is
needed — to engage in a politics and to afford practices that add to the world (Carolan
2013). While we need to move beyond business as usual, we also need to regenerate the
systems that have been adversely impacted. This more adequately reflects the values and
principles that are needed to move towards safe, just, healthy, and diverse food systems.
Towards this end, we conceptualize regeneration as a holistic approach that moves past
neutral environmental impact towards the creation of effects for a mutually supportive
symbiosis across the food system (Axinte et al. 2019). From this approach, the human—
nature dualism dissolves, making analytic and practical space for co-creating and co-
evolving. It forces an engagement with the production of life, and on the ways this is
cultivated.

Six principles for regenerative food systems

While many of the chapters in this handbook address practices which may be considered
niche, it is important to note that these are not merely ‘alternative’ food systems: these are
systems which foster agro-bio-socio-economic diversity. In turn, these chapters address many
of the key challenges facing food systems (e.g. climate change, changing demographics, labour,
access to land; soil fertility, displacement, animal welfare, food waste, health, and justice).
Taken as a whole, these chapters point to a number of key practices and ideas that
would appear central to advancing regenerative food systems. We present them here as
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principles for regenerative food systems, noting that these are not exclusive or clear-cut
principles, but rather dynamic and cross-cutting.
The six principles are:

1)  Acknowledging and including diverse forms of knowing and being
2) Taking care of people, animals, and the planet

3) Moving beyond capitalist approaches

4)  Commoning the food system

5) Promoting accountable innovations

6) Long-term planning and rural-urban relations

Principle 1: to acknowledge and include diverse forms of knowing and
being in the world

Many chapters in this handbook speak to the need to embrace diverse approaches to
research, including Indigenous and traditional ecological knowledges. Towards this end,
Levkoe et al. (Chapter 2) bring in an explicitly normative agenda for regenerative food
system research that builds on theories and practices of decolonization, feminism, post-
capitalism, co-production of nature and knowledge, and engaged scholarship to
enhance a more traditional political economy approach. This aligns well with the
arguments put forward by Chesnais (Chapter 5) on the need for cultural
appropriateness in the development of regenerative practices. Going more specific,
Dwiartma (Chapter 3) and Huambachano (Chapter 4) present traditional and
Indigenous practices to illustrate the ways these can move us towards more sustainable
and regenerative food systems. Blay-Palmer et al. (Chapter 6) show how existing
frameworks including the Right to Adequate Food, the UN Declaration on the Rights
of Indigenous People, and the Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural
Heritage can function to support Indigenous and traditional food systems. They argue
that protecting cultural heritage is key to advancing regenerative food systems. In
terms of including diverse forms of knowing in policy making and governance
processes, Deijl and Duncan (Chapter 7) call for critical reflection and action when it
comes to the design and roll-out of participatory food policy processes. They argue
that policies for regenerative food systems need to be participatory and co-produced
by a diversity of stakeholders and that meaningful and that representative co-
production is needed.

Principle 2: taking care of people, animals, and the environment

A regenerative food future must have justice at its core. Towards this end, Stock and Szrot
(Chapter 8) present a reflection on justice in relation to regenerative food systems, arguing that
justice is a struggle to reshape reality in ways which allow for people to flourish. Looking
specifically at labor, Sbicca (Chapter 9) explores tensions between food labor and technology
by positioning these in class struggle. Engaging with class is key to position visions of
regenerative labor alongside actually existing economic conditions, both historically and
contemporarily. Hassink and colleagues (Chapter 10) focus on caring in agriculture. Using care
ethics as a tool to analyse agricultural and food practices that aim to reconnect with society and
nature, they argue that caring agriculture can transition approaches of control towards ones of
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partnership and respect, values which must be at the core of any regenerative food system.
Weis and Ellis (Chapter 11) turn to current debates on the role of animals in regenerative food
systems and map out arguments for different forms of farming that take care of animals. Taking
a different position in relation to animals, Amos and Bailey (Chapter 12) look at the
management of fisheries, highlighting how our food systems are embedded within socio-
cultural, economic, and ecological contexts. Focusing on examples from Canada they make
a case for considering food systems as a part of complex environmental and human systems
(sometimes referred to as social-ecological systems). In so doing, opportunities open up to align
human health and wellbeing with environmental health.

Principle 3: to overcome capitolocentrism when it comes to
understanding how people access food

As Levkoe et al. explain (Chapter 2), capitalocentrism refers here to the positioning of all
market processes with reference to capitalism. With this principle we dare people to think
and look beyond the constraints of capitalism to uncover myriad practices (existing and
potential) that contribute to regenerative food systems. Schneider and Cassol (Chapter 13)
place the discussion on agri-food markets within the broader scope of economic sociology,
highlighting the analytical approaches to markets that have been mobilized by leading
schools of contemporary sociological thinking. In so doing they uncover possibilities for
dialogue and expand the explanatory potential of markets. Wegerif’'s (Chapter 14)
contribution offers a more concrete entry point into thinking about how markets function
in a non-capitolocentric way, through the concept of a symbiotic food system. Symbiotic
food systems are organized around how people arrange their economic activities to meet
their daily needs. Importantly, the concept includes reflections on the management of the
tension between the individual striving to look after themselves and working in solidarity
for the mutual benefit of the others involved.

Davies (Chapter 15) also highlights the importance of looking at what people do and
how they organize to access food in her chapter on sharing. By mapping the digital traces of
contemporary food sharing initiatives, she highlights a diversity of practices that exist, but
are often overlooked, and which advance key tenets of a more sustainable and regenerative
food system. Taking a broader view, Stephens and Clapp (Chapter 16) consider the impact
of financial systems on food systems, and examine how social finance could potentially
support more regenerative food systems in the context of financialization in the agri-food
sector. Social finance refers to investment for social and environmental return, rather than
purely for financial gain. This relates to questions raised by Carolan (Chapter 17) who,
looking at smaller-scale entrepreneurs, calls for more discussion around businesses whose
owners seek to maximize profit, particularly in light of the pro social trade-offs. Carolan
also highlights the numerous ways that small-scale food entrepreneurs can become trapped
in cycles of debt, while reminding us that gender dynamics need to be explicitly addressed
in efforts to build regenerative food systems. While many innovations and practices exist
outside of and or in opposition to capitalist approaches, we are also reminded that many
people are working to make ends meet and to build businesses within a capitalist
framework. For example, Nuiiez-Solis et al. (Chapter 18) provide a case for individualised
market strategies to support regenerative food systems based on their research into coffee
production in Costa Rica. They show how some small-scale producers are moving away
from international cooperative marketing structures (i.e. Fair Trade), opting instead for
individualized, market-based strategies.
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Principle 4: a commoning of the food system

As Ferrando (Chapter 19) explains, commoning the food system calls for qualifying food as
a non-commodity, and as part of a commons. In this vision, food is a non-commodity at
the center of an ecological organization structured around the principles of anti-colonialism,
anti-patriarchy, equality, social justice, and on the recognition of the inherent co-
construction of nature and society as intrinsically connected. This approach provides
a conceptual entry point to engage not only with the status quo but also with the idea of
multiple food systems that are both common and communing. The latter is argued to be
a central process of interacting that is key as we move towards regenerative food systems.

Grivins (Chapter 20) builds on the idea of commoning food by considering foraging
practices in relation to regenerative food systems. He argues that foraging also usefully
creates new linkages between categories that are often perceived as contradictory —
environment and person, the local and the global, the past and the present, and the
traditional and the modern. Patnaik and Jongerden (Chapter 21) also challenge the view of
food as a commodity by showing how conservation and sharing of landrace varieties and use
of sustainable farming methods helped communities to interact and rebuild their farms.
Their case study shows how seed sharing and collection through the space of commons can
lead to the restoration, rebuilding, and regeneration of agricultural practices informed by
traditional, Indigenous knowledge in ways that are beneficial for small-scale farmers and key
to promoting regenerative food systems. Natividad and colleagues (Chapter 22) provide
insights into different modes of management of life in agriculture and food by examining
agrobiodiversity as the product of an aesthetic order. In so doing, they show how a situated
reordering of food systems can contributes to the possibility of more regenerative
agriculture, food, and nutrition.

Principle 5: accountable innovations that advance regenerative
and just food systems

When thinking about regenerative food systems, it is clear that innovations are needed:
business as usual is not an option (IAASTD 2009). In this context, we understand
innovations as new forms of social practice and organization, as well as new or improved
technological products and processes. Accountability is linked to what is seen as legitimate
in a political culture; to what citizens in a specific setting and time period deem acceptable.
This can be complicated when we consider that so many of the problems we face when it
comes to food systems can be classified as ‘wicked problems’: problems of extreme
consequence to humanity (and the earth) that are difficult or impossible to solve (Conklin
2006; Duncan 2015; Rittel and Webber 1974). This in turn links to the first principle,
acknowledge and include diverse forms of knowing and being in the world. We recognize
this only complexifies an already complicated matter, but as Einstein reminds us, “We can’t
solve problems by using the same kind of thinking we used when we created them’.
Harnessing the positive potential for innovation to advance regenerative food systems
means also recognizing that some innovations may contribute to environmental degradation,
disrupt livelihoods, and exacerbate inequalities (UNCTAD 2017). As such, the innovations
which are supported (with time, labor, financing, and policy support) need to account for
social, ecological, economic impacts. Accountable innovation demands we ask key
questions, such as what kinds of innovation are both needed and capable of being
regenerative; queries that ultimately hinge on processes and principles of social inclusivity
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and political transparency (Bronson 2019; Eastwood et al. 2017; van der Burg, Bogaardt,
and Wolfert 2019). Processes that rely on co-production or citizen science could provide
useful guidance here.

While it is clear that more thinking is needed as to how to hold private actors
accountable to the wider society, it is also clear that we need to ensure that innovations (be
they technical or social) are acceptable to the communities where they are being
implemented, that they address root problems (not just symptoms), and that they are
transparent in terms of who gets what, why, and how.

One key development within food systems innovations that aims to tackle root problems
builds on the circular economy. Pascucci (Chapter 23) explains that circular economy is
based on a number of key principles: resources need to circulate in closed loops; renewable
energy should be used where possible; and diversity should be celebrated. He also
highlights, importantly, that in discussions around food and circular economy, there is
a polarization around two narratives, each of which leads to the identification of very
different food futures. Using a food systems design approach he suggests two possible
pathways for transitions: globalized industrial ecology and networked agro-ecology.

Bronson (Chapter 24) takes a closer look at the tools and technologies emerging in the
field of digital agriculture. The research shows that, in the current economic and legal
order, these innovations do not yet support regenerative purposes but are rather reproducing
a number of social and cultural food system challenges. Yet it is also clear that there is an
opportunity to shape digital innovations and their infrastructures for a diversity of food
system actors. We reiterate here the importance of accountable innovation.

Macharia (Chapter 25) presents possibilities for new pathways for innovation at the farm
level. Exploring relationships between digital technologies, medium-scale farmers, and the
phenomenon of telephone farming he shows how digitalization can change business
processes. These digital technologies engender specific effects which in turn reshape the
debate on how we think and talk about agri-food-based technologies.

Principle 6: the importance of planning for the advancement
of regenerative food systems

Regenerative food systems require thoughtful, deliberate, and long-term planning. Central to
planning for regenerative food systems is rethinking the rural/urban divide. Woods (Chapter
26) usefully considers the significance of rural-urban linkages in current and future food
systems. This is fundamental as food is at the core of the rural-urban relation. Contemporary
food systems involve rural-urban interactions that stretch over longer distances, and in turn
create dependencies between non-adjacent localities. While urban agriculture is gaining much
needed attention, it is clear that the global countryside feeds an increasingly urbanized global
population. In turn, Woods notes that a transition to more sustainable forms of farming is
likely to involve the relocation of food production back closer to urban markets, including the
reinvigoration of urban and peri-urban agriculture.

Morse et al. (Chapter 27) address some of these concerns by taking a landscape
perspective on planning. In their chapter they highlight the promise of working landscape
policy approaches for engaging public support for progressive food production policies.
Their reflections illustrate the importance of funding, culture, place, and human—
environmental interactions in developing appropriate policies. Further, taking a landscape
view to planning pushes people out of silos and allows for improved dialogue around the
possibilities and potential of landscapes for regenerative ends. Ilieva (Chapter 28) expands on
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this idea: by taking a foodshed approach to food-city co-evolution she presents clear reasons
why planning for regenerative food systems is a vital new frontier in city planning and agri-
food planning more broadly.

Soma (Chapter 29) brings us back to a circular economy approach and challenges us to
reflect on the categorization of food and waste. In so doing, she aims to provide alternative
ways to view and value food. From the perspective that food waste is a resource, Soma
outlines how waste can be managed better in a regenerative food system, without losing
sight of unequal and uneven waste collection. In explaining how food waste can become
a resource within a circular food system, she also draws attention to the urgent need to
revitalize biodegradable food packaging.

Finally, Ionis (Chapter 30) presents a broader reflection on the relations between food
insecurity and the market-based globalized world. He reminds us that in our current state of
climate and food crises, efforts are underway to present these as non-political crises that can
be overcome through the incorporation of more production areas and more input-intense
technologies. He usefully reminds us that crises are moments where we need to react.

While developing this book we repeatedly asked ourselves: do we need a new label?
With agroecology, permaculture, climate smart agriculture, ecological intensification,
sustainable intensification, do we really want to engage with yet another concept. Since you
are reading this, you have already figured out that the answer is yes. There are two main
reasons we came to this decision.

First, we note that regenerative is emerging as a new buzz word in the agri-food domain
and it is important for us to get a handle on what it means and how it can be usefully
applied. The term regenerative is one that is emerging in some scientific disciplines — spatial
design for example (Cole 2012a, 2012b; Mang and Haggard 2016), but also in the sociology
of food and agriculture — and we look at it as a step beyond sustainability. This leads us to
the second reason. We identified an opportunity to participate in the shaping of this
concept, from a socio-ecological perspective, to help move us beyond some of the limits of
sustainability. As explained above, we need a concept that can better reconcile relations
between the social and environmental; one that actively locates society and community in
its models. We can see value in the concept insofar as it can challenge the dominant
scientific mindset that is busy with input/output level analysis and de-political constructions
of sustainability (Duncan 2015, 2016). This handbook thus moves us beyond the boundaries
of sustainability, to focus less on maintaining systems, towards practices that build and
regenerate ecosystems, communities, and cultures. Regenerative approaches to food systems
seek to understand and implement practices that reinstate and regenerate over time. These
approaches take into account not only farming systems, but also farm families, fishers,
pastoralists, workers, migrants, rural communities, landscapes, and regions and ecosystems.
They are key to our collective food futures.

Discussion questions

1. We have proposed six principles to inform a transition towards regenerative food sys-
tems. Can you think of other principles and reflect on what they would add?

2. We argued that thinking about regeneration moved us beyond the nature—culture
binary and allows for thinking around co-creation. Can you think of examples of what
this kind of thinking looks like in practice?

3. How does a ‘regenerative’ lens complicate recent investments by industry to promote
sustainability along the supply chain?
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A POLITICAL ECONOMY FOR
REGENERATIVE FOOD
SYSTEMS

Towards an integrated research agenda

Charles Z. Levkoe, Ana Moragues-Faus, and Jessica Duncan

Introduction

The political economy of food has catalysed a critical analysis within food studies.' Scholars
have used political economy to analyse food systems dynamics, and to argue that food, and
food systems, cannot be understood as abstract concepts outside of social relationships (see
for example Bernstein 2010, 2017; Buttel 2001; Fine 1994; Friedmann 1993). In turn,
political economy has been fundamental to understanding the power dynamics inherent
within the development of the global food systems that have replaced subsistence agriculture
and regional markets over the past centuries. Constantly evolving, political economy helps
to uncover power relations across all aspects of food systems along with related social and
ecological influences and impacts. While the political economy of food is multifaceted,
analysis tends to focus on the role that capital and the state have played in restructuring
agriculture and fisheries along with grassroots efforts to develop more sustainable food
systems within the context of (late) capitalism. As the challenges facing food systems
continue to evolve, it is important to reflect on the value of political economy as a research
tool for advancing regenerative food systems, as these are desperately needed.

Climate change has increased rates of species extinction, loss of biodiversity, and
increased inequality threatening food systems and the social and ecological health of all life
on earth. In 2019, the world’s leading climate scientists published a report through the
United Nations’ Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) warning that, in just
over a decade, global warming will increase risks of drought, floods, extreme heat and
poverty, with devastating impacts on hundreds of millions around the globe (IPCC 2019).
Food systems researchers are increasingly recognizing the links between food, well-being,
and the planet’s health. Recently, reports from the International Panel of Experts on
Sustainable Food Systems (IPES-Food 2015, 2016, 2017) and the EAT-Lancet Commission
(Willett et al. 2019) warned of the dangers of current food systems trends that put profits
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over social and ecological health. Recognizing these new realities, we suggest that scholars
must seriously consider the possibilities for a political economy of regenerative food
systems — that is, food systems that feed people, work with nature, and are controlled by
those that grow, harvest, and forage for food. Our understanding of regenerative food
systems is based in systems thinking and rooted in ideals of food sovereignty and
agroecology (Rosset and Altieri 2017; Wittman et al. 2010). It is above all fundamentally
concerned with building healthy people, healthy communities, and a healthy planet.

In this chapter, we present a brief review of the evolution of the political economy of
food systems research. We argue that while there are significant gaps in the ways that this
existing framework has addressed sustainable food systems, scholars should continue to
engage with political economy in order to critically address the flows of power. Building on
a critical review of the literature and reflecting on our own scholarship, and recognizing
that justice must remain at the foundation of any analytical framework, we propose potential
hybridizations of the political economy approach to food systems with other conceptual
developments. These include decolonizing approaches, feminist groundings, post-capitalist
approaches, co-production of knowledge and nature, and engaged scholarship. We argue
that, when combined with a more traditional political economy framework, these
approaches expand the potential for research to advance regenerative food systems. As such,
integrating innovative theoretical and practical perspectives along with related
methodological tools offers new and exciting horizons.

Evolution of a political economy of food systems

Political economy to food systems was adopted in the 1980s as an approach to identify the
multiple relations between people, capital, and space that contributed to ill health, inequity,
and ecological degradation (Buttel 2001; Friedmann 1982; Marsden et al. 1996). Political
economy approaches have since gained popularity in the study of food systems in part due
to the focus on power relations and the resulting socio-material inequalities. According to
Collinson (2003, 10), political economy analyses concentrate on “the interaction of political
and economic processes in a society: the distribution of power and wealth between different
groups and individuals, and the processes that create, sustain and transform these
relationships over time.” Bernstein (2017, 8) has put forward questions to uncover the key
relations of power with respect to social interactions and the ways they impact and influence
decision-making across food systems. He asks: Who owns what? Who does what? Who gets
what? What do they do with it? Usefully, these can be applied “across different sites and
scales, from individual farming households through village, local and national socioeconomic
units of investigation to the world economy” (Bernstein 2017, 8). These simple questions
align with a political economy approach insofar as they help up uncover relations of power
and the various ways social relations impact and influence decision-making across food
systems.

A political economy approach to food systems is further distinguished by its analysis of
food as part of both political and economic processes. Moreover, the dynamics of food
systems are understood in terms of relations of power and not simply material goods and
outcomes. Political economy approaches have incorporated wide historical and geographical
perspectives, helping to explain why and how power changes over time, and how the
activities of one group affect others (Collinson 2003:10). As such, political economy
approaches are used to understand the economic and political dynamics that affect issues
such as access, availability, production, harvesting, and consumption.
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A political economy approach has also been used to analyse food systems processes at
different scales, with a particular focus on agriculture. An example of this is the study of
farmers’ strategies through a range of structuralist approaches which include exploring the
agrarian question and the class position of food producers (Goodman and Watts 1997). Over
time food systems scholars have adapted political economy approaches to address gaps and
emerging issues. The so-called consumption turn in food systems research (part of the
broader cultural turn in geography and other disciplines) offered new approaches and tools
for analysing power relations and addressed questions of value and quality across the food
chain. This focus on consumption served to highlicht gaps in the political economy
scholarship that had been focused primarily on a structural analysis of agricultural production
(Buttel 2001). Adapting to these new perspectives, political economy scholars started to
address the agency of food producers, retailers and consumers along with the role of culture
and identity within food politics (Goodman and DuPuis 2002; Lockie and Kitto 2000).
These approaches expanded the scope of political economy by stressing the need to address
issues of identity and incorporate behavioral perspectives. In so doing they provided new
ways of accounting for agency in theorizing change.

Despite this, many critics warned of insufficient engagement with feminist theory,
postcolonial theory, critical race studies, and social constructivism (Galt 2013). Scholars have
also argued that political economy approaches have failed to appreciate new ecological
conditions within food systems and been insufficient in their recognition and, in turn,
conceptualizations of the role of nature (Boyd et al. 2001; Galt 2013). For example, the
focus on human agency brought about by the consumption turn ignored the role of non-
human actors in food systems and lamented an omission of nature in explaining prospects
for societal change. Many of these critical elements are addressed by the increasingly
influential field of political ecology (Perreault et al. 2015), which more fully integrates ideas
of nature into its analysis and is expanding in many directions including urban political
ecology, feminist political ecology, and the political ecology of food (see below).
A recognition of co-production of knowledge and nature has been championed by diverse
theoretical perspectives, from political ecology to social innovation. Food systems researchers
are increasingly aware of the need to mobilize this concept as a means to incorporate nature
more fully in political economy debates. For that purpose, political ecology perspectives are
considered particularly useful, along with other concepts such as socio-natures, insofar as
they examine the historically situated process through which nature and society are
materially and discursively co-productive of one another (Aeberhard and Rist 2009; Alkon
2013).

Despite these limits, we maintain a commitment to political economy insofar as it is
useful for continuing to identify and critique socio-economic and political dynamics of food
systems by exposing how power operates across multiple scales. Furthermore, we recognize
that by-passing socio-economic and political relations can contribute to actively reproducing
social inequalities (Gibson-Graham 2006; Gregson 1995; Winter 2003). However, we
contend that an explicitly political and normative agenda is required to advance a research
agenda that can move us towards regenerative and equitable food systems. In what follows
we put forward a proposal for a hybrid approach for understanding food system dynamics
that builds on the strengths of political economy. Such hybrid approaches have been
championed notably within cultural geography and post-structural sociology and include the
theories that supersede structure/agency dichotomies (Busch and Juska 1997; Lockie 2002;
Wilkinson 2006) and embrace socio-ecological perspectives to bridge society and nature
(Moragues-Faus and Marsden 2017).
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Expanding the political economy of sustainable food systems

From this brief review, it is clear that the lines of political economy are increasingly blurring
its contours. We note the continued value and use of established political economy
approaches but also recognize a need to continue to expand and evolve in order to address
the changing social and ecological context. Expanding political economy for regenerative
food systems requires an integrated approach to research and action. We here argue that it
calls for an explicit and critical normative positioning that is grounded in a justice
perspective. Further, it must not only recognize the value of different perspectives, but also
acknowledge and account for different ways of knowing alongside traditional forms of
academic knowledge that has dominated political economy to date. There is also the need
to value historical approaches that map cultural flows and help to elucidate how narratives
and socio-ecological conditions are created (and to be prepared to discard those that do not
serve normative objectives). In the following subsections, we present a sample of approaches
and methods we deem fundamental to a regenerative food systems research agenda that can
contribute to a political economy approach (and vice versa). For each, we also provide
examples from our own research experiences to reflect on how these theoretical tools add
valuable insights to conceptualize and enact sustainable food system practices while
highlighting the challenges arising in an application of these frameworks.

Decolonizing approaches

Broadly speaking decolonization is a deeply political process that refers to the theoretical and
practical contestation and (re)imagining of western and colonial narratives and social
relations. Decolonizing approaches refer to disconnecting from systems that have
contributed to the violence (and in many cases genocide) against Indigenous people (Smith
2013). Applied to research, decolonization is a recognition that academic ways of knowing
are implicated in the colonial and imperial project and have furthered the marginalization
and oppression of Indigenous people around the globe. Furthermore, it is a recognition that
research can be a process of healing and revitalization for communities and Indigenous—
settler relationships (Kovach 2015; Wilson 2009).

Decolonizing approaches recognize the impacts of the dominant food system on
Indigenous peoples and their traditional territories (Grey and Patel 2015; Kepkiewicz and
Dale 2019). When discussing food systems, it is essential that researchers acknowledge that
political economy approaches are rooted in colonial knowledge and an uncritical use can
risk further epistemic violence (Teo 2010). This means addressing the power relations
inherent in the control and ownership of land, water, and seeds that have been appropriated
from Indigenous peoples through violence, disposition, and displacement. The history of the
dominant food system is synonymous with the history of colonialism and consolidation of
power (Mintz 1986). Furthermore, colonial structures (i.e. settler-colonialism) and
exploitative relationships are reproduced in everyday practices — including through research.
Decolonization must involve a process of supporting Indigenous resurgence, self-
determination, sovereignty, and nationhood, the repatriation of Indigenous land, and the
reimagining of all our relationships to land and water (Corntassel 2012; Tuck and Yang
2012). Decolonization can contribute to political economy’s commitment to identifying and
challenging the dominant capitalist, industrial food system through acknowledging and
addressing the impact on Indigenous communities and traditional territories (Grey and Patel
2015; Kepkiewicz and Dale 2019; Morrison 2011).
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The project “Understanding our Food Systems: Building Food Sovereignty in

Northwestern Ontario®”

is an example of a decolonizing approach. The project was led by
the Indigenous Food Circle, a network of Indigenous-led and Indigenous-serving
organizations in the Thunder Bay region, Canada (Levkoe et al. 2019d). Beginning in 2017,
a coordinating team of scholar-activists and community-based practitioners worked with
fourteen First Nations with the goal to rebuild Indigenous food systems and work towards
food sovereignty. The project and the coordinating team facilitated the development of
relationships through continuous communication and networking, while providing support
for action projects established by each First Nation (see Levkoe et al., 2019¢). This project
stands against research that has been conducted by academics or consultants that furthers the
settler-colonial project. Projects like Understanding our Food Systems that are led by First
Nations and rooted in food sovereignty and action-based outcomes demonstrate
opportunities to decolonize research.

Feminist groundings

Feminist research has contributed novel methodological approaches that work to challenge
and unravel dominant notions of research, allowing for more expansive sources and forms of
knowledge to emerge. These perspectives have enriched food systems research and political
economy perspectives for decades. This is not least because in nearly all societies gender has,
and continues to, play a central role in defining roles and responsibilities related to the
production, manufacturing, provisioning, eating, and disposal of food (Bock and Duncan
2017). Feminist researchers focus on ways that everyday practices, affective/emotional
relationships, and the micro-politics of control can help elucidate the multiscale co-
constitution of inequalities, from the body to the community to the global level. This
approach has had a major impact on understanding how power contributes to the
reproduction of the neoliberal globalized food system (Elmhirst 2011; Hayes-Conroy and
Hayes-Conroy 2013; Truelove 2011). Feminist approaches are particularly useful in
exploring embodied ways of knowing (and eating) (see for example Bryant and Jaworski
2011; Epstein 1996). Recent debates situate the focus on the intersectionality of gender,
class, race, and other subjectivities as lenses to understand the historical constitution and
current reproduction of foodscapes (Moragues-Faus and Marsden 2017). Lewis (2015, 423)
writes, “taking intersectionality into account also means fully embracing interdisciplinarity.”
Such approaches to the study of food serve to elucidate understandings of power as well as
resistance. Cunnift’ Gilson’s (2015) work has shown how the application of feminist theory
through core concepts such as vulnerability, relationality, and dependency are key to not
only understanding injustices in contemporary food systems but also pursuing food justice.
For her, a feminist approach helps resolve the tension between critiques of the industrial
food system and critiques of the sociocultural politics of food and health. Given that food
practices are gendered and that women commonly face higher risks and greater burdens
from the impacts of climate change in situations of poverty, and the majority of the world’s
poor are women, a political economy of regenerative food systems has much to gain from
integrating feminist groundings.

Taking a feminist approach to understanding changing access to land for pastoralists in
Gujarat India, the research of Duncan and Agarwal (2017) focused on women in order to
better understand challenges they face in exercising or maintaining their rights. Using
ethnographic data and an analytic framework building on sociological theories of practices
they analyse a typical day in the lives of the women in areas impacted by land grabbing. In
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so doing they identified specific ways in which the loss of access to land, and corresponding
loss of livestock, impacted the lives of pastoralist women, particularly related to work and to
domestic practices that a more traditional household perspective would perhaps not have
captured. The research found that the knowledge and skills making up the traditional social
practices of pastoralists were being rapidly replaced and it was unclear whether they could
be re-routinized. For many of the women this loss of lifestyle, culture, and heritage, but
also their identity, was a tragedy. However, the research also found that many women
struggled with the trade-offs of losing traditional practices but perceived gains, for example,
around improved access to formal education for children, including girls.

Post-capitalist approaches

Food production has been increasingly capitalized and industrialized, resulting in the
alienation of people from the food system. This separation has been identified as
a fundamental concern of unsustainability in the modern food system (Trauger and
Passidomo 2012). Yet at the same time much of the food systems scholarship, including
political economy research, has been accused of falling into a “capitalocentric trap.”
Capitalocentrism refers here to the positioning of all market processes with reference to
capitalism as “fundamentally the same as (or modelled upon) capitalism, or as being deficient
or substandard imitations; as being opposite to capitalism; as being the complement of
capitalism; as existing in capitalism’s space or orbit” (Gibson-Graham 1996, 6). As a result,
this approach tends to ignore or hide the diversity of ways people actually get, distribute,
and access food.

In response, post-capitalist approaches draw on a range of interdisciplinary fields (e.g.
poststructuralism, postcolonialism, decolonization, and feminism) to provide a critique of
capitalist development and produce alternative narratives and action rooted in equity and
justice. Gibson-Graham’s (1996, 2006) work on post-capitalist politics has bloomed into
a diverse and community economies approach that proposes an evolving set of theory and
actions to understand and assess innovations outside capitalist parameters (Community
Economies Collective 2001; Gibson-Graham et al. 2018). Increasingly, the diverse
economies framework has been utilized in food systems research to avoid totalizing
approaches and reproducing top-down, capitalist-centric narratives (Davies et al. 2017,
Larner 2003), and to inspire new political opportunities (Cameron and Wright 2014;
Crossan et al. 2016; Harris 2009; Sarmiento 2017). A post-capitalist politics supports the
“(re)negotiation of the economic basis of agriculture and generates new subjectivities
directed toward a more integrated, interdependent and cooperative economy of agriculture”
(Trauger and Passidomo 2012, 282). Post-capitalist projects need to be locally specific but
tend to share three core elements: a politics of language which calls for developing new,
richer local languages of economy and of economic possibility; a politics of the subject,
which includes cultivating ourselves and others as subjects of non-capitalist development;
and a politics of collective action, that entails working collaboratively to produce alternative
economic organizations and spaces in place (Gibson-Graham 2006, x).

The post-capitalist lens has been used to empower alternative food networks, but also to
criticize the dominant food system. Its core premise is that identifying and supporting
a more diverse and potentially transformative array of initiatives can produce a more
sensitive approach to understanding food practices in terms of labor arrangements, property
structures, types of transactions, and enterprise models. The diverse economies framework
makes visible everyday practices and in turn empowers their capacity to enact change.
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Research on the informal and social economy of food in Northwestern Ontario, Canada,
reveals a series of initiatives that focus on sharing and exchanging food as far more than simply
economics (Nelson et al. 2019). For example, the Aroland Youth Blueberry Initiative located
in Aroeland First Nations engages youth in the community to work with adults and elders to
pick wild blueberries. Beyond selling the berries at a major regional farmer’s market, the
youth learn environmental stewardship, practice traditional harvesting techniques, engage in
intergenerational knowledge exchange, support local programs with the profits, and enhance
the communities’ wellbeing and self-determination. In another case study, the work of
Cloverbelt Local Food Coop, a regional online food coop, goes well beyond retail sales. The
initiative supports a healthy local food system in rural communities, provides education
opportunities, provides livelihood for residents, and strengthens social ties within and between
communities. Nelson et al. (2019) argue that these case studies simultaneously work within
and outside of the neoliberal economy and demonstrate “their influence on re-spatializing and
re-socializing conventional food system approaches as they provide social, economic and
environmental benefits to their local and regional communities” (Nelson et al. 2019, 55). In
turn, these initiatives demonstrate alternatives that work within and alongside dominant
market structures and challenge the dominant capitalist narrative.

Co-production of knowledge and nature

Co-production is championed by diverse theoretical perspectives, from political ecology to
social innovation. Food studies are increasingly aware of the need to mobilize this concept
as a means to incorporate nature more fully in political economy debates. For that purpose,
political ecology perspectives are considered particularly useful, along with other concepts
such as socio-natures, insofar as they examine the historically situated process through which
nature and society are materially and discursively co-productive of one another (Aeberhard
and Rist 2009; Alkon 2013). Using historically and geographically contextual approaches,
political ecology adds to a political economy approach by “guiding researchers to pay
attention not only to the ‘ecology’ or science of the topic at hand, but also to the agency of
ideas and the actions of social, economic, and discursive power across scales” (Kull et al.
2015, 123). Importantly, it is an explicitly political approach that acknowledges wider
political controversies about the nature of ecological risk and the influence of political actors
upon knowledge production (Forsyth 2005, 165).

Recently Moragues-Faus and Marsden (2017) identified ways that political ecology
perspectives can underpin a revised critical food scholarship based on understanding place-
based socio-natures, addressing the politics of scale and inequality and co-producing
knowledge and change. For example, an action-research process with emerging sustainable
food cities has contributed to unpack how nature and society are co-productive of each
other, as well as the role that knowledge and framing play in fostering change. Specifically,
working with a network of 60 plus UK cities has contributed to celebrate the diversity of
socio-ecological flows that make up British urban foodscapes, and therefore contest pre-
imposed imaginaries of what a sustainable food city should look like (Moragues-Faus 2019;
Moragues-Faus and Carroll 2018). Instead, this collaborative work has focused on
empowering place-based and participatory definitions of sustainability for example by co-
producing a non-prescriptive indicators toolbox to measure progress in sustainable food
cities (Moragues-Faus and Marceau 2018). Among others, research with the UK Sustainable
Food Cities Network has also contributed to understand how different communication,
organization and knowledge co-production tools contribute to create cross-scalar, collective,
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and distributive agencies (Moragues-Faus and Sonnino 2019). This work has also sparked
critical reflection on the need to develop better mechanisms to put at the centre of
reframing and transforming food systems those currently with “no-voice,” such as groups
experiencing food poverty, or different ethnicities, which generally continue to be excluded
from these processes (Moragues-Faus 2019).

Engaged scholarship

Engaged scholarship aims to bridge the gaps between academic research and teaching and civil
society and social movement efforts. Broadly, it refers to a range of approaches to studying
complex social problems that are relevant and can be applied to experiences of people,
communities, organizations, and policy makers (Peterson 2009). Building on the previous four
subsections that discuss decolonization, feminism, post-capitalist approaches, and the co-
production of knowledge and nature, an engaged approach to research, teaching, and action
demands accountability from the people under study. According to a scoping literature review
conducted by Beaulieu et al. (2018), engaged scholarship is characterized by core values of
social justice and civic engagement along with principles that include high-quality scholarship,
reciprocity, identified community needs, boundary-crossing, and democratization of
knowledge. While not all engaged scholarship is the same, transformative approaches within
regenerative food systems work can act as a democratizing countermovement to mobilize
diverse ideas, resources, and experiences that leads to progressive social change (Goemans
et al. 2018; Levkoe et al. 2016; Swords et al. 2010). This is categorically different than
approaches that assume academics play an objective or neutral role by conducting research as
experts. At one level, it demands academics abandon preconceived ideas along with beliefs
about how outcomes will benefit what they already believe to be true. While political
economy can inform engaged scholarship, the specific ways it might be used should be
determined by the research process itself along with those involved.

This is particularly important in the field of sustainable food systems, as many scholars
have been active in engaged research, teaching and action (see for example Andrée et al.
2016; Levkoe et al. 2019b). For example, Levkoe et al. (2019a) propose three core
principles for engaged researchers studying food sovereignty: people (humanizing research
relationships), power (equalizing power relations), and change (pursuing transformative
orientations). While these principles may fit very closely with a political economy
framework, they also build on feminist, post-capitalist, and co-production of knowledge and
nature perspectives. Integrating engaged scholarship and political economy means getting
out of the classroom or institution and engaging with people and processes on a personal
level. Teaching can also adopt engaged scholarship through embedding students in local
communities through action-research projects (Levkoe et al. 2019b; Moragues-Faus et al.
2015). These examples challenge the long-standing academic culture and power dynamics of
the “ivory tower” that separate scholarship from social change work. This also demands that
institutions take responsibility for their local foodscapes and that academics become scholar-
activists and take a position on their work that goes beyond objectivity.

Discussion and conclusion: political economy as a tool for
food system change

Political economy has played a key role in the evolution of food systems research. While it
has continued to evolve, as an approach, it is not without critique (Duncan et al. 2019). We
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note that while there are gaps in the ways that political economy has addressed sustainable
and regenerative food systems, food systems scholars should continue to engage with
political economy in order to critically address key relations of power. However, to remain
attentive to changing contexts, we have introduced other approaches which we have found
useful for addressing noted shortcomings. Further, we see the explicit introduction of
decolonizing, feminist, post-capitalist, co-produced, and engaged research as fundamental to
a research agenda that expands the scope of political economy of regenerative food systems.
We note that these are not the only approaches that can, or should be, pursued for
a comprehensive research agenda for a renewed political economy of regenerative food
systems. We propose these because they have proven useful in our own work to expand
our inquiries and deepen our analysis and impact. We also recognize that their application is
not unproblematic and that each approach brings a new set of questions and concerns.
Precisely, we advocate for a sensitive regenerative food systems scholarship that is in
constant flux, critique, and (re)evolution.

First, when it comes to decolonization, we recognize that the use of the term can be
seen as problematic. As Tuck and Yang (2012, 3) note, decolonization is not a metaphor for
how to improve research but rather it is about the repatriation of Indigenous land and life.
In this vein, we must consistently question the role of settlers conducting research in an
Indigenous context. While there may be good intentions, Indigenous research led by settlers
and/or academics can easily reproduce settler-colonial dominance (especially when using
research towards career advancement). Further, while we have noted that research can be
a process of healing and revitalization, it can also erode such processes. Building knowledge,
skills, and trust to do this kind of research takes time, patience, and a great deal of listening.
It may also entail sharing outcomes through non-academic channels or not at all. This can
create tensions for researchers, particularly early-stage researchers, who need to meet specific
institutional outputs.

Second, recognizing that food systems impact men and women differently, and in turn,
understanding the impact of changing food systems on women, is fundamental to advancing
sustainable food systems. However, as critical scholarship works to move beyond binary
constructions of gender, more thinking needs to take place about what a critical and
contemporary feminist research agenda will entail. Certainly openness, listening, and
flexibility will be core principles. Moving forward however, research needs to remain
conscious about the history of white, western feminism dominating other feminisms, and
continue to address concerns around cultural relativism.

We find it important also to state that, from our own experiences, conducting research as
women comes with its own risks. Both female authors have experienced forms of sexual
harassment while conducting fieldwork. We recognize that these experiences are likely to
be heightened when issues of race, class, sexuality, and (dis)ability are taken into account
(especially for junior or pre-tenure scholars). In our own research these experiences have
gone undocumented and unreported; inscribed in our minds but absent from analysis and
discussion. A feminist research agenda opens up space for addressing these experiences and
developing actions to end them.

Third, in applying a political economy perspective we need to acknowledge the broad
range of alternative food initiatives as well as everyday forms of resistance seeking to
transform current unjust and unsustainable foodscapes, as highlighted by feminist and post-
capitalist scholars (Gibson-Graham 2006; Truelove 2011). Further, key questions emerge
around how to reconcile the transformational power of these micro-practices with the
cross-scalar power dynamics that reproduce an unjust food system. The diverse economy
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framework highlights how the interactions of buying groups with supermarkets do not
necessarily rely on capitalist relations, rather they can rely on unpaid labour and accessible
food in order to deliver healthy foodstuffs to vulnerable communities. At the same time,
across geographies and scales, retailers play a key role in sustaining unjust and unsustainable
food practices. It remains to be addressed how to reconcile reading and empowering
diversity at cross-scalar geometries of power that actively shape wide-reaching food system
transformation. Further, we must ensure that political economy research does not feed the
capitalocentric narratives that capitalism is everywhere and therefore impossible to escape
(Cameron and Wright 2014).

Fourth, while a political ecology pushes forward traditional political economy questions
around how and what knowledge is produced as well as contestation around the processes
through which knowledge is legitimated and appropriated, when it comes to food systems
research, questions related to co-production remain. We need to address for example how
we conduct research with/on the powerful. Are co-productive processes the best way to
research in every circumstance? With whom are we co-producing and are we creating new
elites and continuing to reproduce exclusion dynamics? A sensitive regenerative food
scholarship requires engagement with these questions and developing a caring culture within
academia that supports and champions vulnerable groups also within the academic
community. This includes expanding the types and geographies of the concepts we cite
(e.g., publicly value) to rightfully acknowledge local knowledges and research communities
(Left 2015).

Finally, engaged scholarship calls for explicit recognition of positionality, with researchers
being reflexive in terms of where, how, and when they fit into the research. This means not
only explicitly recognizing bias and connections to the research, but also the potential power
dynamics at play and their implications. While the examples we provide highlight the value of
engaged scholarship, we recognize that this is not always the most appropriate or feasible
approach. We recognize that not all scholars are willing or able to adopt the position of
scholar-activist. Echoing concerns raised in our discussion around decolonization, we note that
efforts of scholars to engage in engaged research do not always end well. Often researchers and
communities face different timelines, objectives, processes, and pathways that cannot always be
reconciled and which can sometimes be revealed too late in the process. We also warn that
reflexivity is useful to a point, and that we should avoid an inward turn leaving us too focused
on our individual positionality and identity (Routledge and Driscoll Derickson 2015).

Building on a critical review of the literature and a reflection of our own scholarship, we
have proposed potential hybridizations of the political economy of food with other
conceptual developments in food systems research, including decolonizing approaches,
feminist groundings, post-capitalist approaches, place-based co-production of knowledge and
nature, and engaged scholarship. We have argued that, when combined with a more
traditional political economy framework, these approaches expand the potential for research
to advance sustainable food systems. In turn, integrating innovative theoretical and practical
perspectives along with related methodological tools offers new and exciting horizons for
the political economy of regenerative food systems.

Discussion questions

1. We have proposed a series of approaches to expand the political economy based on our
own work. Are there additional approaches that might advance a research agenda for
regenerative food systems?
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2. Are there specific elements of food systems that this approach is better suited towards?
Why?

3. How might our proposed agenda for regenerative food systems contribute to research
you are involved with?

Notes

1 This chapter was adapted from Duncan et al. (2019).
2 For more information on the Understanding Our Food Systems project see www.understandingour
foodsystems.com.
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3
INDIGENOUS LIVELIHOOD

Angga Dwiartama'

Introduction

It is commonly understood that food has its story. Food as appears on our plate today is
constructed through a long and complex network of production, packaging, processing, and
distribution, in which different agricultural commodities, foodstuffs, and ingredients
combine seamlessly together. Take a bag of branded potato chips, for example, and see how
the hidden network behind this product links potatoes in the Netherlands, industrial salt in
Australia, and palm oil in Indonesia. Behind the scenes, various actors — farmers, traders,
food industries, nutritionists, governments — play their role in the process (Carolan 2017).

What is also apparent, although less often discussed, is that food has its history. What, and
how, we eat has a long story behind it. Food, in its material and symbolic senses, is formed
out of a mixture of various cultural roots. Notice restaurants and food stalls across most
cities in the world, and you will find a range of geographically embedded food products,
from Italian espresso to Chinese noodles. So-called modern food was once traditional,
indigenous food that has become assimilated to modern lifestyles, popularized, and
commodified into its current state. Lind and Barham (2004) give the example of tortilla,
which started out as a traditional cuisine in Mexico but is now a feature of our fast food
industry.

It is therefore clear that food has both spatial and temporal dimensions. The rise (and
demise) of our modern food system is the result of a wide range of economic activities built
upon a long historical process that involves narratives of dominance and exploitation,
migration (Mintz 1986), assimilations, and religious encounters (Aregay 1988). One of the
most renowned literatures on this subject is Sidney Mintz’s Sweetness and Power (1986): sugar
has historically been linked with the slave trade in Africa, colonial plantation in the
Caribbean, and industrial revolution in London.

If learn something from the past, it is that we need to scrutinize the future and
sustainability that this modern food system leads us to. Many studies have shown that the
global food system is displacing local food cultures in many places, against the advice of
indigenous community groups and local food movements. Western diets diminish the
importance of local cuisine and have a deteriorating effect on our health through obesity,
diabetes, and other non-communicable diseases (Kuhnlein and Receveur 1996). At the
other end of the spectrum, globalization of food has also taken a toll on ecosystems in many
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regions in the world through unsustainable practices of industrial agriculture (Altieri 2002;
Norgaard 1984). Communities are detached from their local ecologies, native plants are
disappearing and replaced by invasive exotic species, and deforestation in the tropics makes
way for new plantations and large-scale agricultural lands.

The degenerative effects of our globalized, modern food system on both society and
environment require a regenerative remedy. As this book argues, this goes beyond
sustainability narratives. Critics of sustainability posit that the concept (=to sustain)
necessitates that a system should be predictable and relatively stable over a course of time
(Folke et al. 2002). Research on agricultural sustainability therefore focuses on the ability
either to predict and model the future through various scenarios or to develop proxies that
may indicate the potential impacts of a particular action in the long run (Bell and Morse
2012). However, in an already compromised and ever-complex world where disturbances
occur capriciously, sustainability becomes obsolete, and thus concepts like resilience (Folke
et al. 2002) and regeneration (Dahlberg 1993) come into play.

‘When sustainability is about maintaining a particular practice whilst allowing the system
to function well in the future, then I argue that the best proven examples of sustainability
are those which have been practiced consistently for generations and stood the test of time.
This is exemplified by traditional food systems of many indigenous peoples. Ellis and Wang
(1997) illustrate this neatly as they document a traditional rice production system in Tai
Lake district in China that has been producing rice for millennia with an increasing trend of
productivity. However, the article also comes with a warning — in the 1960s, while
production rose rapidly due to an introduction of chemical fertilizer, the ecology began to
crumble as the river became polluted. This shows that whilst indigenous agri-food systems
have proven to be sustainable, it is not easy to be resilient and regenerative in the face of
modern challenges. Berkes et al. (2000) demonstrate the way indigenous peoples’ traditional
knowledge is able to help them anticipate the changing environment through what they
term ‘adaptive knowledge’.

This chapter aims to explore traditional/indigenous practices in the agri-food systems and
illustrate the way in which traditional/indigenous livelihoods can help us learn to move
towards more sustainable and regenerative food systems. This chapter is structured as follows.
The second part talks about the definition and scope of indigenous food systems, through two
bodies of literature that extensively discuss this topic. In the third part, I will use an empirical
case study of an indigenous community group in Indonesia to show how their sustainable and
regenerative practices offer a solution for many of the problems we are facing. The last part of
this chapter will conclude with a reflection on ways to create compatibility between traditional
practices and modern values, with a few questions to move forward.

Indigeneity and sustainability

Traditional, indigenous, native, and local food systems are often used interchangeably to
address systems of food provisioning that have its roots in the local or native people. The
International Labor Organization (ILO) is best known to be an international organization
that has particular concern for the rights of indigenous peoples in terms of labor conditions
specifically and broader issues of identity, customs, and land in general. The ILO
Convention No. 169/1989 provides subjective and objective criteria that define indigenous
people. Subjectively, indigenous people are people who identify as belonging to the group.
Objectively, indigenous people:

27



Angga Dwiartama

descend from populations, who inhabited the country or geographical region at the
time of conquest, colonisation or establishment of present state boundaries. They
retain some or all of their own social, economic, cultural and political institutions,
irrespective of their legal status.

(ILO 1989, Article 2)

Traditional or indigenous food systems, consequently, endeavor ‘to identify all food within
a particular culture available from local natural resources and culturally accepted’ (Kuhnlein
and Receveur 1996: 418). An indigenous food system is a cultural product of indigenous
people through their interaction with their local ecology.

Viergever (1999) distinguishes between indigenous and local in the way in which the
former seem to be able to maintain their own distinct cultures despite a strong pressure to
integrate with the larger society. In contrast, local communities may not have a cultural
identity that sets them apart from the larger society. To illustrate, a local food system may
resist globalization of food through its own production, distribution, and marketing system,
but the type of food produced, the method of production, and the market mechanism may
not be substantially different from the modern food system elsewhere. An indigenous food
system, on the other hand, has distinct practices (e.g. hunting and gathering, swidden
cultivation or traditional pasture) as well as products (titi bird in New Zealand; Moller et al.
2004). Traditional and indigenous, on the other hand, are more often closely related,? with
traditional implying a temporal dimension, i.e. demonstrating practices that are constructed
and perpetuated over generations, whereas indigenous implies a spatial one.”

In the literature, there are at least two schools of thought that extensively discuss
indigenous agri-food systems. One substantial body of literatures on indigenous/
traditional food systems is that of Harriet Kuhnlein and her colleagues in the Centre for
Indigenous Peoples’ Nutrition and Environment (CINE) (Kuhnlein 2003; Kuhnlein et al.
2009; Turner and Turner 2007), which focuses on the consumption and nutrition side of
indigenous peoples’ food systems. Another body of literatures on traditional agricultural
knowledge focuses on the production side of the food system (Altieri 2002; Norgaard
1984), advocating sustainable practices that promote conservation, restore ecological
balance, and build up soil quality in the long run. Although these two bodies of
literatures intersect in many aspects, the emphases and challenges are put differently. This
chapter will discuss each in more detail and follow with an empirical case study that
combines both frameworks.

On the nutrition side of the systems, Kuhnlein and her network document the way in
which many indigenous groups across the developing world have in fact provided
alternatives to the unhealthy foods we eat in our modern setting. This starts from utilizing
what is available at the indigenous peoples’ local ecologies through their traditional food
system. For many, this can range from 35 species/varieties of plants and animals in Maasai,
Kenya to 387 species/varieties in Karen, Thailand (Kuhnlein et al. 2009). These species
provide rich nutritional values, even to the level of micronutrients (Kuhnlein 2003).
Compare this with our daily modern diet that uses fewer than 20 species of animals/plants
as food. In addition, this food diversity also reduces the community’s dependency on
a particular food product, and so increases their resilience towards hazards that may inhibit
their access to that particular food (Kuhnlein and Receveur 1996).

Traditional food system knowledge and practice not only delves into the type of food
the indigenous peoples eat, but also the way they acquire, process, and consume them. In
a case of the Desana indigenous group in the Amazon, foods are acquired seasonally from
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nature, and so the diet of Desana varies from month to month (Cotton and Wilkie 1996).
The extraction of forest resources relies on cues provided by local indicators. So, for
instance, after seasonal heavy rains and the peach palm blooms, Desana people begin to
collect certain fruits, collect mushrooms, and set fish traps. Food preparation also becomes
an important aspect of traditional food systems. In Hopi indigenous people in North
America (Kuhnlein and Receveur 1996), households combine various foods through more
than 70 ways of preparations. This is meant not only for the palate, but also because some
forms of food source need to be processed in a particular manner to retain nutrients or
remove toxins from the food.

The other body of literature deals with traditional agricultural knowledge, which
attempts to maintain balance between crop production and local ecological functions while
also eliminating dependency on mechanization and external inputs typical of modern
agriculture. Traditional agriculture is practiced in about one quarter of the world’s
population, largely in resource-poor areas such as in the tropical regions (Cotton and Wilkie
1996). In many indigenous communities, methods like terraces, polycultures, and agroforests
have contributed to a rich repository of multifunctional agricultural practices that not only
produce sufficient food for the community, but also conserve soil, biodiversity, and
ecosystem integrity (Altieri 2002; Gliessman 2006). These practices are what Stephen
Gliessman (2006) and Miguel Altieri (2002) termed agroecology; a concept that has begun
to have pertinence in alternative farming systems all around the world. In his book,
Gliessman (2006) notes how traditional agriculture shares a lot of similarities with its local
natural ecosystem, as he said:

The greater the structural and functional similarity of an agroecosystem to the nat-
ural ecosystems in its biogeographic region, the greater the likelihood that the
agroecosystem will be sustainable

(Gliessman 2006, 288)

Agronomists and ecologists take a particular interest in traditional agriculture systems (as
compared to other traditional means of acquiring food), because of their compatibility and
contribution to providing an alternative means of producing food. Consequently, new forms
of agriculture such as organic, permaculture, System of Rice Intensification (SRI),
agroforest, and natural farming are likely inspired by traditional agriculture practices.

As well as the discussions of traditional agri-food systems in the two bodies of literature
factors are identified that contribute to the degradation of traditional knowledge and
indigenous people. Turner and Turner (2007) identifies two major factors that play a part in
this demise, one on the production side and the other on the consumption side. The first
relates to the peoples’ loss and limitation of access to land and natural resources. While
access may not necessarily be lost, traditional management practices may be disappearing due
to their incompatibility with the modern value system. For instance, slash-and-burn and
swidden cultivation are prohibited in some forest areas because it is seen as a threat to
conservation, despite the fact that these practices are not the main reason behind land
degradation and transformation (Sunderlin and Resosudarmo 1996).

At the consumption end, introduction of new foods as well as globalization and
domination of mainstream food systems contribute to the dietary change of indigenous
people. Kuhnlein and Receveur (1996) document this change in diets among indigenous
people across the world and identifies some of the non-communicable diseases that follow,
such as obesity, anemia, cancer, alcoholism, and cases of malnourishment. In one case in
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Papua New Guinea, diets consisting of various staple roots and fish were replaced with
imported rice and tinned meat. Not only did this affect the community’s lifestyle and
health, but also increased their dependence on external source of diets that are subject to
uncontrollable price fluctuations. In another case in Botswana, the community’s nomadic
life that could provide hundreds of dietary variations was replaced with a sedentary life in
settlements and diets consisting mainly of maize. Ironically, many of these changes were also
pushed by government programs aiming to achieve national food security by promoting
a single national staple food and one way of producing it, as exemplified in the case of
Indonesia (see also Dwiartama et al. 2016). This is how the story goes.

Empirical case study: rice-based indigenous community in West Java,
Indonesia

With a population of about 261 million people, Indonesia positions itself as the fourth
largest country in the world, owing to its economic growth and agricultural intensification
in the 1970s that resulted in a rapid increase of its population in the past half century. From
this total population, 54 percent inhabits the island of Java, an area of only 6 percent of the
total landmass of the country. Indonesia’s agricultural sector contributes to around
13 percent of the GDP and 34.3 percent of the total labor force, with a total of 24 million
households working in mostly small-scale agriculture, based on the 2013 country’s
agriculture census. There are over 300 distinct native ethnic groups, but the two major
groups by far are Javanese (those originating from the central and eastern part of Java, but
currently inhabiting almost all part of Indonesia due to transmigration program) and
Sundanese (a group mainly inhabiting the western part of Java), differentiated mainly on the
basis of their dialects. In terms of cultural practices, however, the major ethnic groups have
become modernized in such a way that they no longer possess any distinct traits that would
identify them as indigenous people.

In various laws and regulations, the Indonesian government has made a clear
definition of who indigenous people are. In the Law No. 32/2009 on the protection
and management of natural environments, an indigenous group is defined as a group of
people that inhabits a particular geographical region for generations, are bound to their
place, exhibit a strong tie with their ecology, and possess a value system that regulates
the economic, political, and social aspects of their internal life. In theory, the
government has indeed attempted to protect the existence of indigenous people through
instruments such as the Agrarian Law (No. 5/1960) and Forestry Law (No. 41/1999),
particularly creating a clear delimitation of indigenous lands and establishing indigenous
formal institutions.

This notwithstanding, the rights of many small indigenous community groups across the
vast archipelago are still left unprotected. This leads to the establishment of Aliansi
Masyarakat Adat Nusantara (AMAN), a national alliance of indigenous people, which claims
to represent more than 2,000 indigenous community groups that cover around 12 million
people in Indonesia. Some, for instance in the depth of Papua and Borneo, are almost
untouched by economic development and live in a very traditional manner. Others, on the
other hand, such those living in the island of Java, interact closely with modern life to the
extent that the latter provides strong pressures on the very existence of these community
groups. This chapter seeks to show how these indigenous people are able to adapt and be
resilient to those pressures while still thriving so as to offer regenerative agriculture and food
practices as an example for the surrounding modern communities.
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The case of Kasepuhan Ciptagelar

I use a case study of Kasepuhan Ciptagelar (kasepuhan is a Sundanese term that literally
means ‘place of the elders’), a Sundanese cultural enclave located remotely inside a nature
reserve area, the Halimun-Salak National Park (Dwiartama 2014; Dwiartama et al. 2016).
The area is 180 km south of Jakarta, Indonesia’s capital city. The community group consists
of around 30,000 individuals living in 568 scattered villages around Mount Halimun, at
elevations between 700 and 1,200 meters above sea level (Soemarwoto 2007). They are
mainly farmers, practicing rice agriculture for subsistence, although they do not label
themselves as such because, in their perspective, rice growing is an obligation of all
members of the society regardless of their main professions. Indeed, in addition to rice
farming that is the backbone of the community’s social life, many work in a range of
employment sectors, from school teachers, government officials, traders, to commercial
farmers (the main commodities of this region are palm sugar, cardamom, and cloves).

It is difficult to estimate the total area of Kasepuhan, as the practices of swidden
agriculture provide the community with a flexible land base through opening of new forest
areas, although documents show that the area that this indigenous group lives in covers
around 5,000 hectares of land. The community faces challenges as their cultural space is
located within a national park that has strict rules of forest access. Due to this, their practice
of swidden agriculture (huma, or dryland rice farming) has been reduced significantly and
replaced by sawah (wetland rice agriculture). Thus, to this point, we can still witness two
types of rice farming system in Kasepuhan, with sawah dominating paddy fields at the lower
altitude and huma dominating fields in the highlands. The area is practically inaccessible by
normal means of transport due to the tropical montane forest surrounding the area. This
inaccessibility is perhaps one of the reasons why they can still maintain their culture
undisturbed.

Rice is undoubtedly central to the lives of the Kasepuhan people. Kasepuhan’s traditional
agri-food system centered on rice production and consumption has contributed to the
community resilience and food security for generations (Dwiartama 2014). For them rice is
irreplaceable, saying that ‘without rice, we could not live’. Within their cosmology, life is
seen as a cycle — a metaphor that is also represented in their rice agricultural activities, from
preparation to planting, harvesting, consuming, and preparing for the next year in an annual
cycle. At the final stage of the rituals, they have what is called seren taun, a ceremony open
to all members of the community (and even to outsiders as a tourism event) to celebrate the
achievement of their harvests and to plan for the coming year. Rice is personified by Nyai
Pohaci Sanghyang Asri, the goddess of rice and fertility, somewhat similar to the depiction
of Ceres in the Roman mythology.

The agriculture side of the system

The regenerative character of Kasepuhan’s agri-food system comes from both sides of the
chain. Kasepuhan’s agricultural system that utilizes hundreds of local javanica rice varieties*
has been around the community for centuries and is able to fulfil the staple need of its
people. Rice production is treated in reverential manner to the extent that it should be kept
traditional (and organic), with prohibitions on the use modern technology such as tractors,
chemical fertilizers, pesticides, and high-yielding rice varieties. There are three factors at the
production end that keep this regenerative system effective: land use system, synchronous

planting, and rice landrace diversity.
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The first factor is the community’s conception of land ownership and landscape
management. Agricultural land in Kasepuhan is not privately owned (in fact, a proportion of
their land belongs to the state in the form of a national park). Farmland can be exchanged
between community members, but not bought and sold. This communal ownership enables
a more flexible way of managing their landscape. In their traditional value, Kasepuhan
assigns half of the 5,000 hectares of land as a bequest forest (hutan titipan) that cannot be
touched whatsoever. This is similar to the state’s designation of conservation forest. Another
large proportion of the area (30 percent) is dedicated as cover forest (hutan tutupan), an area
that must be kept forested, and can only be utilized in a limited manner, such as with the
non-timber forest products. Lastly, the open landscape (hutan bukaan) covers 20 percent of
the total area, which functions as gardens, settlements, and importantly rice terraces (both
dry and wetland) that account for half of the total open landscape. This shows the
importance of rice agriculture in the community life.

Rice agriculture in Kasepuhan is practiced over a strict protocol. Each year, Abah
(literally means father), the community leader, along with his counsellors, decides for the
whole community when the beginning of the planting season is, particularly through their
reading of astronomic signs.

We see stars, there are two: kidang and kerti. They become our reference point.

When the two lines up with our position, we can start the planting period. The
stars, in one year, only pass us three to four times.

(Abah, community leader, from an interview in a short

documentary about Kasepuhan; Laksono 2015)

Synchronous planting does not necessarily mean planting at the same time. In fact, with
a wide region varying in altitude and ecological characteristics, planting is not simultaneous.
During every harvest festival (seren taun), Abah and his counsellors make recommendations
about which varieties of rice should be planted in which locations in the next season, taking
into considerations the varieties’ traits, climate, and the ecology. This is done in such a way
that, although planting period differs from place to place within the region, harvest will still
be simultaneous. This is critical because pest outbreaks will then be prevented.

What makes [our paddy fields] safe from pests is that we harvest rice simultan-
eously. ... Here, when we grow rice, of course there are pests, but there won’t be
any outbreak, because after our harvest, there will be no more resources to eat and
automatically the number will lower again.

(Abah, ibid.)

Rice diversity is the third of the key factors. The rice production protocol in Kasepuhan is
made so that genetic diversity can still be maintained in the region through an in-situ
conservation process (Soemarwoto 2007). This study has recorded that, by 2014, the
community had around 500 landraces (or varieties) of rice, classified on the basis of their
relative sacredness and characteristics of the grain (buhun, ancient; biasa, regular; or ketan,
glutinous), their affinity with a water-soil regime (in sawah or huma), and the elevation at
which they are planted. On each patch of land, every individual is obliged to plant more
than one rice variety in combination, one of which should be an ancient type. They believe
that this acknowledges their ancestors and cultural identity. As it turns out, keeping this
genetic diversity enables the community to produce new landraces from cross-pollination.
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People identify these new landraces from the people’s use of a finger-knife (efem) to cut off
the rice stalk during harvest. As opposed to a sickle (or combine harvesting machine) that
can cut stalks efficiently, a finger-knife requires the farmer to cut each stalk individually —
a painstaking effort but it comes with a benefit of ‘feeling’ each stalk and noticing new traits
that emerge (e.g. thicker hairs, harder stalk, taller stature). A new rice landrace is usually
identified in the field and brought and announced during the harvest festival under a new
landrace name, if the elders agree.

The food side of the system

At the consumption end, three more factors are influential in shaping a more sustainable
food system in Kasepuhan: an effective barn, a traditional milling apparatus, and a strict
prohibition on selling rice. In order to maintain (rice) food security, Kasepuhan possesses
8,000 rice barns (or leuif) that guarantee the availability of rice for at least three years. There
are two types of barns. In every household, a family is obliged to own an individual rice
barn roughly the size of a small room. It is normally placed adjacent to the family’s house,
although there are also groups of rice barns located in a separate place from the houses. The
structure of each rice barn looks like a small house with high stilts. The barn is designed
and maintained in a particular humidity so as to keep the stored rice grains dry. Rice is
stored in tied bundles and attached to the stalks. This prevents the grains from deteriorating.
The second barn is the communal one, a large house-like barn located at the center of the
main village, close to Abal’s house (imah gede, literally, the large house). This communal
barn is named leuit si jimat, or the sacred barn. During every harvest period, each household
must give a small part of their harvest yields to the communal barn. If later anyone
experiences a harvest failure, he/she could borrow rice bundles from the communal barn
and pay for the same number of bundles they borrowed after the next harvest period. This
helps to strengthen the social capital and to some extent achieve community food security.

The second factor is the way the indigenous people still use traditional rice milling
techniques in a form of long mortar and pestle made from a certain type of timber, called
lisung and halu. Using both apparatuses, women usually pound the rice bundles to detach
rice grains from the stalks and remove the chaffs (outer husks) of the grains. In many
modern rice agricultural areas, this practice has long been replaced by rice hullers and
polishers, which can de-husk rice more efficiently and create a better taste and appearance
of white rice. In Kasepuhan, machinery is not allowed, so the old practice remains. What
results from this is that the indigenous people in fact consume a healthier form of rice that is
richer in vitamin B, bran, and fiber due to the incomplete process of de-husking. Because
this brown rice is higher in fiber and proteins, the people are more easily satiated, eat less
rice, and consequently have a lower risk of diabetes and other non-communicable diseases.
Not only that, their eating less rice also helps maintain their rice stocks in their barns.

Lastly, their resilient food system is also the result of their viewpoint about rice, which
for them is as sacred as life itself. Their reverential relations with rice (and consequently
other food as well) forbids them from throwing away left-over rice or even selling rice (in
any form). Each has its own implication. First, not throwing away rice means that there is
no concept of waste in Kasepuhan. People usually process left-over rice as rice crackers or
mix it with other ingredients to be used as feeds for fish and poultry. Secondly, not selling
rice means that they are less inclined to cash, or at least keep rice from being a market
commodity. This is in stark contrast from my findings in a more modernized rice
agricultural society in Java, in which farmers sell premium rice for a much higher price to

33



Angga Dwiartama

the external market so that they can purchase lower quality rice for themselves (Dwiartama
2014). One of the community elders explains:

Rice is life itself. So, when someone sells rice, it is as if he/she sells their life, and

when his/her life has been sold — when we talk about life, we talk about the spirit,

here, we consider this as a great sin. Someone selling rice, in any form, is as if this

someone has taken away a life. Or, we can also say that it is equal to killing
another being.

(Yoyo, community elder, from an interview in a short documentary

about Kasepuhan; Laksono 2015)

The six factors in the whole chain of Kasepuhan’s traditional agri-food system (keeping
a communal land ownership, planting and harvesting synchronously, maintaining genetic
diversity, keeping a communal rice barn, retaining rice qualities through traditional
processing techniques, and a respectful attitude towards rice) help the indigenous people to
regenerate and sustain their social-ecological system whilst achieving a community food and
nutritional security. It is, however, not to say that they are free from threats and troubles.
Some of these threats come as external factors, in the form of regulatory pressures from the
state, cultural commodification through tourism activities, and the introduction of modern
values and practices (including a stronger inclination towards cash). This creates an internal
fracture within the indigenous community, partly as more and more young people leave
their traditional values in search of a better life in the cities, or more and more processed
food products appearing in the villages may replace the traditional diets. This is not peculiar
to Kasepuhan, as I will discuss in the last section of this chapter.

Reflections: towards regenerative food systems through indigenous
practices

One of the key issues in the increasing threat to indigenous livelihood is the incompatibility
between traditional values of indigenous peoples and the modern value system. Land
ownership is among the recurring problems (see e.g. Chamberlin 2010 as he puts in his
book title: if this is your land, where are your stories?). The case study provided has shown that
collective land ownership is required not only to guarantee a sustainable and manageable
rice production in the region, but also to build a sense of collective belonging within the
indigenous community. Conflicts between indigenous people and the state or the private
sector often take place around the issue of land tenure and boundaries of indigenous land
(Li 2007). Along with the development of new frontiers for housing, plantations and
industrial complexes, indigenous lands are decreasing and marginalized, which ends up being
a threat against the integrity of the indigenous peoples.

Another form of incompatibility is demonstrated through what Stroma Cole (2007)
discusses as cultural commodification. In her study of cultural tourism in eastern parts of
Indonesia, Cole identifies that cultural commodification and loss of authenticity become an
issue experienced by indigenous people aiming to improve their livelihood through
economic development. What transpires from tourism is a situation whereby indigenous
people, in order to maintain their attraction, begin to perceive themselves as a representative
of an ethnic way of life that freezes them from any socio-economic changes and a better
livelihood (although Cole also argues that cultural commodification also creates an identity
that enables indigenous people to utilize their political resources for the better).
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Kasepuhan Ciptagelar provides a good example of how indigenous people can build
a good relationship with urban community groups without being scared of losing their
traditional values or their existence. Abah, who is now 35 years old and has become the
community leader since he was 21 years old, does not shrink from technological
advancement. In fact, with the help of urban artists and activists, the community is able to
adopt new digital technologies through the establishment of community radio stations,
opening access to internet (now the central hall in the village has full broadband internet
access) and even run their own television channels. They also produce their own electricity
through micro-hydro-electrical machinery spread in streams around the villages. This is all
done to create a balance between their traditional and modern values. School children learn
about their own culture through the internet, television, and radio station. On the other
hand, they are also aware of the threats that modern values pose to their culture, so they
make efforts to conserve their culture in many ways. Among the most recent traditional-
modern engagements in Kasepuhan is an attempt of a group of university scholars, with the
permission of Abah, to decode the traditional knowledge system through an interdisciplinary
approach that includes astronomy, geography, ecology, anthropology, linguistics, and art
(similar to what e.g. Moller et al. 2004 worked on in the Maori in New Zealand).

This chapter agrees that indigenous people, and consequently indigenous food systems,
are facing real threats to their existence. However, the solution is not to isolate them in
their pockets of communities away from modern values. It is by realising what is compatible
or not between the two value systems that we can then build a platform for a rural-urban
linkage towards a more regenerative food system. Through this platform, we can learn to be
more open to traditional practices at both ends of the agri-food system while at the same
time helping indigenous people to attain their rights and safeguard them from the threats
posed by the modern value system.

Discussion questions

1. Can you trace the historical origin behind your favorite dishes? How much do they
link with traditional knowledge and practices?

2. How has our modern value system impacted the health and wellbeing of different,
often marginalized, community groups all over the world?

3. Can you think of incompatibilities and compatibilities between traditional and modern
value systems?

4. Do you think our society has been romanticizing indigenous communities and liveli-
hoods too much?

5. What do you think about situating indigenous people and traditional practices as
a tourist attraction?

Notes

1 Angga Dwiartama is Assistant Professor at the School of Life Sciences and Technology, Institut
Teknologi Bandung (ITB), Indonesia; dwiartama@psith.itb.ac.id.

2 With this regard, Berkes et al. (2000) see indigenous knowledge as being adaptive, rather than trad-
itional in a static/belong-to-the-past sense. For the sake of the discussion, I will use traditional and
indigenous to refer to the same idea without providing any nuance to either concept.

3 From the Latin word indigena which bears the meaning ‘originating from a particular place’ (Mer-
riam-Webster dictionary).
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4 Javanica rice varieties differ from the modern high-yielding varieties in that they have tall plant stat-
ure, hard stalks, and low shattering of their grains from the inflorescence. This characteristic is cen-
tral to the way traditional rice farming is practiced in Kasepuhan. For instance, the low shattering
trait enables the community to store rice stalks in bundles within their rice barns, which are import-
ant so that rice can be stored for years without any significant deterioration in quality (see Dwiar-
tama 2014).
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INDIGENOUS GOOD LIVING
PHILOSOPHIES AND
REGENERATIVE FOOD
SYSTEMS IN AOTEAROA
NEW ZEALAND AND PERU

Mariaelena Huambachano

Introduction

Recognition of Indigenous good living philosophies is on the rise. Global development
agendas, such as the United Nations Sustainable Development Goal (SDGs), highlight the
significance of local solutions — not least, those embedded in traditional ecological
knowledge (TEK) — for global sustainable development (United Nations Department of
Economic and Social Affairs, UNDESA 2015). TEK refers to the enduring body
of knowledge and practices of Indigenous peoples related to the natural environment of
a specific geographic area, acquired mostly through oral history and experiential learning
from one generation to the next over thousands of years (Cajete 2000; Durie 2003; LaDuke
1994). These sets of understandings, interpretations, and meanings of the environment
manifest a unique ‘Indigenous good living philosophy,” which contains insights about
biodiversity conservation, environmental governance strategies, and political traditions that
arise from hundreds of years of collective memories, and trial and error experiences
(Gudynas 2011; LaDuke 1994; Lajo 2011).

Indigenous good living philosophies are rooted in cosmovision: a collectivistic, holistic, and
spiritual approach to all beings, humans and non-humans (sea, mountains, rivers, etc.),
interconnected to the natural world (Durie 2003; LaDuke 1994). Two of the most important
yet under-recognized Indigenous good living philosophies are found in Oceania among the
Maori people of Aotearoa with the concept of Mauri Ora that translates to ‘Good Life’ in
English (Marsden 2003; Morgan 2006), and similarly, in Latin America among the Quechua
people of Peru in the notion of Allin Kawsay, which translates to ‘Living Well’ in English and
‘Buen Vivir’ in Spanish (Lajo. 2012, Quijano 2011, Huambachano 2015). However, existing
research on food policy has paid little attention to the lived experiences and responses to
traditional food systems of Indigenous peoples, and their pivotal role in the framing of a more
sustainable and equitable food system model (La Via Campesina 2015; McMichael 2009).
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In this context, the aim of this chapter is to understand how Quechua and Maori
communities are continuing to pursue and realize sustainable food systems grounded on
Indigenous good living philosophies. And what challenges continue to exist for Indigenous
peoples? According to a definition provided by the Food and Agriculture Organization of
the United Nations (FAO 2016),

a sustainable food system (SES) is a food system that delivers food security and
nutrition for all in such a way that the economic, social and environmental bases
to generate food security and nutrition for future generations are not
compromised.

(FAO 2016, 1)

The definition postulates the aim of a food system that is economically viable (economic
sustainability); it provides broad-based benefits for all members of society (social
sustainability); and it does not deplete the natural environment (environmental
sustainability). While the SFS concept is a modern term to address unsustainable agriculture,
this is not an unfamiliar notion for Indigenous peoples, but rather an enduring good living
philosophy that requires ongoing attention to maintaining a balance between ecological,
economic, and social systems.

To address the research questions of this study, I developed the Khipu Model (KM)
described in Huambachano (2017). Briefly, the KM is based on an Andean knowledge-
keeping system, which is an intricate and colourful knotted-string device mainly used by the
Inca to record both statistical and narrative information (Urton 2003). I adapted the
configuration of the Andean khipu to use it as a source of knowledge production that
privileges Indigenous ways of knowing and being. The model draws on participatory action
research methodology, TEK, values, and principles of kaupapa Maori, which is a Maori
research framework (Smith 1999), and the body of scholarship addressing Indigenous research
methods (Kovach 2009; Pihama et al. 2002; Wilson 2008).

Data collection tools that emerged from the KM included three Indigenous gatherings,
and two talking circles with elders, Indigenous community leaders, and people engaged in
traditional food systems in both countries. The study was conducted in Peru and New
Zealand between March 2014 and July 2018. In Peru, the Quechua communities that took
part of our research were Choquecancha and Rosaspata. Similarly, the Maori iwi (tribes) of
Ngati Hine and Ngati Porou in the North Island of the country took part of this
investigation. Preliminary gatherings with research partners took place in both countries to
inform the formulation of questions, research topics, and to identify key research partners
for data collection purposes.

Interview protocols, location for gatherings, taking circles, and availability of research
partners were discussed at the beginning of Indigenous gatherings and talking circles. The
study partners cited throughout this chapter are Quechua and Maori knowledge holders' of
traditional foods, knowledge, and practices of cultural traditions associated with sustainable
food systems. The analysis of the empirical evidence is through the lens of the TEK theory,
which studies Indigenous peoples’ knowledge systems embedded in their cosmovisions
(Battiste 2002; Berkes and Folke 2002; Cajete 2000; Deloria 2005; LaDuke 1994,
McGregor 2009).

Indigenous peoples, specifically Quechua and Maori, have long been concerned that
colonial approaches to food systems, for example, industrial agriculture” that treats food as
a commodity disregards their rights to self-determination because we have an obligation to
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enhance the natural world just as the natural world (as our kin) has an obligation to enhance
our lives. But also, industrial agriculture disrupts Indigenous peoples’ spiritual, cultural, and
physical relationships to ancestral lands that are fundamental for our wellbeing (Coté 2016;
Huambachano 2018; Hutchings 2015; Whyte 2016b). For Indigenous peoples, the land is
the foundation of their social, political, legal, and economic systems and cultural
identification manifested in their good living philosophies (Huambachano 2018). However,
power and control of assets specifically of land use for agricultural purposes around the
world have shifted massively from governments to the private sector (Borras et al. Kay
2008).

I have argued (see Huambachano 2015, 2017, 2018) that good living philosophies of
Indigenous peoples of Peru (Allin Kawsay) and Aotearoa (Mauri Ora) contain valuable
teachings about resilient food systems, biodiversity preservation, and agroecological practices.
Pieced together, Indigenous good living principles encapsulate principles of food sovereignty
to maintain the integrity of not only Indigenous food systems but also of humanity overall
(Huambachano 2018). Consequently, a food sovereignty framework directs me to analyse
the emergence of Quechua and Maori peoples’ good living philosophies and their vital role
in framing a more sustainable and regenerative food system. La Via Campesina frames ‘the
right to food sovereignty’ as a collective human right encompassing ‘the right to self-
determination, the right to permanent sovereignty over natural resources and the right to
development’ (Claeys 2012, 849). In this study, I do not claim to speak for the Quechua or
Maori people, but instead I draw on their teachings and wisdom generously shared by each
of them, and from the knowledge I have attained from my kinship relations and lived
cultural experiences as an Indigenous woman of Peru and who has lived in Aotearoa too.

This chapter begins with a description of Indigenous good living philosophies followed
by the analysis of the philosophical foundations of Allin Kawsay and Mauri Ora.
Subsequently, I discuss the role of Indigenous good living philosophies and Indigenous food
sovereignty in relation to regenerative food systems. The conclusion draws together the
threads of the argument that Indigenous peoples’ good living philosophies herald an
Indigenous food sovereignty model to preserve the health of the natural world, food
systems, and overall human wellbeing.

Indigenous good living philosophies: Allin Kawsay and Mauri Ora

From all geographic regions of the world such as the African, Oceanian, North American,
and South American regions, Indigenous peoples are the holders of TEK and practices for
sustainable development, especially agrobiodiversity preservation for sustainable food systems
imbued in Indigenous good living philosophies (LaDuke 1994; Lajo 2012). Examples of
good living principles are found, for example, in Aotearoa New Zealand (Mauri Ora), in
the highlands of Peru (Allin Kawsay), in Central America in Costa Rica, (Laman Laka), and
in North America, (Minobimaatisiiwin) the the good life approach of the Anishinabeg and
Cree people. (Jaramillo 2010; LaDuke 1994; Lajo 2012). All these Indigenous terms,
sometimes translated as Indigenous notions of ‘Living well’, more broadly refer to a concept
that summarizes Indigenous worldviews or cosmovisions, and how we ought to live well.
An Indigenous worldview or cosmovision denotes a holistic view of nature encompassing
know-how systems for resource management and biodiversity preservation (Davalos 2008;
LaDuke 1994; Lajo 2011). The good living philosophies of some Latin American countries
such as Peru known as Allin Kawsay and in Ecuador and Bolivia referred to Sumaq Kawsay
or Buen Vivir in Spanish have begun to gain notoriety within the discourse of Indigenous
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models of sustainable living and economic development. Particularly, the President of
Bolivia Evo Morales questions whether the Sumaq Kawsay provides the basis for an
alternative ‘good living’ approach. It is an approach that does not solely focus on economic
growth but rather places an emphasis on holistic wellbeing (Davalos 2008; Huambachano
2015; Lajo 2012; Walsh 2010). Therefore, it is prudent to understand the theoretical
foundations of Allin Kawsay and Mauri Ora and their contribution in the discourse of
regenerative food systems.

Quechua people and Allin Kawsay/Buen Vivir/Good living

In the Andean world, Allin Kawsay has been passed on from generation to generation
through oral history (Lajo, 2012). The Sumaq or Allin Kawsay (in the Quechua language)
or Suma Qamafa (in the Aymara language) expresses the good-living philosophies of practice of
the Indigenous peoples of Peru, Ecuador, and Bolivia (Davalos 2008; Lajo 2012; Quijano
2011). Allin Kawsay is the Quechua phrase widely recognized in the highlands of Peru,
which is where this research took place and therefore Allin Kawsay is the phrase used to
refer to the good-living philosophy of the Quechua people of Peru. Allin Kawsay reflects
the core conceptions of Andean cosmovision, such as the concept of interconnectedness
with the cosmos, human and non-human world leading to a stage of equilibrium with
nature.

Javier Lajo is one of the very few Indigenous Peruvian scholars who has written
extensively about Allin Kawsay, and he defines it as:

A philosophy for the sustainable use of the natural resources available on Pacha-
mama, and managed accordingly to sustainability principles of reciprocity, duality
and the application and transmission of a state of equilibrium with Pachamama,

human and all living things.
(Lajo 2011, 5)

This study on Quechua people and traditional agricultural system shows that Quechua
farmers still harvest the many varieties of Andean crops such as potatoes, corn, quinua, and
other staples such as oca and qaiwa,” adopting traditional practices entrenched in the Allin
Kawsay philosophy. As Sonia Tito from Choquecancha stated:

Allin Kawsay is our philosophy of living well with Pachamama and with all our
relations, human and non-human (rivers, mountains), and spiritual beings too. We
have learnt from our parents and grandparents’ key principles such as ayni (reci-
procity) and yananti (solidarity). Also, we manage our land according to ayllu
system (governance).

All these principles and values have been passed on from one generation to the
other. Allin Kawsay is our ideology of sustainable living because if it were not for
Allin Kawsay, we would not know about resource management and ecosystem pro-
tection. No systems of natural law and order in our community.

This narrative expresses teachings about sustainable use of the natural resources available on
Pachamama, and managed according to sustainability principles; principles of reciprocity,
community and family solidarity; and the application and transmission of ancestral
knowledge.
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Maori people and Mauri Ora

Mauri according to (Morgan 2006, 3) refers to the ‘binding force between the physical and
spiritual’. Mauri is not a stand-alone concept; rather is inextricably linked to other energies
that derive from the spiritual realm therefore its complementation with ‘Ora’, which means
energy in Maori and pieced together form the Maori philosophical system of Mauri Ora
(Durie 2003; Pohatu 2010; Morgan 2016). Percy Tipene of Ngati Hine explained to me
that:

Mauri ora is about holistic well-being and it is important to protect the Mauri; and
thus the health of the various elements of your ‘mahinga kai’ to ensure the quality
and integrity of the food it produces is high and that the people who consume it
are healthy.*

This narrative makes references to the concept of Mauri Ora in the realm of sustainable
food systems, in which elder Percy Tipene explains that shifts in mauri (life-force, life spirit)
of any part of the environment, for example through human use, would cause changes in
the mauri of immediately related components, and as a result, the whole system is
eventually affected. Since time immemorial, Indigenous peoples have honoured this intimate
understanding of the relationship between humans and the ecosystem, and the need to
maintain a harmonious equilibrium within this connection. Additionally, social/political and
cultural orders and ethical principles such as reciprocity (you take only what you need, and
you leave the rest) are instances of Indigenous peoples’ responsible interactions with the
ecosystems to preserve the integrity of Mother Earth’s ecosystems (Battiste 2002, Berkes
2012 Kimmerer 2013; Pierotti and Wildcat 2000).

This study argues that for Indigenous good living philosophies to be recognized at
international domains as an Indigenous sustainable development approach, it is necessary for
the interwoven human—nature and spiritual relationships, natural laws, and cultural principles
imbued in such good-living philosophies to be understood within the legal framework of
the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (2011). Specifically, in Article 3:
Indigenous peoples’ right to self-determination, in Article 11: Indigenous peoples have the
right to practice and revitalize their cultural traditions and customs, and Article 32,
Indigenous peoples have the right to regulate and establish priorities for the use of their
territories for development. The governments of Ecuador and Bolivia have taken the lead in
advocating the philosophy of sumaq kawsay as an alternative economic development to the
current neoliberal economic model (Huanacuni 2010).

Also, empirical studies on the role of Indigenous good living philosophies in safeguarding
food systems have been carried out by Indigenous scholars. For example, in Huambachano’s
(2018) study of Quechua and Maori peoples’ well-being ideologies and food security, she
argues that the food security framework of Quechua and Maori resonates with conceptions
of food sovereignty. She furthers outlines a set of cultural and ecological values of Quechua
and Maori that ensures that both the rights of individuals and the human rights to food and
Indigenous collective food relations are achieved without compromising the sustainability of
the ecosystems. For the Quechua people: Ayni (reciprocity), ayllu: (collectiveness), yanantin:
(equilibrium), and chaninchay (solidarity). For Maori people: Kaitakitanga (guardianship), koha
(reciprocity), tikanga (ethics), and wairuatanga (spirituality). These fundamental cultural values
work seamlessly together, infusing and revitalizing Quechua and Maori traditional food
systems.
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Also, Native American scholar Charlotte Coté (Nuu-Chah-nulth) describes how through
the Indigenous philosophy of hishuk’ish tsawalk (everything is one), uu-a-thluk (taking care
of), and iisaak (respect) her nation is regenerating community wellbeing by mending the
broken spiritual and cultural relationship to food systems that they have been subjected to
through settler colonialism (Coté 2016). Building up on these empirical studies, I argue that
Indigenous philosophies of wellbeing enact practices of food sovereignty that articulate an
alternative regenerative food system model.

Indigenous food sovereignty revival: Maori and Quechua

To counteract the oppressive industrial global food security model there has been a food
sovereignty movement sweeping across the Indigenous world from North America and
from Oceania to Latin America (Coté 2016; LaDuke 1999; Huambachano 2018; Morrison
2011; Whyte 2016a). But before I discuss Indigenous food sovereignty, it is important
here to make a distinction between the concept of food sovereignty coined by La Via
Campesina in 1996 and later refined at the 2007 Forum for Food Sovereignty in
Selingue, Mali, during which 500 delegates from over 80 countries adopted the
Declaration of Nyeleni. According to the 2007 Declaration of Nyéléni (2007, 1), food
sovereignty encompasses:

The right of peoples, communities, and countries to define their own agricultural,
labour, fishing, food and land policies which are ecologically, socially, economically
and culturally appropriate to their unique circumstances. It includes the true right
to food and to produce food, which means that all people have the right to safe,
nutritious and culturally appropriate food and to food-producing resources and the
ability to sustain themselves and their societies.

This definition asserts the ‘right’ of nations and peoples to control their food systems, food
cultures, and environment. The ‘rights’-based discourse embedded in La Via Campesina calls
for a fundamental shift towards the right of all peoples to healthy and culturally appropriate
food and the right to define their own food and agricultural systems (Coté 2016; Hoover
2017; Huambachano 2018). While the conception of food sovereignty resonates with the
aspirations of Indigenous peoples the collective rights and cultural responsibilities that
Indigenous people have with their kinship system human and non-human relatives are not
emphasised within the framing of rights as legal entitlements (Coté 2016; Huambachano
2018; Morrison 2011).

First Nations scholar Dawn Morrison (Secwempec) explains Indigenous food sovereignty as:

Food is a gift from the Creator. In this respect, the right to food is sacred and
cannot be constrained or recalled by colonial laws, policies or institutions. Indigen-
ous food sovereignty is ultimately achieved by upholding our long-standing sacred
responsibilities to nurture healthy, interdependent relationships with the land,
plants and animals that provide us with our food.

(Morrison 2011, 100)

Building up from Morrison’s Indigenous food sovereignty definition, Indigenous scholars

(see Coté 2016; Hoover 2017; Huambachano 2018; Whyte 2016) argue that Indigenous
food sovereignty efforts are not only forms of resistance against colonial-capitalist legacies.
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They also represent a resurgence of Indigenous epistemologies and ontologies encompassing
Indigenous cultural (e.g. kinship relations), political (e.g. governance structures), legal (e.g.
authority status of non-human kin), and economic (e.g. locally based economies) institutions
as part of the larger process of decolonization and self-determination. Corntassel and Bryce
(2011) argue that Indigenous food sovereignty is the result of Indigenous resurgence in
foregrounding customary laws and practices informing Indigenous ways of life and food
systems. The set of Indigenous customary laws, ethical principles, and kinship governing
structures is what Daigle (2019) describes as Indigenous political and legal orders that frame
Indigenous form of authority and governance.

I argue, it is Quechua and Maori peoples’ cosmovisions and TEKs embedded in their
good living philosophies that provide them with the basis to claim not only their rights to
land, and resources contained therein, but to honour the responsibilities and obligations
with their extended kinship system that are physical and spiritual health and wellbeing. In
the case of Quechua peoples, since pre-colonial times they have exercised their right to self-
govern their ancestral terrains and decide collectively what they want to produce and
consume through a collective ownership system referred to as ayllu (community in English
and comunidad de los Andes in Spanish) (Lajo 2011).

I observed during fieldwork for this study that all Quechua communities still administer
their territories in a collectivistic way alongside chacras (farms) or small plots allotted to
individual families. In doing so they do not own the land but have collective property rights
to it.

In the ayllu system apus (sacred mountains), mayu (rivers), and qochas (lakes), as well as
the history, stories, and spirit of a place have roles to play in maintaining the sacred balance
of the ayllu to ensure that all members of the ayllu have access to sufficient and nutritious
food. Thus, through the ayllu system, the Quechua people of Peru exercise their rights to
self-determination to govern their territories according to their cultural, political, and legal
traditions — life in the Andes cannot be otherwise. Peru is signatory to a series of
international law instruments such as the International Labour Organization or ILO 169,
and the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDESA 2015).

However, currently Indigenous peoples of Peru have limited state legal recognition, with
the exception of native communities being legally recognized in the Peruvian Constitution
under the law decree 89 (Huambachano 2017). This limited land rights landscape poses
challenges for Quechua people’s self-determination to continue having access to land for
food production. As Eusebio” stated:

I am afraid that the government would come here one day and change our ances-
tral land system and so my land will be given to big food corporations. These com-
panies will exploit Pachamama all year round without having any kind of
consideration for her well-being.

Thus, it can be argued that for Quechua people food sovereignty means having control
over land, resources, and cultural knowledge. If they lose their land that means they lose
agency over their food systems and cultural identity. In Aotearoa, Maori Indigenous
autonomy and sovereignty over their ancestral territories is acknowledged in the Te Tiriti
o Waitangi (Treaty of Waitangi in English). On 6 February 1840 the Treaty of Waitangi
was signed between Maori leaders, known as rangatira, and the British Crown (Mutu 2018).
Self-determination, in Durie’s (1995, 45) terms, ‘captures a sense of Maori ownership and
active control over the future’.
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Durie (1995) argues that the Treaty of Waitangi supports Maori rights to self-determination
in order to conceptualize their governing policies and to engage in policy implementation
oriented to wellbeing in their own affairs. However, discrepancies in the English and Maori
versions over the notion of sovereignty have long been the subject of debate, and as soon as the
Treaty of Waitangi was signed Maori had to endure dispossessions of their land. As Lionel from
the PapatGanuku marae (tribe) explains:

The loss of tribal land in the 19th century due to land being taken against our will
and the involvement of our Maori soldiers in the Second World War was further
exacerbated by land confiscations that resulted in the loss of many Maori’s tiranga-
waewae (a place to stand). It was our land! The government confiscated Maori

land from our soldiers that went to war.’

In the 1940s, the European intervention produced two principal effects: Maori had lost
most of their land, and what was left was no longer under the control of powerful political
groups such as iwi or hapu. By 1950s, New Zealand witnessed a Maori exodus from rural
to urban areas heralded by the dispossession of Maori land (Jackson 2000; Mutu 2018). All
of the Maori research participants indicated that they are reluctant to sell their land, as
eloquently described by one of the research participants: ‘T am tangata whenua — the people
of the land and without land I don’t have any sense of belonging. So we fought and are
fighting the Crown tirelessly to preserve our land.’

It was Maori peoples’ strong bond with whenua that motivated Maori peoples’ activism
specifically in the 1960s and 1970s to stop the sale of Maori land, and key examples are the
Land March in 1975 and Bastion Point in 1977 (Jackson 2000; Mutu 2018). Bastion Point
is a coastal area of land in Auckland city in the Northern part of Aotearoa, and holds
cultural and historical significance for Maori people because it highlighted the resilient
attitude of Maori against forced land alienation by pakeha (European descendants) in the late
1970s. The protests started on 5 January 1977 and ended on 25 May 1978 (507th day)
when 222 protesters were evicted and arrested by police, but this did not end there and
these land protests bolstered Maori peoples’ aspirations to enact their land sovereignty rights
(Jackson 2000; Walker 1991). The examples above give evidence of Quechua and Maori
peoples’ struggles post-colonization to enact collective-self-determination over their food
landscapes and cultural knowledge, which ultimately threaten food sovereignty.

Conclusion

This study provides evidence of the vital role that Indigenous good living philosophies play
in the revitalization of Indigenous food sovereignty of Quechua and Maori people. Allin
Kawsay and Mauri Ora construct a theoretically informed approach to living well guiding
Quechua and Maori traditional food systems. It is Quechua and Maori collectivistic
capabilities and knowledge embedded in their good-living philosophies that provide them
with the basis to claim their rights to land and resources contained therein, and these rights
are held by the community’s customary law, values, and customs.

The value of food for these two Indigenous groups is at the core of their cultural
identity, knowledge and social-political structures because for us food has culture,
history, stories, it has relationships, that tie us to our food. In this sense, food is more
than a commodity: it is sacred; food is sacred because it originates from all our relatives
(human and non-human), holding cultural meaning inherently linked to rights to
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preserve a connection with all our kinship system. For example, each year the activities
associated with foods such as harvesting ceremonies, dances like pow wows and
communal food festivals, renew the family, community, cultural, political, and social
relationships that connect Indigenous peoples, with all community members (plants,
rivers, and spiritual beings). Thus, collective food relations represent, besides the
obtaining of food for purposes of livelihood, an essential aspect of cultural identity.

It is fundamental to take into account that many Indigenous peoples view the right
to food as a collective one and they are demanding not just food with a calorie count
purpose, but their rights to sufficient, healthy, and culturally appropriate food. These
two Indigenous groups continue to fight to have autonomy to grow their foods
according to their cultural knowledge systems. Therefore, the revitalization of
Indigenous food systems is a critical tool in preserving Indigenous culture, wellbeing,
and thereby their rights to healthy food systems. More broadly, Allin Kawsay and
Mauri Ora hold social, political, economic and cultural frameworks guiding their ways
of life. These Indigenous good living philosophies contain teachings on food
sovereignty, and how to live in harmonious and reciprocal relationships with Mother
Earth, and with each other to ensure the reproduction of the cycles of life in its full
vitality and diversity.

Discussion questions

1. What is the relationship between Indigenous knowledge and food production?

2. How Quechua and Maori communities are continuing to pursue and realise regenera-
tive food systems grounded in Indigenous good living philosophies?

3. Is Indigenous knowledge a key for improving food security? What challenges continue
to exist for Indigenous peoples.

4. What is the contribution of Indigenous peoples’ knowledge to the challenges of inter-
national food security?

Notes

1 In this chapter, I use the term ‘knowledge holders’ to denote Quechua and Maori people who have
extensive knowledge on the study topics and who are authorities in their community. This term
does not exclude people who may not be of the age of an elder but who are important thinkers and
leaders within the Maori and Andean world.

2 Industrial agriculture is characterized by large-scale farming and the adoption of scientific-

technological systems such as the use of Genetically Modified Organisms (GMOs) (McMichael

2009).

Leonel Hotene, personal interview December 2016.

Percy Tipene, personal interview July 2015.

Petronila Quispe, personal interview March 2015.

6 Eusebio Tito, personal interview December 2017.

(SO
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BEYOND CULTURALLY-
SIGNIFICANT PRACTICES

Decolonizing ontologies for regenerative
food-systems

Aude Chesnais

Introduction

Food is about people and ways of living; in essence, food is cultural. Our contemporary
global food system is threatened by hegemonic practices that promote industrial
monopolies, dependency on global food markets, and monocropping which destroys
food diversity and threatens health through heavy chemical use. We are also losing the
cultural and thus the social meaning of food, leading to systemic aberrations that now
endanger our food future and ultimately our planet’s survival. Such irrationality is
constructed historically and culturally engrained. The path cannot be set for a global
sustainable food system without understanding the political economy of its cultural
norms.

Regenerative practices are emerging as part of a deeply reflexive effort to bring about
a truly sustainable future. Instead of maintaining existing systemic configurations,
regenerative development aspires to create resilient and adaptive structures for communities
to thrive now and in the future (Plaut et al. 2016). This comprehensive approach is a call
for inclusivity, holistic thinking, and systemic change. It builds upon and incorporates
ethical principles from a diversity of sources and bears many similarities to existing concepts
such as traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) (Pickering Sherman et al. 2010; Ross et al.
2011). As a blooming movement worldwide, it is increasingly gaining credit and legitimacy,
one successful project at a time. However, in practice, the ecological transition is lived in
struggle and often falls back to monopolistic practices and western-centric economic
principles, failing to emerge as a legitimate alternative to a destructive global mode of food
production.

What would it take for a global shift to occur? What is the role of culture? Can we envision
a global culture of sustainability? In this chapter, I discuss the role of cultural significance in the
development and expansion of regenerative practices. From 10 years of research with grassroots

50



Beyond culturally-significant practices

food-systems practitioners in the Lakota reservations of Pine Ridge and Cheyenne River in
South Dakota, I use two case studies looking at water and buffalo restoration projects to
exemplify how the stakes behind regenerative practices might well extend beyond a simple need
for cultural diversity. To that end, I tie the question of culture to the political economy of the
commodified world-system. Cultural significance might carry the seeds of a true systemic shift,
if it enables a profound deconstruction of the colonial global food system. The discussion
evolves into the possibilities for a global decolonial project to shape a culturally-significant
regenerative food system that goes beyond a utilitarian organization of natural resources and
consumption. I conclude using my experience as a researcher and community-based
development facilitator to offer practical solutions at the local and global scale.

Lakota culture and land use history

Whether destructive or regenerative, food practices are anchored in the conception of land
as a means of production and subsequently as a cultural norm. Such conceptions are
intertwined with policy-making, which is shaped by and shapes new food practices.
A particular sense of place and connection to the land can be created, induced, or impaired.
A look at historical patterns in the land of the Lakota nations in South Dakota sheds light
on how these changes operate. In what locals call “Indian country” or the “Rez”,'
a historical shift took place through the methodical destruction of the practical relevance of
one mode of production and the imposition of another.

Indeed, many locals argue that the Lakota way of life and more generally the cultural
practices of the Great Plains tribes were mostly achieved through “ethnocide”,” i.e. the
cultural demise that followed the legally orchestrated destruction of their livelihood. As in
many indigenous contexts around the world, that shift occurred through the coercive move
from a nomadic and collective use of land to a commodified one. Preceding the surrender of
the last free Lakota bands, a federal campaign encouraged soldiers, settlers, and anyone with
a rifle to kill wild bison (Lueck 2002) whether for hide or sport. The purpose was publicly
known, shown through the words of this army officer: “every buffalo dead is an Indian
gone”. Shortly after the mid-nineteenth century, most buffalos had disappeared from the
Great Plains, leaving remaining bands of free Native® tribes starving, and thereby providing
a strong leverage to push them into accepting meager pieces of land that they could call theirs.
The reservation system started to take shape.

We can clearly identify how those events and the practice of treaty signing occurred as
a by-product of cultural domination (Price 1994). Even if decision-making had occurred
fairly — which it rarely did — a nomadic mode of production disappears at the very moment
where it agrees to split and occupy specific pieces of land. In 1887, the Allotment Act forcibly
parceled collective territories allocated to the Great Sioux reservation into individual lots. This
promoted the colonial process by further commodifying land, disabling the nomadic lifestyle,
and imposing the shift to an agrarian utilitarian model; thus deeply harming the cultural
relevance of the Lakota economic and social model (Biolsi 1995; Brewer and Dennis 2018).

The commodification of land in Indian country precipitated the destruction of a way of life,
the relevance of its cultural markers, and imposed a western model that sees natural resources
and people as instrumental to economic gain. Over the past 150 years, that shift has profoundly
transformed the Lakota food system (Jewell 2008). From a heavily active lifestyle and diet that
was gathered and hunted from local surroundings, Lakotas were forced to become reliant on the
basic commodities and funds distributed by the federal government as a cynical “compensation”
for the theft of their land, lives, and culture.
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Cultural resistance to land commodification: challenging colonial
epistemologies

Colonial power is most appropriately defined as a material capacity to destroy ways of life
and subsequently the relevance of social-cultural norms. It starts as a material feature
anchored in practical livelihood pillars such as land. Moditying relations to land creates new
divisions of labor and means of exchange. Borrowing from Polanyian concepts (Polanyi
2001), the imposition of a capitalist relation to the means of production involves imposing
conceptions such as money and, in the case of Indian country, diverging conceptions of
time, creating cultural dissonance with profound socio-economic repercussions. For
instance, the concept of “Indian time” refers to a slow-paced practice involving social
relations, widely incompatible with the utilitarian notion of a capitalist “work day”
(Pickering 2004).

The colonial cultural shift takes root once the material conditions imposed by colonial
forces provide enough leverage to completely alter ways of life and thus the relevance of
accompanying cultural practices. In the case of the Great Plains, such a shift occurred
through the relocation to reservations, itself a by-product of combined efforts to
exterminate buffalos by army and settlers. However, that profound change did not occur
without resistance, and changes in cultural norms do not imply their complete annihilation
but rather foster transformations that can powerfully equip modern initiatives of social
change.

First, although the forced commodification and privatization of land accompanied
coercive policies implementing capitalist agricultural practices, it was met with silenced
community opposition in the form of collectivist cultural norms incompatible with capitalist
accumulation. As the then colonial administration comments:

A serious drawback in the work of civilizing these or any Indians ... is found in the
universal custom of relatives and connections by marriage considering that what one
has belongs to all. As such relations are usually very numerous and for the most part
idle and improvident, no one family can accumulate anything. Let a man be in
receipt of a salary, no matter how large, or let him by industry raise a crop, and he
gets no real benefit from it. His own relations and those of his wife swarm down
upon him and consume everything, so that he has nothing for his industry. This is
not only discourages any attempt to be industrious and to accumulate property, espe-
cially things that can be used for food, but it puts a premium on idleness and unthrift,
for he who idles not only saves his muscle, but fares as well as does he who works.
(Commissioner of Indian Affairs 1896, 291)

Lakotas had been coerced onto ‘“the path of civilization” which, from the colonizer’s
perspective, represented the only framework in which they could have any existence at all.
Rejoicing at the civilizing effects of the Allotment Act on the Lakota, Commissioner
Collier also proclaimed: “any laws must protect these individual property rights in living
allottees and their heirs”. The Lakotas’ “guardian” had spoken, and because his voice was
the only one through which Lakotas could exist in the eyes of the western capitalist
knowledge system, the discourse was quietly framed as: how Lakotas should, but cannot,
assimilate into a capitalist mode of production. The focus is on a supposed lack of skills
rather than the coercion of different cultural models into one hegemonic lifestyle and
worldview.
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This extends beyond the destruction of a culture, livelihood, and replacement of a mode
of production into how the capitalist narrative infiltrated indigenous relations of production
(Schulz 2017). Since this process was generalized worldwide through colonialism,
our current world-system can be perceived as a cultural hegemon that installed
developmentalism as the most salient global cultural project, imposed through ethnocide and
epistemicide (Escobar 2016; Grosfoguel 2011; Mignolo 2007). It defines one culture, one
way to see the world, one way to consider social relations and the economy. Some scholars
deny the existence of western monoculturalism (Law 2015). I do not dismiss the existence
of western cultural pluralism, but rather consider the cultural practices that accompanied
developmentalism through colonialism and formed a hegemonic ontology that characterized
natural resources as means of production.

The globalization of western culture still impacts how we define development projects,
management, and entrepreneurship, subsequently affecting how we evaluate local projects’
success and resilience. The marginalization of indigenous projects’ worldwide provides proof
of this pattern (Chesnais 2017). Solutions to global livelihood issues such as climate change
and destructive mass agriculture remain currently heard and validated within that one
model, at best considering alternative worldviews as nice supplements to mainstream
sustainable initiatives. This is even highlighted through the need to address culturally-
significant practices in sustainability. Indeed, when do we feel the need to debate cultural
appropriateness? When other cultural frameworks are visibly undermined. This only occurs
if one cultural framework takes too much space and dominates the narrative. Any discussion
about cultural significance is a question of cultural dominion and thus a matter of
coloniality.

Yet, peripheral colonial spaces might hold significant keys to deeply transform utilitarian
relations towards a regenerative model. In silence or through politicized social movements,
cultural resistance has survived in indigenous contexts (Corntassel 2012; Fenelon 1998;
Fenelon and Hall 2008; Taiaiake and Corntassel 2005), and manifests today at the heart of
local grassroots development. The first part of this resistance is ontological; it can be seen in
the surprising endurance of specific cultural worldviews towards the land (Pickering and
Jewell 2008). Despite land privatization, it is still referred to as a collective notion. An
interesting observation is related by Cook-Lynn (1993):

The Sioux or Lakota ... often spoke of the disappearance of their people. When
I answered that census figures showed their population increasing, they countered
that parts of their reservations were continually being lost. They concluded there
could be no more Indians when there was no more Indian land. Several older men
told me that the original Sacred Pipe given the Lakota in the Beginning was get-
ting smaller. The Pipe shrank with the loss of land. When the land and Pipe disap-
peared, the Lakota would be gone.

(Schusky 1981)

This demonstrates how Lakota traditional cultural norms perceive culture as embedded in
the natural environment and see the colonization and loss of land as a loss of culture, which
endangers not only the material but the survival of the people as a whole. It highlights the
symbolic dimension of land from a Lakota standpoint, which does not distinguish between
the spiritual and physical properties of land.

From a culturally appropriate standpoint, the commodification of land is accompanied by
a desacralization of land, which participates in cultural loss from colonial trauma. The
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modern existence and endurance of Lakota culture and the emergence of new cultural
norms is heavily impacted by power dynamics. Modern utilitarian developmentalism is
locally lived and perceived as a colonial continuum.

By contrast, Lakotas’ struggles and projects establish different ways of relating to the
world, exemplified in our case study below. These ways not only serve practical livelihoods
but are also markers of cultural alternatives to utilitarian developmentalism, translating into
different ways of being. For De Sousa Santos (2014) and others (Blaser 2014; Escobar 2016;
Grosfoguel 2007; Maldonado-Torres 2011; Mignolo 2012; Schulz 2017), these
“epistemologies of the South” are arising worldwide as ontological struggles; claiming
a right to exist despite the hegemonic economic cultural model. For instance, in Lakota
country, local conceptions of land, labor, and time are less representative of a culturally
inherent inability to transition to a utilitarian use of natural resources than an enduring
expression of cultural difference and its right to exist (see Pickering 2004). Cultural
specificities stand as barriers in reaction to cultural hegemonization, and point to alternative
models of being in and relating to the natural world, from which our global model in peril
could greatly benefit.

Regenerating land through culturally-significant grassroots revolutions

Lakota tribal members are increasingly taking part in local land-based projects aimed at
sustainability and self-sufficiency, which entail unique features not found in western
sustainability initiatives. Such features affect projects’ shape, funding, deadlines, outcomes,
and the way they are conducted and managed (Chesnais 2017). After navigating and
overcoming the tricky tribal land-tenure system, a growing number of local individuals have
claimed their historical piece of land or obtained land use permissions to engage in
grassroots initiatives. This pattern indicates that local people see in those forms of
development something far more appealing than other forms of business.

Food security always plays a fundamental part in these initiatives, and is usually present
along with housing, energy, and educational projects. Examples of sustainable food projects
involve any combination of the following: 1) returning the buffalo, 2) restoring local water
cycles, 3) growing food using permaculture principles, 4) sharing knowledge through
sustainable food-system events, 5) involving youth in local projects, 6) reviving traditional
food gathering practices, 6) reviving traditional cooking, and 7) reviving or recreating
ceremonies surrounding food. Here, I particularly address the growing practices of 1)
restoring water cycles and 2) returning the buffalo.

An enduring interest in water and water access in “Indian country” has engaged many
tribal members in water protection movements. The recent anti-pipeline movements such as
the Lakota reservation of Standing Rock gave visibility to long underground battles for
Indigenous Nations. The extensive history of environmental hazards polluting Native
aquifers and streams creates a documented case of environmental injustice undermining food
systems (Barker 2015; Fenelon 1997; Simpson 2003). Major challenges throughout different
Indian reservations include uranium, oil, and pesticide contamination in tribal water systems
and/or local in-site sources and desertification from settlers’ artificial dams.

These issues affect water access and quality and birth a myriad of issues affecting personal
health and the capacity to landscape private land into self-sufficient havens. Growing
responses have been 1) political protesting and general disapproval, 2) the search for
alternative sources of clean water on family land, and 3) engaging in holistic projects to
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recover land moisture and impact local water cycles. The latter is particularly interesting as it
yields totally innovative projects in shape and vision.

Indeed, non-acquainted outsiders would be surprised to hear grassroots projects’
managers talk about “restoring water cycles”. What can it possibly mean practically? What is
the scope of such projects? In practice, local grassroots practitioners seek to implement
short-term landscaping tools to alter and restore soil moisture and thus positively impact the
retention of water to deter floods and improve local plant diversity and yield. In the sites
I witnessed, waterscaping occurs in two steps. Step 1 observes terrain typology and identifies
techniques needed to optimize soil water retention. Step 2 implements these tools.
Techniques include the construction of small successive wooden dams on steep pieces of
land. After several years, transformations are clearly visible; native plants return to desolate
lands, soil quality and moisture is visibly improved, life returns. Water restoration
landscaping is a growing practice present throughout Indian country and beyond.”

The second type of project I discuss is about bringing back the buffalo. Reservations in
the Great Plains increasingly raise tribal herds (Mcdonald 2001). Pine Ridge counts
approximately 300 heads. Organizations such as the Inter-Tribal Buffalo Council help tribes
recover buffalo herds on tribal land, most of it for conservation and not livestock purposes.
Tribes raise buffalo for other meanings than immediate profit gain, in this case, for culture
and soil. Agricultural studies link buffalo grazing with increased land restoration, while cows
have a documented record of damaging the fragile upper layer of Great Plains soil (Chesnais
2010).

According to local project managers, buffalo also participate in soil conservation. While
they graze freely, they increase soil malleability and increase rainwater retention. Thus,
raising buffalo is not simply a question of wildlife conservation but also soil conservation,
making it a multifaceted part of ecosystem preservation. Other groups on the reservation
raise buffalo, such as the Knife Chief Buffalo Nation, a branch of a late buffalo cooperative
that brought together several families around ethical and culturally appropriate buffalo
raising. Buffalo are raised exclusively on pasture and grass, without hormones. The few
killed for meat follow cultural and spiritual ceremonies using all parts of the animal.

Cultural specificities in sustainable practices as alternative worldviews

What is unique about these water and buffalo projects? Could not the above descriptions fit
many sustainable land restoration and food projects? First, by traditional Lakota standards,
what I presented could be seen as the “wasicu” (wa-shee-tshoo) or white/western way of
knowing. I gave a linear descriptive and task-based presentation of projects and their
function. It is difficult to fit Lakota projects in western boxes. They simply do not fit.
Crucial elements such as relational and spiritual aspects have a predominant place that barely
exist as peripheral coating in mainstream development proposals. A truly traditional Lakota
description would take its time and follow a storytelling format, including moral cues and
relational interactions between natural elements and people. Complex field operations are
debated during the implementation stage, but not as part of the overall vision.

Since this chapter’s format requires some description for knowledge exchange, the best
culturally-appropriate alternative might look like this. In the Lakota language, water can be
translated as “Mni” (maneeh) and buffalo translates as “Tatanka” or “Pte”. Language matters
because it contains cultural cues that do not translate literally. This is not a shift to different
words, but to a different cultural understanding of being in the world; an ontological shift.
“Mni” and “Tatanka” are not cultural substitutions for “business as usual”. They define
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distinct worldviews and profoundly affect cultural, social and economic structures, from
which we could benefit (see Yates et al. 2017).

Most local grassroots initiatives present a variation of what one project manager defined
as the “seven tenets”. The vision, or agenda, of a project states:

Our guidance comes from the Lakota medicine wheel, which is our traditional
symbol of the interconnectedness of our world. The medicine wheel represents not
only the seven physical directions of north, east, south, west, sky, earth and inner
self, but also the unity of the different races among humans with the spiritual and
physical realms, Earth’s basic elements, as well as the basic human needs ... which
are Food, fire, water, shelter, people, spirit, self.

(Bryan Deans, in Chesnais 2017)

These tenets aim towards “a good quality life”, reflecting culturally-relevant aspects of the
Lakota ethos. Interpreting them from a western framework is misleading and simplifies
processes that entail more nuances when described by Lakotas. When describing water,
a water advocate on the Cheyenne River reservation states:

So, I'm here to speak for Mni (water) as I know it. And Mni is water ... Mni is
Lakota word for water. And what it means is mni: “T live” or “we live” ... Mni ... is
our first home. When we’re in our Ina, our mother’s stomach, we live in water.
Mni is our first medicine. We're told when we’re born ... our mother puts the
mni to our lips. It’s our first medicine ... So, this is something as Lakota, we're
born with that knowledge. We all are, whether we’re Lakota or what race, or
nationality we are (whether consciously or not).

(Candace Ducheneaux, in Chesnais 2017)

Mni is perceived as a relative, in the physiological and spiritual sense. Projects pertaining to
the Mni/Water tenet aim at protecting or restoring the relation with water. Their features
demonstrate a holistic understanding of water, from the straightforward goal of facilitating
local access to clean water to more macro goals such as restoring water cycles and protecting
water for the next seven generations.

Similarly, Lakotas traditionally relate to “Pte” or the buffalo nation as a relative, another
living species with whom to maintain peaceful relations in sharing land and livelihood;
a worldview that endures today. In one study, most Lakota respondents expressed a desire
for living on the land, restoring wildlife, and a connectivity between humans and animals
who are equally valued in their right to exist (Pickering Sherman et al. 2010, 512). In the
aftermath of the cultural loss of physically losing a lifestyle connected to bison after their
extermination, Lakotas see the return of the buffalo as bringing back the spirit of their
people. Raising buffalo is thus not simply another business activity but a modern practice
for cultural survival, building a solid and somewhat familiar cultural base to reinvent new
ways of being Lakota in the twenty-first century. The nomadic way of life completely
dependent on “Pte” for subsistence might be over, but people define new practices
regenerating parts of that relationship to culturally exist.

For example, the killing process of “Pte” involves ceremonies that revitalize cultural
traditions, such as youth rites of passage, where young boys get to perform a “first kill” after
three days of ritual praying in sweat lodges for purification and guidance. The teen arrives
on the pasture armed with a rifle, wearing an eagle feather, focused and invested with an
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important task. He patiently waits for the arrival of the animal. The young bull presents
itself. He shoots and kills him. This is not an act of greed for economic gain but an act of
conscience. The animal is cut and bled on the pasture, his body transported for processing,
and every part put to use.

These practices are also about learning from nature to improve human lives. Lakotas
historically depended on observing wildlife behavior for survival. These observations help
create that sense of relationship and respect to other species, thus thought of as “animal
nations”. It endures as knowledge production and exchange creating innovative
contemporary projects. A traditional example of biomimicry, for instance, Lakotas often say
that the buffalo who is meant to die will present itself and face the hunter; a claim based on
knowledge of typical herd behavior. Bison herds adopt protective practices when confronted
with danger. The elderly and young stay in central positions surrounded by healthy adults,
while young bulls occupy the dangerous periphery.

This knowledge is present throughout Lakota culture and emerges when they articulate
grassroots projects for contemporary survival. Outsiders can witness it in casual conversation
with project managers. Valuable traditional environmental knowledge permeates their
projects’ vision and shape if we only listen. The relation to “Pte” also extends to its
connection to “Mni” as buffalos impact the water retention of the soil. In my research,
small dams used in water restoration projects are referred to as inspired from the beaver
nation. That knowledge is complex and includes layers of kinship between various animal
and plant nations, relations considered less tangible from a western cultural framework.

This knowledge attained cultural relevance through immediate application to Lakota
hunts, lifestyles, and survival. It emerges today as a cultural revival tool informing highly
innovative self-sufficient practices that take the form of regenerative food projects that are
cultural in essence. For Lakota grassroots practitioners, working with water and buffalo is
ultimately about repairing and strengthening relationships, improving kinship with living
beings and revitalizing cultural identity. It is a culturally-specific project with economic,
environmental, and social goals. This relational-based model affects perceptions of time,
whereby projects are usually conceived on a 300 year or seven generations model, which
links back to knowledge and cultural transmission.

The weight of cultural diversity in defining systemic alternatives

To analyze and define regenerative practices and systemic alternatives, it is crucial to consider
food-systems projects as complex cultural and ontological struggles. In post-colonial
communities, it translates as the right to exist and operate from a different worldview with
other relations to mnature. In Lakota country, that struggle takes shape as the
decommodification of land and of the various relationships with other living nations. It draws
from a kinship model of understanding the natural world to define alternatives to an
economic mode of production perceived as invasive, misfit, and an enduring marker of
colonial oppression. The decommodification of people’s relation to nature and cultural
innovative practices together form an alternative economic model that is a decolonial process.

Acknowledging culturally-significant practices within the matrix that bore them is
necessary for a comprehensive understanding of grassroots regenerative projects. But that is
only the first step. It requires opening up to different ways of thinking and being. In
conservation practices, progress has been made towards reviving traditional indigenous
knowledge or TEK and indigenous views on stewardship of nature to inform mainstream
development practices (see Pickering Sherman et al. 2010; Ross et al. 2011).
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However, such progress remains peripheral in regards to the history of suppressing or
silencing indigenous conservation practices and knowledge through western hegemonic
cultural domination (Bassi et al. 2008; Turner et al. 2000). The mainstream utilitarian
economic culture continues to damage global ecosystems and to dismiss the people who
manage them differently. Such a disproportionate cultural hegemon not only increases inter-
cultural clash, division, and misunderstanding, but also prevents the emergence of true viable
systemic alternatives to our unsustainable mode of production. Yet, a paradigmatic shift in
western knowledge production is needed, confirmed by the recent UN report giving
a twelve-year deadline to alter the course of our mode of production or face unprecedented
ecosystem crash (Masson-Delmotte et al. 2019).

Western epistemologies widely theorize the best processes for systemic change. For
instance, Plaut et al. (2016) state a necessity to shift from a mechanistic to an ecological
worldview. However, much local development still compartmentalizes complex systems into
parts. The Brundtland report (United Nations Brundtland Commission 1987) divided
sustainability into three distinct pillars, when in practice they inform and overlap with each
other. This leads to partial thinking and fosters the division between organizations targeting
the environment, the economy, or the social, thus still conceived as competing elements
(Schulz 2017).

Such division could benefit from considering indigenous frameworks and their relational
understanding of ecology, people, and economy to generate efficiency in creating change.
This knowledge has developed more holistic projects due to cultural understanding of
kinship relations to nature. They also create less dependence on the economic pillar and
demonstrate frugal innovation due to other factors such as the pressure induced by
economic strain in post-colonial environments. Consequently, they must rely on other skills
beyond financial pressure to lead projects to completion. The barriers to project completion
that western developmentalist culture asserts are lifted through culturally appropriate, or
decolonial, technology.

As in our case study, relational-based models often lengthen projects’ duration, but fit
into sustainable design for land regeneration that truly includes future generations. In such
a frame, there is no room for half measures and progressive environmental degradation
mitigation. It causes a complete shift of the economic model and its culture. In this context,
cultural specificities are revealed as being more than superficial add-ons to sustainability to
ensure fair cultural diversity; instead, transforming the global cultural narrative carries seeds
of sustainable transition.

From decolonial identity struggles towards a global culture of
sustainability

Throughout this chapter, we have seen how the relevance of socio-economic norms is
maintained and altered through culture and cultural identity. The same process of identity
production can point towards a global culture of sustainability. Lakota identity has been
affected by the colonial process and has defined itself both separately and in reaction to
colonial trauma and ethnocide. The history of Native identity in the US evolved back and
forth from assimilation to cultural resistance (Fenelon 1997; Fenelon and Hall 2008).
Identity is not linear, but multiple and fluid. Maalouf defines identity as sets of allegiances
that overlap and are highly dependent within and between groups’ perspectives (Maalouf
2001).
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Project managers often see themselves as both culturally traditional and innovative,
Lakotas and citizens of the world. Such combinations occur endogenously and differ from
outsiders’ perspectives. Through defining their own sets of allegiances in spite of western
perceptions, contemporary Lakota grassroots practitioners exercise the power to “rename” in
colonial contexts (Duarte and Belarde-Lewis 2015); it challenges historical power dynamics,
hegemonic economic culture and allows alternative ontologies to emerge with specific
associated identities that unite in wider social movements.

Such phenomena can be observed in various colonial contexts worldwide: hundreds of
Native nations from North and South America joined forces in a historical collaboration to
protect water from pipelines in the Standing Rock reservation, North Dakota. That unified
protest resonates with similar struggles against environmental injustice and social inequalities.
In India, thousands of “quiet revolutions” occur in rural areas to regenerate local land and
decommodify resources (Manier 2015).

A new environmentally aware and active indigenous identity is rising (Adelson 2001;
Bauer 2016; Corntassel 2012; Escobar 2016; Fenelon and Hall 2008; Huambachano 2018;
Martiniello 2015; Taiaiake and Corntassel 2005; Waziyatawin 2012). Moreover, Indigenous
peoples throughout the world identify and network with various groups that belong to
drastically different cultural frameworks. Recently, Hopi “Raincatchers” travelled to
indigenous/Amazigh communities in Morocco where they trained local youth in water
restoration practices. That interconnection extends beyond ecological agendas. It translates
into a new culture of global sustainability bringing together indigenous groups through
a global indigenous identity.

Social media have greatly improved indigenous activists’ capacity to network and
demonstrate support to particular causes. On these platforms, Lakota project managers express
commonalities and support struggles such as the Irish resistance against British hegemony or
Palestinian struggles against Israeli settler colonialism. Indigenous activists relate to anti-
imperialist stakes throughout the world, revealing their projects’ vision and shape. Research
shows that local native projects demonstrate a detachment from the capitalist mode of
production which expresses a form of identity allegiance (Chesnais 2017; Fenelon and Hall
2008). In other words, they are committed to finding alternatives to a capitalist mode of
production, collectively identified as colonial oppression, and support similar claims globally.

Although these projects in the so-called developing world originate from critical living
conditions, they often start through an identity process: the need for cultural singularity from
practices attributed to the western development model, a decolonial endeavor. Consequently, real
systemic alternatives are not likely to emerge through material struggle but rather as
a countercultural decolonial project. But how can such a project foster a global sustainable culture?

Postcolonial theory has often expressed the relationship between colonialism and the
installation of hegemonic capitalism but often fails to consider relationality in terms of its
capacity to create and maintain viable cultural alternatives to global capitalism. By contrast,
concepts such as “epistemologies of the South” (De Sousa Santos 2014) start from the relation
between colonialism and the utilitarian perception of nature induced by global capitalism to
open the door to theorize decolonial systemic change. Similarly, Escobar (2018) and others
(Querejazu 2016; Schulz 2017) describe the coming of a “pluriverse”, a theoretical projection
into a world-system where emerging alternative projects are seen as alternatives to relate to
natural resources and take their rightful place in global decision-making (Escobar 2018).

In conclusion, indigenous struggles produce sustainable systems out of the very
decolonial process they have undertaken against hegemonic thought and culture. Systemic
transformation originates in identity struggles and cultural stakes that subsequently change
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the production model. It is because they are formed in cultural opposition of a model that is
truly unsustainable that they now rise as the most relevant sustainable movement for our
global future. Practically, it invites us to involve and give legitimacy to indigenous
alternatives (Querejazu 2016). As development practitioners and academics, it requires us to
welcome different worldviews, especially if they question our western-centric conceptions
of land, labor, money, and time, and allow them to alter the knowledge production that
currently supports the global mode of production.

What can we learn? Culturally-significant/decolonial ideas for
a regenerative future

Designing regenerative practices means reflecting more deeply upon the mechanisms of our
global food system, not simply as a provider of food and food values, but as a shaper of
entire worldviews. I have conceptualized cultural appropriateness as a decolonial political
project aimed at providing space for alternatives to the dominant economic culture. As seen
in this chapter, indigenous practices and cultural norms can become an essential source of
inspiration because 1) they are born from the decolonial struggle against destructive
capitalism and 2) they provide viable and low-cost alternatives for self-sufficient holistic
living. We can learn from these efforts, but questions remain. How can we construct
a unified vision for a sustainable future while acknowledging cultural specificities
worldwide? What does it mean for establishing working collaborations? Based on our
discussion, a truly sustainable global food system needs both of the following dimensions:

1) A localized interpretation of cultural relevance (i.e. no single “recipe” for local
development)
2) A global unifying goal

Our capacity to define a culturally appropriate local vision and a unifying global vision lies
the potential success of a global regenerative system. These two dimensions can create the
roadmap.

The first dimension should challenge the hegemonic worldview and adopt a decolonial
approach to local development. In practice, calls for projects and development initiatives
should refrain from assumptions and/or impositions of what projects should look like but
instead follow a principle-based approach (Bopp and Bopp 2006). Local projects can be
defined by local communities to follow local deadlines, conceptions of work and time, etc.
From experience, taking the time and space to define vision with key actors is essential,
although challenging.

Cultural norms play a major role in identifying the correct process to follow. For
instance in “Indian country”, two factors impact what appropriate local decision-making
looks like: 1) the concept of “Indian time” that refers to a slow pace of life where social
relations take time to build and where meetings cannot start by “going straight to the
point” and 2) the local concept of decision-making, where dissent is most strongly expressed
by “not showing up” (Price 1994). This precludes the common local development practice
to invite people for consultation or debate.

Once key actors are gathered, techniques can be put in place to define local vision,
through participatory methods such as those taught by NGO Village Earth, which implies
a lengthy set of roundtables where individual visions are efficiently translated into long-
term, mid-term, and short-term goals.5 Participatory practices already exist among
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development practitioners (Pimbert 2006; Salvador et al. 2005; Stanton 2014; Tobias et al.
2013) and we only need to select methods that follow our general decolonial guideline.

The second aspect consists in building a unifying global vision, which is far more
challenging. Part of addressing that challenge requires networking and building alliances.
This work has long begun and is creating momentum around grassroots events. For
example, the recent third permaculture summit organized by the Oglala Lakota Cultural and
Economic Revitalization Initiative® successfully took place in summer 2019. It connects
knowledges and knowhows between people from the reservation, other tribes and outsiders
while working on constructing a self-sufficient site. The summit took place within relation
building and extensive social time such as meal-sharing and storytelling.

Such collaborations reflect the collaborative sense of unity that indigenous people are
building throughout the world. They rally around a common goal, which can be seen as
a set of identity allegiances; to a non-fossil fuel future, to locally grown food, to anti-
imperialist wars, to the cry of climate refugees. This global consciousness is growing
stronger with the sense of urgency given by climate change. It seems to have developed not
in spite, but in response to corporate monopolies, imperialist thinking, and conspicuous
consumption. It is building on non-utilitarian views of natural resources and a desire to halt
damaging growth and “return to the roots”. In essence, such a project is about fighting
cultural hegemony and revitalizing various indigenous cultural frameworks.

It is also being met with a conservative backlash, seen through the rising criminalization
of environmental protests (De Sousa Santos 2014). This leaves us with a challenging
question. Indeed, if this unifying project is to deconstruct hegemonic thought, it must be
inclusive. Yet, what happens if one cultural framework promotes the denial of others? Must
such dissent be allowed a voice and partake in the process, to the risk of monopolizing the
discourse? It seems that in our vision, there is no place for monopolies and ontological
violence. The idea of a cultural pluriverse described by authors such as Escobar (2018) takes
inspiration from contemporary Latin American Native designs and describes the path away
from a capitalist relation to the world towards a more relational ontology as a construction
of collective autonomy in networks of interdependent communities. Freedom is enjoyed
individually but respects the freedom of others, not through good will but through a strong
social contract enforced by kinship and solidarity-based policy-making.

Being able to deconstruct hegemonies and define a global culture of sustainability will
define whether we succeed or fail in altering our future. These philosophical questions need
to be answered practically. Far from utopian, contemporary scholarly and practitioners’
work (Bopp and Bopp 2006; Duarte and Belarde-Lewis 2015; Escobar 2018; Mignolo 2012;
Schulz 2017; Wright 2010; Yates et al. 2017) already contain the answers that we need in
order to rally the world around a regenerative culture for all.

Discussion questions

1. How do we deconstruct cultural hegemony?
2. How can we foster a global culture of regeneration?
3. How can we create real spaces for indigenous voices?

Notes

1 The “Rez” is a widely accepted nickname to refer to the inherently colonial word “reservations”.
Similarly, although the term “Indian” is considered as deeply offensive, it is often used by native
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peoples when referring to their territories in the term “Indian country”. See (Yellow Bird, 1999) for
a discussion on appropriate terminology.

2 See (Jaulin, 1970) for a discussion of “ethnocide”.

3 Although individuals have different opinions on appropriate terminology, the terms “native” and
“indigenous” are widely acknowledged as being appropriate when referring to all First Nations (see
Yellow Bird, 1999).

4 See the Hopi Raincatchers group in Hopi land.

5 See www.villageearth.org.

6 See www.OLCERI.org.
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6

TRADITIONAL FOOD, THE
RIGHT TO FOOD, AND
SUSTAINABLE FOOD
SYSTEMS

Alison Blay-Palmer, Andrew Spring, Evelyn R. Nimmo,
and André Eduardo Biscaia de Lacerda

Introduction

Locally, rights-based approaches have contributed to reducing the marginalization
of vulnerable populations such as small-scale farmers, pastoralists and fisherfolk. The
increased confidence in collectively demanding our rights without fear of violence
has resulted in mobilization and organization for a stronger voice. The greater visi-
bility of our struggles has resulted in reducing further injustice.

(Mohammad Ali Shah, Pakistan Fisherfolk Forum — PFF)

The RtAF [Right to Adequate Food| has served to connect seemingly disparate
struggles and peoples in different parts of the world, turning what might otherwise
be local issues with little international appeal, into an interconnected global fight
for human rights. By uniting fisherfolk in Uganda with pastoralists in India and
“raising our voices for one another, we can put pressure on governments not to act
against any human rights activist. If you act against one, you act against us all.”
(Lalji Desai, World Alliance of Mobile and Indigenous
Peoples — WAMIP; in Carrigan 2014, 15-16)

As Mohammad Ali Shah and Lalji Desai make clear in the above quotations, rights-based
approaches can help weave communities together into global networks for resistance and
change (Carrigan 2014). Existing frameworks including the Right to Adequate Food (RtAF),
the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People, and the Convention for the
Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage support Indigenous and traditional food systems.
Protecting cultural heritage can also support transformation towards increasingly sustainable
food systems (SFS) and provide pathways to share good practices, lessons learned, and
empower individuals and communities. Identifying common purpose across communities
within regional food systems can amplify the voice of these networks (Carrigan 2014; also

Blay-Palmer et al. 2015; Holt Giménez and Shattuck 2011; Levkoe 2011).
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Why sustainable food systems?

A sustainable food systems (SFS) framing provides a coherent entry point for considering how
the Right to Adequate Food and Nutrition can be met through traditional food systems. SES
are just and equitable, safeguard cultural heritage through access to healthy, nutritious,
culturally appropriate food produced and procured from local food sources that keep material
resources circulating in local communities and regenerate ecosystems including soil, water
quality, and biodiversity. SES enable people to participate in democratic processes that are
accountable, transparent, and participative (Blay-Palmer and Koc 2010; Pirog et al. 2014). SES
offer pathways to transformation in the face of the industrial food system that are resulting in
sky-rocketing levels of diet-related disease, climate change, increasing income divides, and
biodiversity loss (Heynen et al. 2012; Ilbery and Maye 2005; Shukla et al. 2019; Knezevic
et al. 2017; Renting et al. 2003). These impacts are amplified in many Indigenous
communities. For example, limited access to traditional food can lead to the increased
prevalence of chronic and acute disease and other diet-related health conditions (Council of
Canadian Academies 2014; Damman et al. 2008). While acknowledging the risks of setting up
false binaries by juxtaposing one food system against another (e.g., industrial/conventional vs.
traditional: e.g. Goodman 2004; Ilbery and Maye 2005) and the need for hybrid food system
approaches as intermediary spaces between the conventional and alternative food systems and
that work progressively towards sustainability goals (Ilbery and Maye 2005), it is increasingly
recognized in the face of shared global challenges that structural reform is needed to move
away from destructive industrial food supply chains (Carolan 2018).

It is also increasingly recognized that we have much of the conceptual knowledge and
practical tools that could be combined to realize multiple benefits simultaneously and move
towards system transformation (Blay-Palmer et al. 2018; Gottlieb and Joshi 2010). For
example, sustainable diets connect nutrition with ecologies while also respecting cultural
heritage (Lang and Rayner 2012; Mason and Lang 2017). They can also improve ecosystem
wellbeing and deal with the “double nutrition burden” that includes a lack of nutrients
through access to quality food. Public procurement can help can help provide healthy food
to marginalized consumers and stabilize demand for producers (Agyeman and Alkon 2011;
Sonnino 2009).

More specifically, access to indigenous traditional diets, harvesting, gathering, and
food growing can protect personal and community wellbeing. As well, traditional
knowledge founded on relationships to the land and food harvesting point to ways to
both mitigate and adapt to climate change (O’Dea 1992; Uaay et al. 2001 in Damman
et al. 2008, 136; Right to Food and Nutrition Watch 2014, 11). Traditional diets can
provide: enhanced individual and community health and wellbeing especially for
children and youth mitigating the double burden of disease; community cohesion
through, for example, traditional sharing of food and knowledge transfer from elders to
youth; and enhanced ecosystem wellbeing through improved land stewardship
including natural resource management (Damman et al. 2008; Spring et al. 2018). As
Damman et al. (2008) explain, “respect for indigenous peoples’ right to adequate food,
within the context of their general human rights and their indigenous specific rights,
may curb the development of chronic disease in their communities”. Respecting and
protecting the Right to Food and Indigenous Rights opens spaces to hear these
important lessons. It also raises questions about the complementarity and/or tensions
between individual rights and collective approaches foundational to many indigenous
belief systems.
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Rights, international conventions, and indigenous food systems

The Right to Adequate Food and Nutrition (RtAFN), a foundational dimension to the
realization of SFS, is recognized in several international declarations and conventions (Riol
2016). As a foundational staring point, the Right to Food as a basic human right is stated in
Article 25 of the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights as “everyone has the right to
a standard of living adequate for the health and well-being of himself and of his family,
including food.” Nearly 60 years later, the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples (UNDRIP) adopted in 2007 “establishes a universal framework of minimum standards
for the survival, dignity and well-being of the indigenous peoples of the world” (United
Nations 2007). The declaration includes two particularly relevant paragraphs to consider:

Recognizing that respect for indigenous knowledge, cultures and traditional prac-
tices contributes to sustainable and equitable development and proper management
of the environment, [and] ...

Indigenous peoples have the right to maintain, control, protect and develop their
cultural heritage, traditional knowledge and traditional cultural expressions, as well as
the manifestations of their sciences, technologies and cultures, including human and
genetic resources, seeds, medicines, knowledge of the properties of fauna and flora,
oral traditions ... They also have the right to maintain, control, protect and develop
their intellectual property over such cultural heritage, traditional knowledge, and
traditional cultural expressions.

Control and maintenance by indigenous communities of cultural heritage is one dimension
of determining food security that is especially pertinent for this discussion. The Convention
for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage adopted by the UN in 2003
recognizes the pressures, intolerance, and threats faced, the importance of dialogue, and the
role of inter-generational knowledge exchange to the safeguarding of intangible cultural
heritage in the context of globalization pressures:

Recognizing that communities, in particular indigenous communities, groups and, in
some cases, individuals, play an important role in the production, safeguarding,
maintenance and re-creation of the intangible cultural heritage, thus helping to
enrich cultural diversity and human creativity,

Considering the need to build greater awareness, especially among the younger gener-
ations, of the importance of the intangible cultural heritage and of its safeguarding ..."

Knowledge about food harvesting, growing, preparation, preservation, sharing, and
celebration are all practices associated with cultural heritage. Realizing these rights means
respecting and protecting indigenous and traditional food systems as part of cultural heritage
and traditional knowledge and practices including the importance of sharing this knowledge
between elders and youth. Realizing and protecting these rights will happen in different
ways in different places. For example, in northern Manitoba, Canada, to realize food
security and sovereignty there is the need

to ensure that Indigenous peoples have unimpeded access to their traditional geo-

graphical hunting, trapping, fishing, and harvesting areas, and that these areas be
protected from development projects that lead to contamination of water, flora,
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and fauna is essential. Furthermore, it is also crucial to facilitate opportunities for
inter-generational knowledge transfer in traditional hunting, harvesting, and cook-
ing techniques within fields such as health and education to improve access to, and
utilization, of traditional foods.

(Wendimu et al. 2018, 68)

To enable this access, indigenous peoples need to, “self-determine their own food and
surrounding political and economic systems” (Wendimu et al. 2018, 67). Given this
complexity, a holistic, food systems approach would help to connect the key
considerations into a more coherent approach consistent with many indigenous
worldviews (Geniusz 2009). To accomplish this so that changes are community defined
and guided, the approach needs to be people-focused and reach across the food system,
including and building from individual knowledge about food production, processing, and
distribution for change,

Special efforts must be made to ensure the genuine participation of all people, par-
ticularly the poor and the marginalized, in the decisions and actions that are of
concern to them in order to improve self-reliance and assure positive results. All
relevant sectors of government should act in concert with communities and, as
appropriate, with NGOs. Community involvement should lie not only in their
indicating their perceived priorities but also in planning, managing and evaluating
community based interventions.

(Wendimu et al. 2018, 68)

This requires knowledge about what is needed on the ground and to provide policy
consistency across scales so that those systems can move towards sustainable transformation.
This is an imperative in the context of Truth and Reconciliation in Canada so that colonial
power systems that articulate across scales are continuously identified, called out, and
deconstructed (Desmarais and Wittman 2014; Morrison 2011). As Bragdon explains,

At present there does not appear to be a coherent understanding of the inter-
national architecture for food security, of what needs to be done by governments
collectively, and the freedom governments need domestically to ensure the food
security of their own populations without harming the needs of others. Given the
current state of global food security, it is incumbent upon governments to provide
more than just an enabling environment for markets and the private sector.
(Bragdon 2015, 1)

This enabling environment demands a move from industry-centric linear, input—output
approaches to circular, integrated relationships (Bragdon 2015, 6).

A transformation of the energy matrix and the food system is required, contribut-
ing to food sovereignty, as called for by La Via Campesina and built upon during
the Forum for Food Sovereignty, in Nyéléni in 2007. This called for food systems
to be in the hands of the people and at the service of humanity, where small-scale
producers (who produce 70-80% of the world’s food) play a crucial role.

(Right to Food and Nutrition Watch 2017, 67-68)
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Food sovereignty is founded on respecting the right to food self-determination for
smallholders, peasants (campesina), and more recently marginalized consumers. If we look to
the food sovereignty movement, La Via Campesina, we see the assertion of peasant rights to
land and self-determination for self-sustaining agriculture and food systems (Nyéléni 2007,
Patel 2009). Agroecology is one well-recognized way forward to the achievement of food
sovereignty. The circular processes in agroecology that recycle nutrients and biomass require
farmers to have control over the land, water, seeds, and related biodiversity (Cedefio 2014,
48; HLPE 2019). The community and social dimensions of agroecology also need to be
supported through the realization of human rights as well as related policies and programs
(Leyva and Lores 2018).

While rights are being extended to some peasant landowners, we do not see the same
rights being recognized for hunter-gatherer food communities. Hunter-gatherer food
systems rely on ecosystem health on a large scale. And complexities arise when the
ecosystems, as well as migratory routes for food sources, cross geopolitical and jurisdictional
boundaries and where the obligation of the state to protect wildlife conflicts at times with
the livelihoods of communities. If the food system is ultimately determined by the health of
the ecosystem, managing that ecosystem becomes instrumental in the sustainability and
long-term viability of the communities that the system supports. Therefore, the ultimate
success of conservation of natural capital, such as the long-term health of the animals
communities depend on, may lie in a regional approach, with other jurisdictions supporting
similar initiatives, as well as studies to help understand ecosystem impacts under a changing
climate regime. It again appears that the community level is insufficient when dealing with
certain parts of the community’s food system. The complex mix of scale, livelihoods, and
natural capital play a key role in the food system (Dahlberg 1993).

An example of reforms from Argentina provides some guidance about moving forward.
As part of their 1994 constitutional reform, Argentina granted constitutional standing to
previously ratified treaties that provide a framing in support of the right to food.”
Collectively, these treaties provide reference points to enable the RtAF. A missing
dimension is regional supportive policy and programs, as well as federal commitment to
making this happen in the face of political and economic elites (Damman et al. 2008). The
Argentinian example underscores that multi-scale policy coherence founded on the Right to
Food is foundational for food sovereignty to have a chance at being realized (Patel 2011).
Networks of communities are needed so that voices are amplified in the move to build
more SFS. Food sovereignty, multi-scale governance mechanisms, and related programs that
embed and respect the Right to Food help protect traditional food and cultural heritage for
both food harvesters and farmers. Indigenous peoples and cultural heritage can be central to
food security solutions, protect biodiversity, and help regenerate ecosystems. A rights-based
approach to respect and protect traditional food growing and harvesting provides a way
forward for food and nutrition security as well as for cooling the planet. “Future policy
decisions to cope effectively with the causes of global warming must put forward human
rights before any technical measures. Global warming is after all, a problem of climate
justice” (Cedeno 2014, 49). Using small-scale farmers (SSF) as an example of how to secure
rural livelihoods, it is important to ensure “informed, continued and effective participation
in decision-making processes. SSF need to be involved in the developing the policies that
support them” (Bragdon 2015, 16). This applies equally to indigenous food harvesters and
offers the basis for comparison developed in the balance of this chapter. In the Canadian
context,
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In addition to the idea that Food is sacred, these discussions have emphasized the
importance of Participation at individual, family, community, and regional levels.
Self-determination refers to the “freedom and ability to respond to our own needs
for healthy, culturally-adapted indigenous foods. It represents the freedom and abil-
ity to make decisions over the amount and quality of food we hunt, fish, gather,
grow and eat” (Morrison 2011: 100). Finally, Legislation and policy reform
attempts to “reconcile Indigenous food and cultural values with colonial laws, pol-
icies and mainstream economic activities” (101).

(Desmarais and Wittman 2014)

While there has been some success in getting policy-alignment in more southern
communities in Canada, northern communities have not received the same attention.

In the following sections, case studies provide two examples of community-based
research as the basis for solidarity using a rights-based approach. The first is a small First
Nation community in the Northwest Territories of Canada and responds to a call from
Desmarais and Wittman (2014) in the context of food sovereignty in Canada that “requires
a critical engagement with a new politics of possibility. This involves reconsidering and
reframing concepts of collective political will, appropriate authority, governance, self-
determination, solidarity, and individual and collective rights” (2014, 1154). The second
example describes traditional agroforestry approaches in Brazil, adding to existing work
including research by Schneider and Niederle (2010). These localized cases help us to
understand more about the basis for global networks that could foster the realization of the
Right to Food, safeguard intangible cultural heritage, and foster more ecologically sound
food systems. The cases offer insights into parallel challenges faced by both communities.
For example, both case studies demonstrate the lack of community capacity and the need
for more coherent locally relevant food sensitive policies, for example, protected land status
and economic supports founded on community engagement by policy-makers. Together,
this adds to what we understand about the basis for solidarity through the Right to Food for
locally appropriate traditional food systems.

Case studies

This section reports ongoing research projects in southern Brazil and the Northwest
Territories in Canada. Both projects are part of a Canadian partnership, FLEAGE (Food:
Locally Embedded, Globally Engaged) funded through the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council of Canada. The partnership includes 89 organizations and 132 individuals
and enables knowledge sharing opportunities between partners.

In both Brazil and the NWT, research was initiated at the invitation of the communities.
In the NWT participants included active land users and harvesters, community Band
Council members and elders. In Brazil, community participants included: small-scale erva-
mate farmers, local representatives of family farmers’ unions, researchers from national and
regional agricultural research/outreach agencies and universities, and non-governmental
organizations. Information was gathered using participatory action research approaches so
that research responds to the needs and visions of communities and adds to local capacity
based on community defined goals. As appropriate, the research projects used on-the-land
camps, oral history interviews and farm visits, focus groups, community meetings, and/or
interviews to gather information. In both projects, the work builds on long-standing
embedded relationships between the researchers and communities.
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Traditional food systems: Canada’s Northwest Territories

Kakisa, located in the Canada’s Northwest Territories (NWT), is home to the Ka’a’gee Tu
First Nation (KTFN). This small Dene community has a strong link to the surrounding
land, lakes, and water that make up their traditional territory. The land is a source of
cultural and spiritual wellbeing, and is the basis of the community’s food system, which
continues to be based on subsistence harvesting — hunting, fishing, and gathering. Like
many communities across the northern regions of Canada, there are concerns regarding the
impacts of climate change and development pressures on the health of the land, waters, and
animals. With communities across Canada’s north experiencing alarmingly high rates of food
insecurity, climate change is another stressor on an already compromised system (Council of
Canadian Academies 2014). A research partnership between the KTFN and researchers from
Wilfrid Laurier University started in 2014 with a project to examine the impact of climate
change on the community’s food system, the access and availability of traditional foods, and
explore opportunities to build a better food system. Community members described changes
in weather, water, and animal distributions, but also more uncertainty and risk associated
with being on the land and harvesting traditional foods. As part of a participatory action
research approach, the community was able to identify several key projects and initiatives to
increase access to and availability of affordable and healthy foods for everyone. This
community vision of a more sustainable food system includes: fostering stronger relationship
between youth and elders; increased access to healthy foods, and increased stewardship of
the environment. Overall, community members in Kakisa, identified reestablishing
connections to the land and each other, but with the addition of modern tools and
infrastructure as the basis of health and sustainable food system moving forward (Spring
et al. 2018).

However, identifying what needs to be done and building the community’s vision for
their food system are two different things. Community members face many challenges, and
many of these were captured as part of ongoing collaboration with the community focusing
on identifying what barriers are limiting the ability to achieve their desired food system.
Research in Kakisa uses a modified Community Capital Framework (CCF) to describe
community food systems in terms of available or depleting capitals (Spring et al. 2018). The
CCEF is based on seven dimensions of capital contained within a community: natural, social,
cultural, political, built, financial, and human. In the CCF, as interpreted here, the capitals
are viewed as overlapping systems that interact with one another and can be used to create
capitals or resources that contribute to healthy, vibrant communities, economies, and
ecosystems (Emery and Flora 2006; Flora et al. 2004). This approach is compatible with
other emerging definitions of food systems, including complex adaptive systems (Stroink and
Nelson 2013), the sustainable rural livelihoods framework (Scoones 2009) and systems of
systems (Blay-Palmer et al. 2016; Hipel et al. 2010) and are defined by place and local
circumstances (Marsden 2012).

Many projects that have been implemented in Kakisa over the past few years have built
on the community’s social capital and experience working with a variety of organizations.
For example, the community expressed a great deal of interest in growing food. Using
connections in the region, the Northern Farm Training Institute, a local organization that
demonstrates the feasibility of farming in the NWT, has helped to facilitate food growing
workshops and planting gardens with the local school for the past few years. Although there
are some issues with community participation, lack of knowledge of food growing and
history of both good and bad experiences in growing food, the community is committed to
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having food growing as part of their food system and as a way to rely less on food imported
from the south that is expensive and tends to be highly processed so unhealthy (Simba and
Spring 2017). But with gardens and other initiatives, this small community of approximately
50 people lacks capacity to carry out much of their vision for their food system. Graduate
students and researchers have been able to fill some of this capacity by contributing to grant
writing, facilitating on-the-land camps that connect youth and elders, and mapping and
recording traditional knowledge and stories from elders as per the community’s vision (Kok
2020). These projects have built social, cultural, and human capitals, which are important
parts of the food system, but do not tackle some of the more important issues facing the
community.

Kakisa lacks political capital in terms of local decision-making over resources, which is a key
capital of the food system. Located in the Dehcho region of the NWT, there is currently no
comprehensive land claim agreement in place in the region, the community has limited ways it
can have a say in, and protect, their land. The KTFN Band Council is responsible for
advocating on behalf of the community but is limited due to the size of the community, with
few community members able to attend the numerous meetings in the region. The community
works closely with organizations, communities, and government in the region but often lacks
the regional organization mandated as part of land claim agreements to act on behalf of their
community. One option that the KTFN has been pursuing for years is obtaining protected
areas status for their traditional lands, a designation that would ensure the land is locally-
managed to conserve biodiversity and ecosystem health, establish a land management authority,
and protect traditional land uses (NWT Protected Area Strategy Advisory Committee 1999).
The KTFN allocates available capitals, including their time (human), social capital, and financial
resources, to establish their rights to oversee the management of their traditional territory in the
hopes of protecting their lands for future generations (Spring 2018).

In Kakisa, often conversations about food systems focus on what can be done with the
capitals that exist in the community, and what can be achieved through partnerships with other
institutions and organizations. The community is happy to see some of the successes and
programs scaled out to regional levels to see other communities become engaged in similar
food systems initiatives. This is a bottom-up approach that involves working together and
sharing knowledge with others as part of the next steps of many of the projects being
implemented. But that approach is dependent on the availability of capitals required, not to
mention interest and relationships with partners. Having policies in place to support the
community’s vision would greatly impact the current food system. The community is
allocating so much of its available resources to creating the frameworks for protection and
stewardship of their lands, supporting on-the-land learning and sharing of traditional knowledge
to support the next generation of harvester. Stewardship could see harvesters and land uses
supported as guardians, or environmental monitors of their traditional territories, protecting the
land while bringing food home to be shared with the community. What has been done
through this innovative partnership between the community and academic partners has created
the capacity to slowly build these resources, often through competitive funding opportunities.
But imagining what could be accomplished for community food systems in the NWT through
national adoption of rights-based conventions could provide transformational reference points.

Traditional food systems: erva-mate in Brazil

In Southern Brazil, traditional agroforestry systems have continued for generations on small-
scale family farms that are made up of diverse mosaics of food crops, vegetable gardens, and
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managed and natural forests. Despite their small size (less than 50 ha), family farms supply
a significant share of food production to the domestic market, including 87% of manioc,
70% of beans, 46% of corn, 58% of milk, 50% of poultry, 59% of pork, and 30% of cattle
(Rocha et al. 2012). Non-wood forest products produced through traditional agroforestry
systems, which include erva-mate (yerba mate; Ilex paraguariensis) extraction, native fruits,
and often livestock grazing (Hanisch 2019), are critical to the farm’s income and security, as
they provide a relatively secure return with minimal input. These traditional systems have
also been pivotal to the conservation of about 20-25% of secondary forests in a region that
has approximately 1% of the original forest cover (Castella and Britez 2004; Vibrans et al.
2012). Maintaining the forest cover is essential not only to the farms, as it protects local
biodiversity (natural pest control) and water availability, but also for the regions in which
these systems exist, providing the ecosystem services necessary for urban and peri-urban
areas. Through oral history interviews and farm visits to document traditional knowledge
with small-scale erva-mate producers, along with community workshops including
producers, local and national agricultural research and outreach agencies, universities, and
NGOs, this case study examines the tensions between small-scale farmers in Southern Brazil,
the implementation of policies at the local and regional level, and the application of legal
restrictions related to forests and forest products, and how these play out in terms of
producers’ right to define their own food and agricultural systems.

Traditional erva-mate production has its roots in Guarani indigenous cultural food
practices but has undergone significant transformation since first contact with the Spanish in
the sixteenth century (Nimmo and Nogueira 2019). In the last 30 years, increases in
consumption of erva-mate have led to pressures to modernize production through the use
of monoculture stands, chemical fertilizers, and pesticides. Despite this growing pressure,
traditional erva-mate producers in Southern Parana State and Northern Santa Catarina State
have maintained the agroforestry systems in which erva-mate thrives. As a shade-tolerant
species, erva-mate produces well in the understory environment of the iconic Araucaria
Forest of the region, with little need for fertilizers or pesticides because of the natural
interactions in the forest environment (Chaimsohn and Souza 2013). For many of the
interviewed participants, the agroecological practices that inform erva-mate agroforestry
production spill over into all areas of the farm, including limited use of pesticides and
synthetic fertilizers, as well as cultivation of heirloom seeds and rotational grazing, among
others. However, small-scale farmers face challenges related to the lack of value given to
their products and continued pressure to move toward conventional agriculture to increase
yields, despite the problems inherent in monocrop systems (i.e., debt, mechanization,
market fluctuation, food insecurity). Over the last 15 years, several innovative policy
initiatives have been developed in Brazil to improve income and food security on small-
scale farms, while the Right to Food was added to the country’s constitution in 2010
(Rocha et al. 2012). Yet how these policies play out at the local level, and the challenges
faced in terms of producers’ autonomy in decision-making, remain hidden from wider
narratives about the success of Brazil’s right to food initiatives.

Two programs in particular have had a significant economic impact on small-scale
producers in our study region. One program is the National Food in Schools Program
(Programa Nacional de Alimenta¢io Escolar, PNAE) which began in the 1950s to provide
food to children in public schools and modified in 2003 with the requirement that 30% of
the food included in the program come from local and organic producers (Ferreira de
Moura 2017). This program serves over 40 million children per day and every municipality
throughout Brazil participates (Rocha et al. 2012). Another program, the National Food
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Acquisition Program (Programa de Aquisicio de Alimentos, PAA), implemented in 2003,
sources 100% of the food from local family farms to be distributed in government-run
institutions including daycares, hospitals, food banks, among others. These programs, along
with National Program for Strengthening Family Agriculture (Programa Nacional de
Fortalecimento da Agricultura Familiar, PRONAF) are pillars of the government’s Fome
Zero strategy to combat hunger and food insecurity (Rocha et al. 2012). The traditional
systems that producers have maintained on family farms, including agroforestry systems,
diverse crops, and organic vegetable gardens, have been essential in not only meeting this
demand, but also ensuring that these farming families remain food secure. However, the
majority of small-scale farms are unable to consistently produce a sufficient amount on their
individual farms to meet the requirements of the government programs. Local Family
Farmers Unions (FETRAF) have stepped in, working with SSFs to develop and organize
cooperatives to meet the program’s needs locally. The development of these co-ops and
production networks has strengthened community ties and offered new economic
opportunities, for example through organic fairs, while also supporting their continuation.

The effects of these policies on small-scale farms and their local communities can be seen
through the maintenance of traditional knowledge systems, the inclusion of younger
generations in family farming practices, support for the local economy, and access to healthy
fresh produce and food for lower-income families. However, these policies have created
a reliance on government to fund local, small-scale production, without a consideration of
scaling-out these systems and enabling farmers to become independent of government funds.
The precarity of these programs is clearly shown through the different ways in which
policies are envisioned at the government level and how they are implemented on the
ground. For example, the wide-reaching graft scandal that engulfed the government led the
Federal Public Prosecutor to run a fine-tooth comb over all government contracts,
including those with local co-ops developed to fulfill the PNAE and PAA programs.
Irregularities in the contracts, for example the substitution of one product for another due
to fluctuations in crops and harvests, were interpreted as criminal offences and 11 leaders of
co-ops were imprisoned for several months (https://noticias.uol.com.br/cotidiano/ultimas-
noticias/2013/09/24/pf-cumpre-11-mandados-de-prisao-em-operacao-contra-desvio-do-
fome-zero-no-pr.htm). Although all of those imprisoned from Parani State have been
exonerated, the disruption of the leadership and the cutting off of public funds due to the
investigation, along with recent budget cuts, left hundreds of small-scale farmers (SSFs) who
relied on the program without an income, while also affecting access to local produce and
food security for the families that received produce. As noted above, these programs are
a significant part of Brazil’s Fome Zero strategy to address the Zero Hunger Sustainable
Development Goal outlined by the UN, and their disruption puts the country’s ability to
meet these goals in jeopardy. Many of the SSFs in these municipalities have reverted to
tobacco or other fertilizer and pesticide reliant monoculture crops, while others managed to
continue with erva-mate or other products, selling in local fairs. Clearly, the creation of
legal and policy mechanisms and their application do not consider the realities of agricultural
production, particularly for small-scale farms.

Tensions between the law and SSFs in the region are also evident considering the Forest
Code” and the severe restrictions placed on the use of forests. Restrictive laws put in place
since the 1960s (Brazil 1965, 2006) have been essential in the fight against deforestation;
however, these laws do not consider the realities of traditional agroforestry practices that
have been in place for over 100 years, nor were they developed in consultation with those
farmers that have conserved forests on their properties. As noted above, the few remnants of

74


https://noticias.uol.com.br
https://noticias.uol.com.br
https://noticias.uol.com.br

Traditional food and sustainable systems

Araucaria Forest are concentrated in Southern Paranid and Northern Santa Catarina States
partly because of the continuation of erva-mate production in agroforestry systems. Yet, the
law restricts any type of forest management within these ecosystems, i.e., removal of trees,
and limited ability to harvest fire-wood or other non-wood forest products. Rather than
working with communities to support stewardship and sustainable management of the
forests, which is already part of erva-mate producers’ traditional practice, farmers feel that
the environmental agency disproportionately police their activities and refuse their requests
to manage the forest. This situation has created antagonism not only between small-scale
farmers and the agency but also with the forest. Erva-mate producers who use the forest
biome are caught in a difficult position between the law and practice. In order to avoid
problems in the future, for example the inability to remove spontaneous tree regeneration,
farmers actively remove seedlings, thus impoverishing the forest composition and
threatening the continuation of the biome.

Despite the tensions between policy and practice, grassroots initiatives that support SSFs’
agricultural autonomy, cultural heritage, and continuation of traditional systems are
flourishing in the region. For example, the region is home to a thriving network of
heirloom (crioulo) seed collection and exchange which is essential for community building,
knowledge sharing, and sustaining local food biodiversity. Many of the SSFs are actively
involved in planting local varieties of corn, popcorn, beans, pumpkin and squash, rice,
among others. These seed fairs were born out of a collective consciousness of the need to
preserve local food biodiversity and traditional practices in the region and have grown
significantly over the years. Meanwhile, local chapters of FETRAF have partnered with
EMATER (Parani State’s agricultural outreach agency) to develop a program to transition
farmers away from tobacco and into other agroecological crops and the Public Prosecutor of
Labour (Ministério Publico do Trabalho) is beginning to support such practices. Many of
those hired to do this outreach are young women, providing not only important
employment opportunities, but also enabling young women to play an active role in the
transition toward more sustainable practices in the region. In Brazil, although women play
a crucial, yet often hidden, role in family agriculture (UN Women 2019), women are
proportionately more likely to leave family farms and migrate to the cities, leaving some
rural areas with a gender difference of up to 10% (Oxfam Brasil 2016). Programs that hire
women to get involved in activities surrounding SSF are important, as they begin to combat
the pervasive stereotypes that women are not farmers and that small-scale farming isn’t
a valuable or viable career choice. Our ongoing engagement with these communities is
beginning to see greater participation of young women, yet more need to get involved in
local farmers unions and their voices need to be included in decision-making, while also
providing mentoring opportunities for other young women.

Despite the successes of and international attention given to Brazil’'s Fome Zero
programs, there is a real need to invert the top-down approaches of agricultural research/
outreach and policies must consider the realities of small-scale farms and their families,
building policies and practices in collaboration. For example, through our ongoing
partnership project, researchers from Embrapa Forestry (Brazil’s national forest research
company) are developing and testing models of forest restoration that are economically
viable and enable farmers to move away from conventional agricultural practices, such as
monocultures and pesticides. These models are being developed in collaboration with small-
scale erva-mate producers and based on traditional knowledge of the forest that we are
documenting through oral history interviews. Forest products are important aspect of these
models, along with trees for wood production: Mimosa scabrella, bracatinga, and other native
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fruit tree species that adhere to the restrictive Forest Code while also offering avenues of
agricultural innovation. Projects like ours that focus on valuing and documenting the voices
and knowledge of farmers using traditional agroforestry systems are urgently required, not
only so that their products and culture can be valued by society, but their important role in
rural and urban ecological wellbeing is recognized and appreciated. Our continued
engagement with farmers, family farmers unions, NGOs, and regional and national
government agencies is beginning to bear fruit, with the Public Prosecutor of Labour of
Parana supporting the creation of a strategic council (Observatério) made up of civil society,
government, and research agencies to inform policies and support the development and
expansion of traditional erva-mate production.

Clearly, SSFs face many challenges in relation to their right to define their own food and
agricultural systems. This is compounded by pressure to move to monoculture crops,
including transgenic soy, corn, and tobacco, some of which comes from government
agricultural and outreach agencies. With the inauguration of a far-right government in
2019, this pressure is only likely to grow as representatives of the agribusiness and forestry
sectors have been given prominent positions in government, most of whom have little
appreciation for the previous government’s policies in relation to SSFs. The future of
programs supporting SSFs, for example through access to credit (PRONAF), and policies
such as PNAE and PAA is unclear, which will have a direct impact on food security and
the right to adequate food for both farmers and the communities in which they live. The
grassroots and community initiatives already in place, the local chapters of Family Farmers
Unions, and partnerships across communities, unions, and research institutions, such as the
partnership we have fostered, will be essential to confront the challenges SSFs are likely to
face in the coming years.

Common threads: discussion and conclusion

The examples from northern Canada and southern Brazil point to commonalities that
could provide the basis for community engaged and connected action founded on human
rights through the protection and support of networks of sustainable food systems as
opportunities for regeneration. Rights focused networks can create new, or add to
existing, networks. Examples of how to enact change in this way come from many
sources. New paths forward are emerging through global-local articulations including the
Occupy Movement and the 2019 Climate Action Strikes. La Via Campesina as a global
movement is an exemplar for enacting political and food systems change (Desmarais
2012). Agroecology education programs in Nicaragua that build on the Brazilian MST
(Landless Workers Movement) and the Cuban ANAP (Asociacién Nacional de
Agricultores Pequerios), identify educational approaches that move the focus from the
individual to the territory. In these cases, agroecological education becomes a way to
bring about change as farmers educate farmers about technical farming practices as well as
the participation and interrogation of social processes. Scaling this up is supported by
territorial mediators including the presence of the social movement itself, schools,
facilitators, methods for social activation, and organizational structures, as well as access to
land, positive experiences with agroecology, and direct access to consumers (McCune
et al. 2017). In our case studies, there are parallels with Guardian Programs in the NWT
and the regional networks of farmers in Brazil. In reflecting on the two case studies,
points of commonality become apparent:
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1. That there are shared challenges and opportunities for these communities and their
food systems;

2. That there are multiple dividends from these traditional food systems;

3. That there is the basis for building rights-based networks of common practice to enable
transformative SFS.

First, both communities have strong cultural links to the land through their food systems.
And, while these food systems foster water, soil, and biodiversity relying on cultural
diversity, they are adversely impacted by the economic and environmental effects of
globalization including development pressures and climate change. These global scale
pressures and food system industrialization also negatively impact food security and health.
Shared responses to the challenges are the inner-community building of youth and elder
connections through the valuing and sharing of traditional knowledge and the valorization
of cultural and biocultural diversity (Pimbert 2017). The case from Brazil lays out the local
support for diverse seeds, growing systems, and cultural systems through direct-sell fairs and
markets and regional extension services as well as support to transition to agroecological
practices from tobacco farming. Pluriactivity economically also provides more robust formal
and informal economic supports making the communities better able to self-determine their
food systems in keeping with food sovereignty approaches. This pluriactivity is consistent
with research by Schneider and Niederle (2010) where Brazilian dairy farmers develop
autonomy and minimize risk by: using their own crops to feed their animals; consume,
trade, or direct sell the food they produce and process through value-added food products
(e.g. cheese) and kitchen gardens; diversify crops and value streams; and, as a result,
experience increased valorization and improved opportunities for women and youth. Taken
together there is refocusing from export to self-provisioning.

Framing food as systems that include ecological, cultural, and economic dimensions helps
to support cooperatives and regional networks as important tools for raising community
impact and viability. These food networks address other dimensions of sustainable food
systems in particular cultural and economic considerations that have positive ecological
implications. For example, traditional food systems provide solutions to pressing issues
including climate change, un(der)employment of youth and women, social inclusion, and
ecological regeneration and can offer ways to engage with other types of food systems.
However, it is up to national governments to assume their duty of care and provide
a rights-based enabling environment. As Bragdon says,

Putting SSF [small scale farmers, but for this chapter also traditional farmers and
traditional harvesters] innovation at the center in considering policy options does
not exclude collaborative research efforts. Indeed, synergies between ‘“formal”
sector actors, particularly public research institutions, and small-scale innovation
systems are likely to be important to the health and resilience of food systems. The
point is to ensure the synergies empower SSF and represent collaboration and part-
nership and do not cause the displacement of SSF. Ensuring relationships are equit-
able and do not displace SSF — a group serving not only private but public
interests — is the role of the public sector and public policy.

(2015, 9)

There is very specific overwhelming support for traditional food and cultural heritage in
existing declarations and conventions — what is lacking is the political will to enact, respect,
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and protect at all or consistently nationally and through international regulations. For
example, in the wake of the Truth and Reconciliation Call for Action in Canada released in
2015, there is clear call for compliance with international agreements. This could include
the adoption and ratification of, for example, the UN Convention for the Safeguarding of
the Intangible Cultural Heritage. Unfortunately, while there is interest in supporting the
harmonization of Canadian law with the UN Declaration on Rights of Indigenous Peoples,
currently there is not enough support to make this a reality. The law that would have made
this a reality (Bill C-262) was not passed in June 2019 and so would need to be revived
following the national election in the fall of 2019 (Rogers 2019). As well, the only example
of Indigenous self-governed community in the Northwest Territories was launched in 2016
in Deline on Great Bear Lake. While this process took decades to be realized and the self-
government process still under development the implications for sustainable food systems
point to self-determination of resource management, land stewardship, and revitalization of
language and culture (Spring 2018). In Brazil, where traditional food production systems
face pressures to industrialize production especially in context of the 2019 far-right
government and the future of existing national programs including PRONAF and PAA are
uncertain, existing links to local groups (FETRAF and EMATER) could help to continue
the tangible, grassroots enactment of the Right to Food. Regional initiatives supportive of
traditional food systems also provide ongoing space for these programs to persist.
Additionally, the tensions between small-scale farmers in Southern Brazil, the implementation
of policies supportive of traditional food systems at the local and regional level, and the
application of legal restrictions related to forests and forest products create contested spaces for
producers and how they are able to realize the right to define their own food and agricultural
systems.
There is a corresponding need for accountability,

human rights treaties must be at the core of mandatory regulation at the inter-
national level. Looking ahead, our major challenge is thus the important task of
making them truly enforceable at all levels. Locally, it is crucial to continue
increasing human rights accountability through mechanisms such as social auditing
and people’s tribunals. So far, people’s mobilization remains the paramount form of
human rights accountability. At the national level, the right to food is not fully
justiciable everywhere yet and mandatory regulation on all relevant policy fields —
as those included in the Guidelines — is still lacking. Finally, at the international
level, it is necessary to complete the architecture of the international human rights
system with a world court for human rights ... the Guidelines can be effectively
hardened when social movements claim, monitor and implement them themselves.

(Suarez and Aubry 2014, 25)

Possible ways to move forward include action plans with specific timelines, indicators of
progress, and allocation of responsibilities. Implementation is key. The former UN
Rapporteur on the Right to Food, de Schutter, explains the need for clarity and
accountability:

What must be done is to adopt an action plan with clear timelines for the imple-
mentation of each action to be taken, clear indicators to measure progress, and
a clear allocation of responsibilities. In this way, no single part of government can
avoid having to account for failing to take the measures it is expected to take. That
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idea is a very powerful one. And in countries that have adopted such national strat-
egies, it has acquired some degree of impact. Again however, the implementation
of this idea is very uneven from region to region. Even in Latin America, where
many countries have adopted a framework law on the RtAF, and have for the
most part adopted national strategies, it is not clear whether there is always inde-
pendent monitoring of the implementation of these strategies. It is also unclear
whether there are any sanctions associated with non-compliance for the timelines
that are set. So there is certainly still work to be done.

(De Schutter 2012, 18—19)

In commenting on agricultural investment as a tool for food sovereignty, McKeon explains
the need for iteration between top-down and bottom-up approaches is key so that the

two must be mutually reinforcing, with local and national mobilization providing
the popular energy for global policy work that otherwise would be reduced in its
legitimacy and its urgency and, in return, accessing outside support for local strug-
gles. National accountability backed by political mobilization is the indispensable
complement for globally negotiated guidance ...

(McKeon 2014, 31)

It is also critical for

a participato human rights-based approach that transforms “victims” into
p patory g pp

s

“actors,” resulting in the promotion of self-determination instead of dependency ...
In short, community engagements that protect local knowledge in relation to sus-
tainable food systems must be protected; these activities can and do trigger
a multitude of activities that have mobilized women, men and children to solve
common post-crisis challenges, thus further contributing to the restoration of com-
munities’ self-reliance.

(Cedeiio 2014, 39)

Respecting and protecting the Right to Food and the Rights of Indigenous Peoples opens
spaces to hear these important lessons. It also raises questions about the complementarity
and/or tensions between individual rights and collective approaches foundational to many
indigenous worldviews that requires more attention with cultural heritage as one dimension
of determining food security that is especially pertinent in the face of globalization (United
Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples in 2003). This chapter points to
the need the Right to Food and the Rights of Indigenous Peoples as requiring support at all
policy scales with appropriate policies and programs to embed and protect these rights in the
context of ever-shifting government priorities. Global knowledge sharing and support
networks, including La Via Campesina, offer platforms for realizing these rights across scales.

Discussion questions

* How can networks be created to enable knowledge sharing that could support more
recognition of the Right to Food?
* (How) do indigenous worldviews align with more individual human rights?
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* How can gender and youth be brought more centrally into consideration in research
linked to the Right to Food and traditional food systems?

Notes

1 The “intangible cultural heritage” means the practices, representations, expressions, knowledge,
skills — as well as the instruments, objects, artifacts, and cultural spaces associated therewith — that
communities, groups, and, in some cases, individuals recognize as part of their cultural heritage. This
intangible cultural heritage, transmitted from generation to generation, is constantly recreated by
communities and groups in response to their environment, their interaction with nature and their
history, and provides them with a sense of identity and continuity, thus promoting respect for cul-
tural diversity and human creativity. (UNESCO 2003).

2 Including International Covenants of 1966 on Economic on Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR)
and on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), the Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of
Racial Discrimination (CERD), the CRC, the American Declaration of the Rights and Duties of
Man, the American Convention on Human Rights, and the ILO 169.

3 Updated and improved in 2012, the Forest Code is the main legal instrument for regulating land use
on private rural lands in Brazil. “The Forest Code establishes two main types of land under environ-
mental protection: Permanent Protection Areas (PPA) and Legal Reserves (LR). PPAs provide abso-
lute protection of environmentally significant areas, such as riparian zones of rivers and hilltops.
Legal Reserves are the areas in which rural landowners are required to set aside a proportion of
their land that must maintain native vegetation. The proportion that must be set aside varies accord-
ing to property size and location. Within the Amazon as much as 80% of a property must be set
aside, whereas it is 35% in the parts of the Cerrado which fall within the legal definition of Amazo-
nia, and 20% in the rest of rural Brazil” (https://www.globalcanopy.org/sites/default/files/docu
ments/resources/Brazil’s%20Forest%20Code%20briefing. pdf).
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CO-CREATIVE GOVERNANCE
OF AGROECOLOGY

Lisa Deijl and Jessica Duncan

Introduction

One pathway we can take to create regenerative food systems is agroecology. Agroecology
is receiving increased recognition and attention from governance institutions as a possible
solution to the multiple crises that exist in food policy today (Parmentier 2014). However,
agroecology as practice, movement, and science, is interpreted in different ways by different
groups (Pimbert 2015). This chapter maps current discourses around agroecology and
considers how key groups behind these discourses are more or less able to influence related
policy processes. This is relevant because those who can influence the policy-making process
affect the outcomes of said process (Swyngedouw 2005). As this chapter will show,
transdisciplinary co-creation of knowledge is a core principle of agroecology. We in turn
argue that in order to reflect this and other tenants of agroecology, the governance of
agroecology should be inclusive of all knowledge producers.

To explore a governance process wherein these issues play out, this chapter presents the
results of a discourse analysis applied to the FAO Regional Symposium on Agroecology for
Sustainable Agriculture and Food Systems for Europe and Central Asia which took place in
Budapest, Hungary from 23 to 25 November 2016. All of the formal interventions at the
symposium were recorded and made available online. One of the authors attended the
symposium as an invited speaker. The analysis considers the discourses of scientists, farmers,
policy-makers, and civil society organizations (CSOs), and how they were able or unable to
participate in the process, and what effect this had on the outcome of the symposium. As
such, the aim of this chapter is to signal potential threats to agroecological principles when
they are translated into policy-making processes and to give recommendations as to what
a co-created governance process could look like.

Agroecology as a pathway to regenerative food systems

The central idea of agroecology is to view an agricultural production system as
a modified ecosystem: an agroecosystem. The concept of the agroecosystem highlights
that like any other ecosystem, agricultural production systems are shaped by dynamic
processes that strive towards an equilibrium of energy and nutrients (Gliessman 2015).
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What agroecology aims to do is ‘[apply] ecological concepts and principles to the design
and management of sustainable agro-ecosystems’ (Altieri 2014, 2). Key to an
agroecological production system is that it fits the local environment by its very design,
in contrast to models which propose a one-size-fits-all solution. Further, these systems
regenerate themselves, rather than being dependent on external inputs (Rosset and Altieri
1997).

Scientists have used the term agroecology to refer to the application of ecological
principles to agriculture since the 1920s (FAO 2018, 6). Often a distinction is made
between agroecology as a science, practice, and social movement (Silici 2014). The first use
of the term agroecology is attributed to work that the Russian agronomist Bensin published
in 1928, demarcating the start of agroecology as a science. Wezel et al. (2009) place the
consolidation of the scientific discipline in the 1970s, when the concept of the
agroecosystem was introduced. Wezel et al. (2009, 506) also propose that it was at this time
that agroecology emerged as a practice, explaining that

one of the origins of agroecology as a practice was laid during the 1980s in Latin
America. ... Agroecology helped local farmers to improve their Indigenous farming
practices as an alternative to a high input, chemical-intensive agriculture promoted
by international corporations.

Lastly, the origin of agroecology as a social movement is placed in the 1990s (Silici
2014). It was also around this time that the peasants’ movement La Via Campesina was
founded, and coined the term ‘food sovereignty’, which they defined as ‘the right of each
nation to maintain and develop its own capacity to produce its basic foods respecting
cultural and productive diversity’ (La Via Campesina 1996, as cited in Patel 2009, 665).

While this three-part division is widely acknowledged, there are also theorists that do not
agree with it, nor with the linear timeline as outlined here. These scholars argue that the
three facets cannot be separated, especially not the movement from the science. They argue
that those who see agroecology solely as a science present agroecology falsely as
a technological fix for the problems of the mainstream agri-food system, whereas a holistic
fix should include tackling the social and institutional frameworks that uphold that system
(Gonzalez De Molina 2013). For example, Gliessman (2015, xii), writes:

It became obvious to me as an agroecologist that we needed to expand the scope
of the field beyond the growing and eating of food. We needed to find a political
voice, align closely with social movements, and focus on developing a grassroots
and community-based alternative food system that could grow outward and even-
tually make the industrial food system obsolete.

Thus, there is contention in the academic literature on the issue of whether or not
agroecology as a science should have a political aim. At a time when policy-makers are
willing to promote agroecology, it is important to reflect on which version of this story is
put forward by scientists of agroecology. As Weingart (1999) notes, scientists have long had
a powerful position in policy-making processes.

Another point of contention is the question of how researchers and policy-makers should
relate to the actual practitioners of agroecology in the process of knowledge production. As
agroecological production methods are so attuned to their local environment, the creativity,
knowledge, and skills of farmers are of vital importance to agroecological production systems
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(Coolsaet 2016). This is a point often raised by non-European scholars, who critique the
attribution of agroecology to European science. Altieri and Holt-Giménez (2016, 2) note:

Although many northern academics claim that the term Agroecology was first coined
by European scientists ... at the beginning of the 20th century, the roots of agroecol-
ogy lie in the ecological rationale of indigenous and peasant agriculture still prevalent
in many parts of the developing world. Thirty years ago, Latin American agroecolo-
gists argued that a starting point for new, pro-poor agricultural development strategies
were the very systems that traditional farmers had developed over centuries.

It is clear that farmers have contributed massively to the body of knowledge on
agroecological production methods, and continue to do so. As noted by Milgroom et al.
(2016,7): ‘while scientific knowledge aims to be largely explicit, a lot of relevant knowledge
and skill in agriculture is tacit, implicit or hidden in (women) farmers’ practices and in their
heads’. This insight remains poorly addressed in the institutional discourse on agriculture in
general. On this topic Wakeford et al. (2016) write: ‘mainstream agricultural development
has been largely based on scientism [which] ignores or displaces local and indigenous
knowledge systems’. This means that if agroecology aims to fundamentally change the food
system towards regenerative processes, it should be cautious not to repeat this logic. Instead,
to fulfill the transformative potential of agroecology towards regenerative food systems, it is
important that people working with agroecology in and across practice, science, and
movement come together to jointly co-create knowledge on agroecology and to translate
this into food systems policy.

This concept of co-creation has been put forward by a number of academics as
a way to understand social innovation processes (Schneider et al. 2012). Social
innovation is here defined as: ‘the creation of long-lasting outcomes that aim to
address societal needs by fundamentally changing the relationships, positions and rules
between the involved stakeholders, through an open process of participation, exchange
and collaboration with relevant stakeholders, including end-users, thereby crossing
organizational boundaries and jurisdictions’ (Voorberg et al. 2015, 1334). According to
Voorberg et al. (2015) the concepts of co-creation, co-production, and participation
overlap in the academic literature, as they refer to the involvement of citizens in social
innovation. In their systematic review of the literature on co-creation/co-production,
they distinguish three different levels of involvement: the citizen as co-implementer,
co-designer, and initiator. The last two more active levels of involvement are more
often associated with co-creation than with co-production. We speak of co-creation of
knowledge in governance processes of agroecology as we envision high levels of
involvement from various, notably affected, stakeholders. In the next section, we
present the results of our case study of a policy process related to agroecology. After
that, we discuss the degree to which co-creation did or did not take place.

Case study: FAO regional symposium on agroecology

The UN’s Food and Agriculture Organization Regional Symposium on Agroecology for
Sustainable Agriculture and Food Systems for Europe and Central Asia took place in
Budapest, Hungary, in November 2016. The objectives of the symposium, as written in the
Participant Handbook (FAO 2016), were:
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*  To facilitate the exchange of knowledge and experiences among different stakeholders
(food producer organizations, academics, private sector, European Union (EU) institu-
tions and representatives from all European and Central Asian countries) on the poten-
tial contribution of agroecology to sustainable agriculture and food systems;

*  To showcase existing practices and models of agroecology and provide a synthesis of
the key elements related to agroecology;

e To identify and define potential entry points and areas of contribution of agroecology
in public policies;

* To catalyze international collaboration to develop ways forward for strengthening
agroecological practices and programs in the region.

One of the primary expected outcomes of the symposium was for the participants to
contribute to recommendations for public policies. A video recording of the whole
conference is made publicly accessible by FAO on YouTube. At the start of the symposium
there was a ‘high-level panel session’, with four speeches from representatives of the FAO
and the European Commission. The rest of the symposium was made up of six modules
with distinct themes, each with their own panels. At the end of each module there was
some room for discussion and questions to the panel members from the audience. All those
who spoke, in speeches or in the discussion, became part of the discourse analysis. Amongst
the speakers we distinguished the following groups:

Scientists: People possessing an academic title or profile and producing scientific work. Their
research subjects cover the natural science and social science dimensions of agroecology.
They speak on their own behalf as experts and gain legitimacy due to their scientific output
and organizational affiliation.

Government officials: The individuals in this group represent national governments, governmental
committees, or supra-national government bodies such as the European Commission or FAO.
Farmers: Virtually all individuals in this category are self~employed small producers of agri-
cultural products. Some of them also represent farmer’s movements, such as La Via
Campesina.

CSO-representatives: These people represent civil society organizations (CSOs). The term
‘civil society organization’ is used as an umbrella term to refer to both social movements
and NGOs. NGOs are understood to be organizations that represent a specific issue or
theme or the interests of certain social groups. In contrast, social movements are recognized
as self~organized social actors with a shared identity that have come together to represent
their own interests (Duncan 2015, 101-2).

In what follows, we present a discourse analysis based on the interventions of each group
described above. By group, the discourse analysis was undertaken on the basis of two sets of
codes: how does a group ‘characterize agroecology’ and what ‘recommendations’ do they
make. The goal was to first discern the different discourses that were represented, and
secondly to see which of those had the most influence on the final recommendations. This
was followed by the discourse analysis for the official recommendations of the symposium.

Scientists

In this group we observed a division between scientists that characterized agroecology
as something technical and those that characterized it as something socio-cultural. In
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terms of the technical discourse, agroecology is presented as a series of techniques and
practices. The focus is on how to make individual production systems more
sustainable. The technical discourse considers the farm plot-level and promotes
incremental change of food production systems. This discourse is exemplified in this
excerpt from the presentation of a French scientist:

We think about how to use different breeds and different cultivars. At the top right
[pointing to a PowerPoint slide] you see that if you have contrasted arrangements of
wheat cultivars or if you have mixtures of cultivars, you can change the risks from
rust strains. Wheat rust is obviously a risk and you can limit the disease spread by
mixing the cultivar or by assembling the cultivar to landscape scale. Another strategy
is to use the grasslands and arable crops which provide a sustained resource for the
pollinators and that is on the bottom left where you see how the pollinators can actu-
ally use a grassland at times where you have no flowers with the crops.

This excerpt is illustrative of many scientific presentations at the symposium which focused
on the enumeration of specific agricultural techniques. Our analysis found that this technical
style received slightly more emphasis during the symposium than other approaches.

The socio-cultural discourse focuses on the wider political, social, and cultural dynamics
influencing how farmers choose to practice their craft. Advocates of this discourse seek to
transform, rather than conform to, the dominant agri-food system. Exemplary are these
words from a UK scholar:

Agroecology moved from the field to encompass the whole food system. And one
other definition is that agroecology is the ecology of food systems. The different
bits that connect seeds to plate, but also the policy and institutional framework that
determine the pathways of food systems. Now that formulation actually brought
about a change in agroecological practice because it opened up a broader perspec-
tive that facilitated the links with farmer organizations, consumers citizen groups
and social movements supporting alternative to industrial food and farming.
There are a lot of normative issues in the choices ahead of us.

In this excerpt, the scientist clearly states how he considers factors beyond the farm level to be
of key interest to agroecology. He also explicitly mentions the normativity inherent in making
policy choices for agriculture. By contrast, the technical discourse does not address this. In fact,
it makes this normativity invisible, as it casts the answer to each question as technological.

Although they are divided as a group, recommendations of this group are
overwhelmingly directed at ‘research and education’. First, regardless of which discourse
they advance, scientists place great importance on the need for more data on the benefits of
agroecology. Secondly, they emphasize that science could be a mediator between different
kinds of knowledges. Actors that are not identified as scientists are at times seen as an
untapped resource. Examples of such an outlook can be found in the words of this
researcher:

Farmers can be considered as researchers. They are knowledge producers and this

knowledge can be combined with the knowledge of scientists and other knowledge
from other actors.
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This quote is illustrative of a vision of science combining ‘non-scientific’ knowledges to
gain new understandings. This approach appears to advocate more co-creative knowledge
development.

Government representatives

When compared to researchers, government officials are more univocal in their
characterization of agroecology. In the way they speak about agroecology, policy-makers
echo the technical scientific discourse discussed above. They speak generally about
agroecology as a series of management techniques, for example positioning agroecology as
a tool for climate change adaptation and mitigation. Another example of such can be seen
in a quote from an Austrian government representative:

We promote the creation of biodiversity strips, or flowering strips on arable land
or grassland. We have now an amount of 70,000 hectares of flowering strips. We
also promote the greening of arable land, the direct seeding, the maintenance of
rare livestock breeds, rare plants. We also promote the management of species rich
meadows and pastures.

In their recommendations, government officials strongly push for ‘research and education’
and ‘government regulated market’ solutions. Related to the former, government officials
emphasize the need for more education at all levels, but also call for more scientific data and
evidence. ‘Government regulated market solutions’, in turn, favor agroecological production
methods over conventional production methods. Possible regulation changes range from
changing subsidy structures to changing food sanitation laws which would encourage local
processing. Both kinds of recommendations are reflected in the following excerpt from
a French government representative:

There were two observations this afternoon which were very important. First, the
agroecological approaches that can respond to this climatic challenge in terms of
adaptation for example. In relation to this climatic agenda we would like to trans-
form the actual economical model for it to become more favorable to human cap-
ital. And another intervention, regarding our evaluation on agricultural system
performance. The reason why some people hesitate is economic performance. It’s
important to prove that an agricultural exploitation can be profitable, but also
going beyond the short-term financial benefits.

This representative calls for economic regulations that are more favorable to agroecology,
for the main reason that agroecology as a management tool can prepare production systems
better for climate change. He also calls for more thinking on how to assess agroecological
systems differently, for which scientific work is needed.

Farmers

Contrary to the previously discussed groups, particularly the technical scientists and
government representatives, the farmers overwhelmingly emphasize the socio-cultural
dimensions and the potential of agroecology to transform the entire food system. The technical
perspective is notably absent in their rhetoric. Instead, they speak of agroecology in terms of
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more ‘soft’ concepts, such as personal connection to the location of production. For example,
one farmer and member of La Via Campesina, states:

Every day, our daily work embeds us in these very complex ecosystems and our
definition of agroecology includes much more than the scientific practices that may
avoid the use of fertilizers or pesticides or these terrible practices put forward by
industrialized agriculture. It’s much more than that. Because our work is about
working really deeply in our landscapes and within the cultural identity of our
rural communities and our urban areas to make sure that food is really working
with a very holistic system.

Farmers also underscore that they want to be seen as holders and creators of knowledge, and
not just as receivers of scientific advice. This focus on the knowledge that exists outside of
academia comes back in their recommendations. Like the scientists and government
representatives, the most popular recommendation from farmers relate to ‘research and
education’. However, rather than asking for more scientific data, they proposed that more
horizontal ways of knowledge production should be fostered. They emphasized the
importance of learning about agroecology. This means not only formal education, but also
farmer-to-farmer learning networks, which they maintain should be the main channel
through which agroecology is promoted. A farmer from Greece explains:

Case studies and programs are very important to be emphasized, but we have to
keep in mind that they are usually local small-scale prototypes. It’s important not
only to identify them but also to connect them, scale them, communicate them.
To every village, every island, every mountain, the most marginalized places.

Furthermore, six out of nine farmers that sat on the panels recommended more market
regulation. They proposed that the state should shape market dynamics in a way that
protects small agroecological farming projects. They also stressed the need for regulation that
safeguards the accessibility of genetic and land resources for small farmers. As a French
farmer notes:

Farmers have to have the right to be able to select their own seeds every year. And
they must be secured another right, they need to be able to exchange seeds so that
they can renew this diversity amongst themselves.

CSO-representatives

Our analysis of the interventions made by CSO representatives shows that they focus on the
socio-cultural rather than the technical side of agroecology. In the way that they characterize
agroecology, they emphasize the need for changing the way the whole food system is organized.
An example of this can be seen in the following quote:

We should talk about the need of making direct sales to the consumer to avoid
that the benefits are taken by third parties. The food logically should be agroecolo-
gical or organic but they are obviously more expensive. But they should have
better prices. It’s a change of mentality, I’ve heard it many times this morning.
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To achieve such system reorganization, the CSO-representatives made recommendations
that can be categorized as ‘government regulated market’ and ‘research and education’. As
an example of the first, the following excerpt highlights how a CSO-representative called
for changes in the subsidy structure of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) of the
European Union:

The answer to the question of CAP and agroecology, at least from a government per-
spective is: “Yes we can, but we don’t dare.” Why? Because, in Europe, CAP is the
key legislative framework that influences the production, sales and processing of agri-
cultural products. It has made major decisions on the direction of agriculture in
Europe. It has encouraged intensification and specialization of production. It has not
gone far enough to stimulate agroecological production methods. Agroecological prac-
tices and approaches should be recognized and embedded into the CAP framework.
We need to provide enough financial provisions to fund the agroecological transitions.

Not unlike the farmers and the scientists, the CSO-representatives’ ‘research and education’
recommendations mostly refer to the activities of CSOs themselves. They emphasize the
importance of their educational work. For example, a representative from an Armenian
CSO said:

We have been organizing farmer field schools and also production and usage of
compost in small scale farms and I have to say that after the collapse of Soviet
Union after 1991, all lands were privatized in Armenia and each person living in
a village got a small plot of land without exact knowledge and exact plan how to
deal with this land. And here agroecology is very important and an advisory system
is also kind of lacking for them how to do ... maybe this seems very small input
but still it’s very important to help them to carry out all these issues.

Through this statement and others, the importance of on-the-ground learning opportunities
for food-producers is stressed. Thus, this is another example of how not only formal
education, but also farmer-to-farmer networks were stressed at the symposium.

Table 7.1 presents an overview of the number of people per actor category that put
forward one or both characterizations of agroecology, either in panel presentations or as
audience members through spontaneous interventions. From this we can see the imbalance
in time spent talking about one discourse versus the other by different groups.

In terms of quantifying the recommendations, Table 7.2 outlines proposed recommendations
by actor category, focusing broadly on recommendations for research and education and

Table 7.1 Characterization of agroecology by actor category

Technical Socio-cultural Both Total
Panel Audience Panel Audience Panel  Audience
Researchers 9 1 6 4 4 0 24
Government officials 3 4 2 3 3 0 15
Farmers 0 0 7 0 1 0 8
CSO-representatives 0 1 5 3 0 2 11
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Table 7.2 Quantitying broad recommendations

Research and education Changing public discourse
Researchers 22 (/26%100% = 85%) 9 (34%)
Government officials 9 (/15*100%=60%) 3 (20%)
Farmers 7 (/8*100%=88%) 4 (50%)
CSO-representatives 8 (/11*100% = 73%) 4 (37%)

Table 7.3 Quantifying market-based interventions

Regulated market Free market
Researcher 17 (65%) 1 (4%)
Government officials 9 (60%) 3 (33%)
Farmers 7 (88%) 2 (25%)
CSO-representatives 5 (45%) 1 (9%)

for changing public discourse. The category ‘research and education’ included anything
linked to asking for more research funds on agroecology or teaching agroecology
methods. Under ‘changing public discourse’ we included calls for making the public
understand the value of agroecologically produced food.

Table 7.3 captures the interventions that focused specifically on markets. Under ‘regulated
market” we included recommendations to do with taking away economic obstacles for
agroecological producers, while under ‘free market’ recommendations we included
recommendations that agroecological production should market itself.

Discourse analysis of the final recommendations

One of the key objectives of the symposium was to reach consensus around a final
document of policy recommendations. An analysis of the outcome document in relation to
the analysis of the panel presentations serves to identify which of the key discourses most
likely to be translated into policy recommendations.

The committee that drafted the recommendations of the symposium was made up of
Caterina Batello (FAO), Eva Torremocha (IFOAM), Lusine Nalbandyan (Armenian
Women for Health and Healthy Environment), Alexander Wezel (ISARA), Jyoti Fernandes
(La Via Campesina EU), and Michel Pimbert (Coventry University). The draft
recommendations were shared with the participants at a session in which amendments could
be proposed. After some debate, a final list of 37 recommendations was approved. In what
follows, we present and discuss the results of the discourse analysis of this document.

As for the characterization of agroecology, the technical and socio-cultural styles were
represented equally. The document focuses equally on the technical basis on the one hand,
and the wider food system context on the other. For example:
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Technical:

28. Promote and support agroecological practices that reduce external inputs —
specifically seeds, fertilizers, pesticides, animal feed and, fossil fuels enhancing the
capacity of soil and agroecosystem health to close cycles and maintain productivity,
stability and resilience.

Socio-cultural:

3. Promote the establishment of Food Policy Councils at local, regional and
national level to foster and allow consumers and food producers participation in deci-
sion making processes around the food system, markets and trade.

The majority of the final recommendations fall under ‘research and education’ which is
representative of the interventions given that almost all groups suggested these. However,
these types of recommendations focus not only on traditional research, but also on more ‘on-
the-ground’ learning experiences and bridging the two. Consider, for example:

31. Strengthen public research: allocate more funds for public research in this field,
favour interdisciplinary research better connecting agricultural, ecological and social
sciences. Facilitate changes in research organisations (incentives and rewards, ways
of working and the training of scientists and professionals) and enable farmers and
citizens’ participation in research including in their community and in governance
of research: setting upstream research priorities, the allocation of funds, and partici-
pation in production of knowledge and in risk assessments.

Furthermore, an important role is taken up by recommendations coded under ‘change public
discourse’. These types of recommendations urge policy-makers to raise awareness about
agroecology amongst the general public. They also aim at giving recognition to non-
dominant forms of knowledge, such as traditional knowledge and cultural practices. The
prominence of this type of recommendation is interesting, since it was not the most important
intervention for any of the groups. An example of this type of recommendation is:

26. Recognise, value, support and document ancestral knowledge and modern
innovations, traditions, pastoralists and peasants’ local wisdom. Include participatory
action research, the co-production of oral and written knowledge and cultural
practices that addresses the true needs of communities, and particularly considers
the needs of women, indigenous peoples, vulnerable groups, and youth. Ensure
that innovations and the products of research remain in the public and collective
domains according to Article 9 in the International Treaty on Plant Genetic
Resources for Food and Agriculture (ITPGRFA).

Lastly, there are the ‘regulated market’ recommendations. In comparison to the amount of
emphasis these received from different groups, market issues received relatively little
attention in the final recommendations. An example of a formulation of a ‘regulated market’
recommendation is:

2. Improve and develop a policy and economic framework within agricultural pol-

icies that supports and allows farmers to implement agroecological practices and
make the transition to agroecological farming systems in the Common Agricultural
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Policy (CAP) and in other food and agricultural related policies and programs
throughout the Region. Direct payments should be made depending upon protect-
ing and enhancing biodiversity.

Discussion

By analyzing the interventions of panelists and participants and the final recommendations,
a conflict clearly emerges between technical and socio-cultural characterizations of
agroecology. The group that was most divided by this conflict was the group of scientists.
This directly reflects the conflict amongst scholars of agroecology that was identified in the
literature. Furthermore, we saw a sharp difference in the way the scientists and government
representatives spoke about agroecology versus the way farmers and CSO-representatives
did. The majority of the first two groups employed a technical discourse, while the latter
unanimously spoke of agroecology as a transformative socio-cultural force.

It is noteworthy that the discourses of scientists and government representatives align
so closely, as it seems to demonstrate the powerful position that scientists hold in
informing policy-making. This position has been described by different authors with
different names (for example: linear model of expertise (Beck 2010), knowledge transfer
paradigm (Anderson and McLachlan 2015)). Inviting farmers and CSO-representatives to
give their input to the policy-making process seems to challenge this traditional
structure, and suggests a step towards co-creative governance. However, just being
invited to speak does not immediately make an impact if one is not being heard. It
could even damage future co-creation if people feel that it is not worth their time to
participate.

The technical discourse advocates incremental change, usually focused on changing the
methods of production on the field and farm level. Absent in this narrative are any of the
challenges that producers face before and after production in the field, such as access to
seeds and markets. This is problematic because by focusing solely on the farm itself, farming
businesses are treated in isolation from the food system as a whole. This ignores the reality
that outside forces like subsidies and market dynamics determine farmers’ production choices
to a great extent. If this is not recognized, and only technical solutions are pursued, scaling
agroecology up and out will be difficult. Moreover, the effectiveness of such solutions will
be minimal if they are not integrated into the reality of the food system (Gonzalez De
Molina 2013). Leaving the relations between the stakeholders in the food system as they are
and only changing the techniques of individual farmers cannot be called social innovation,
in the way that it was defined by (Voorberg et al. 2015). On the other hand, accepting
agroecology as transformational — as was recommended by civil society groups — indeed
implies a shift in power relations between stakeholders. In order to make this happen,
agroecology needs firm political commitment.

The place to demonstrate such commitment would have been in the final
recommendations document of the symposium. However, the final recommendations were
reasoned from a place that uneasily tries to reconcile the two perspectives on agroecology.
Both the technical (‘technological solutions are enough’) and socio-cultural (‘we must
change the whole food system’) discourses are used as points of departure. This is
problematic because, as has been shown, these are not compatible positions. The former
refuses to recognize normativity in food systems structures, while the latter expresses a very
clear call for the acknowledgment of norms and values about distribution of power and
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resources. Presenting these opposing discourses as compatible within the recommendations
creates a false sense of consensus, or: a ‘consensus frame’. Mooney and Hunt (2009, 470)
write about consensus frames and note that because ‘meaning is nuanced by the discursive
context in which it is situated, the same phrase can be used quite differently by various
claims-makers’. Exactly this happened to the term ‘agroecology’ at the symposium.
Agroecology became a word that means different things to different people, while the
fundamental difference was not addressed. As a result, the final recommendations do not
accurately reflect that the majority of the assembly was backing the socio-cultural discourse
and that the technical discourse is overrepresented.

The final recommendations document does recognize that there is knowledge creation
outside of science. Greatest emphasis is placed on ‘research and education’-related
recommendations which also cover including and using the knowledge of farmers and
indigenous communities. After that, the most emphasized recommendations fall under the
theme of ‘changing public discourse’, which aim at recognizing the knowledge of non-
scientists.

So, is this co-creative governance? It is definitely important that these kinds of
recommendations are taken up in an official FAO policy document. It might be the key
step to a form of governance that includes the producers of food in the process. However,
we would argue that the final product of this symposium does not go much further than
paying lip service to the practitioners of agroecology. After all, the document gives least
attention to those recommendations that would have the most impact: those that urge
governments to regulate the market in favor of regenerative food systems.

Given that all groups recommended governments intervene in markets to make them
more accessible for agroecological producers, one might have expected a firm stance in the
recommendations calling for exactly this. Instead, such recommendations remain poorly
defined. Thereby, the document contains verbal commitment to the idea of agroecology as
a transdisciplinary and transformative field of action and research, but the structural changes
that are needed to make this idea a reality are not adequately addressed.

Conclusion

At the UNFAO Regional Symposium on Agroecology for Sustainable Agriculture and Food
Systems for Europe and Central Asia, co-creative governance was not completely achieved,
despite having a range of stakeholder groups contributing to the process, with the explicit
objective for policy-makers to learn from their knowledge and experiences. We conclude that
the characterization of, and the recommendations for, agroecology that were presented by
impacted stakeholders were not successful at effecting robust policy recommendations. The
discourse of a group of scientists and government representatives ended up drowning out the
voices of those who were invited to share their lived experiences.

In this chapter, we have presented agroecology as a key component of a regenerative
food system that has been shaped by generations of practice by farmers and by the
research of scientists. The case study demonstrates that in this policy processes the
insights of farmers and other practitioners can have less weight than those of scientists. This
is an obstacle to the translation of agroecological principles into policy. What we are less
clear on is whether this is because the interventions of scientists are seen as more legitimate,
or whether they are less ‘radical’ in that they conform more easily to the status quo and
thus more easily translated into policy recommendations. We can however surmise that,
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in calling for more research and education, scientists reinforce not only the consensus
frame, but provide policy-makers with the rationale for delaying more difficult policy
decisions, for example related to regulating markets, in the name of needing more
research. Further, we can conclude that when scientists present agroecology to policy-
makers as a series of management techniques, it undermines the political struggle that
needs to happen for social innovation of the food system to take place. It shifts focus
away from the perspectives and knowledge of those actors who have played an integral
role in shaping it, and makes it into something that conforms to rather than transforms
the food system.

In the case study we saw that two opposing discourses emerged during the symposium
and that there was no time or space to explore or expand on the conflicts, contradictions,
and tensions between them. This in turn limited fruitful interaction and precluded a truly
political discussion. Based on this, we conclude that conflicts that arise between competing
discourses for sustainable food systems should not be avoided, but be given a central place in
the policy process. As such, a regenerative food future requires policy processes that are not
only capable of co-creating knowledge but also include mechanisms for critical reflection on
whose voices are heard and translated into policy. Further, processes are needed to identify
and facilitate the conflicts that emerge from competing visions of the pathways that exist to
move towards this future.

Discussion questions

1. In this chapter we focused on regional-level and global-level policy processes. How
might the conclusions differ if we had focused on a local or national level policy
process?

2. We have argued that co-creation as part of a participatory policy process is fundamental
for regenerative agriculture. What else needs to be considered in the organization of
policy processes for regenerative agriculture?

3. Should participatory policy processes for regenerative agriculture ensure that everyone
has a seat at the table? Should everyone have an equal voice at the table or should
some people have more influence than others?

4. How should co-creation in policy-making be organized practically? Who should decide
which stakeholders to invite and who should safeguard the co-creation process?

5. How can the exchange of knowledge of different stakeholder groups be facilitated
better in policy processes?
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8
JUSTICE

Paul V. Stock and Lukas Szrot

Introduction

In writing about “Justice” in the context of regenerative food systems, we begin with Goodman
et al. (2012, 24): “The alternative food movement would be more effective ... if it worked with
a more reflexive notion of justice, one based on a clearer understanding of the complexities of
justice in its various and contradictory meanings.” In essence, the food justice movement goes
forward with various and diverse meanings of justice without critically interrogating what justice
is. Food justice mimics the same tactics and aspirations as environmental justice, which cribbed
them from the civil rights movement without visiting the ontological assumptions or the
teleological goals. As Goodman et al. argue, the food justice movement offers a “pervasive but
unexamined conception of justice” (2012, 24). To address this, we explore what justice might
mean before offering some reflections on justice for regenerative agriculture.

Toward a thicker description of justice

Perhaps asking what justice is evokes a half-forgotten undergraduate philosophy course or
raises the likelihood of being passed over in relative silence by practical readers. However,
a concept of justice left unexamined risks unintended and unforeseen consequences. Though
none of the ideas presented in this section are particularly novel, together they elicit a thicker
description of justice by contextualizing environmental and food justice in an account of the
good rooted in the human person.'

Typical accounts of justice begin with the egalitarian account delineated in Rawls’
(Rawls 1971) A Theory of Justice. Put pithily, if self-interested individuals were to bake
a new society from scratch, and each of them knew nothing about the capacities they
would possess in said society, their recipe would include an account of justice that was
actively and consistently focused on improving the lot of the least advantaged through
strong social welfare and redistribution efforts.” Such a definition is helpful, if thin. A thicker
description of justice requires, among other things, a more coherent account of human
persons embedded in a complex social fabric.

Rawls’ description can be thickened by drawing upon the pragmatist tradition that places
that individual within a complex of socio-economic relations (see Dewey 1999). This move
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“anchors” liberal individualism in the possibility of political, economic, and cultural relations
for the common good (pp. 36, 52, 60-78). Dewey’s (1999) vision offers a glimpse of a human
who is more than a self-interested rational actor,” but ultimately he hangs his hopes for
justice on “enlightened” political-economic restructuring. Fraser (2003) corrects for this
apparent economism by addressing the politics of recognition. In defining justice in terms of
one’s ability to fully participate in society, Fraser’s vision of justice is flexible enough to be
applied to matters of practical scope, and open-ended enough to address the capacities of
human beings as stakeholders who can and should participate on parity with one another in
its realization. However, Fraser’s work remains thin in two important regards. The first
source of this thinness relates to the horizons of human agency in a broken world (Smith
2011, 75-8). Specifically, tragedy inheres in the world, including but not limited to tragic
trade-offs involved in moral and political decisions (Hook 1974); there is a pinch between
the real and ideal which cannot be firmly and finally resolved, and humans must make
choices based on incomplete information and ever-changing circumstances.*

It is not enough to note that even the most democratic efforts to make the most humane
decisions toward furthering justice involve difficult and painful trade-offs. An account of
justice which more fully takes fragedy into account requires a re-examination of how (social)
reality is construed. We may not share definitions of a social problem, but a shared idea of
the reality which undergirds efforts to seek justice must exist in the first place, and as such,
must arise out of a deeper sense of the tragic. Drawing upon Smith:

If we want to understand human persons and social life adequately, we will have
to account not only for powerful capacities and conditions of personal thriving but
also what, for lack of a better word, we might call brokenness ... we humans
characteristically suffer some kind of brokenness or disorder or alienation that pre-
vents the realization of our completeness, perfection, integration, and wholeness.
Every culture, philosophy, and religion has developed some account or another of
what I am calling brokenness ... Not to do so, I suggest, would be, literally, out of
touch with reality — because something like brokenness is part of our reality.

(Smith 2011, 76=7)

Bringing together both weak social constructivism® and this realist account of brokenness:
tragedy, brokenness, the pinch are not mere consequences of human decision-making.
Instead, brokenness is better understood as a property of a real world that exists prior to human
beings’ respective experiences of it. This raises the harrowing possibility that, “Moral and
political ‘problems’ are intractable; they cannot be solved .... History is not encouraging
about solutions to moral and political problems; yet it offers examples of a temporary and
partial resolution” (Stivers 2008, 100). Secondly, Fraser (2003, 29-32), in her effort to
“sociologize” justice, is keen to move away from conceptions of “the good” as too
psychologically rooted. This move leaves the promise of group-level outcomes as a means of’
framing justice sans a fuller accounting of the personal agents responsible for, and beholden
to, these outcomes.

A thicker account of justice, then, would begin with “the good,” rooted in a detailed
account of human capacities and purposiveness (see, for example, Bell 2018). While we,
with the pragmatists, take for granted that more democracy is preferable to less, we seek to
describe what kinds of humans would be more, or less, able to live in and contribute to
a realization of justice. Surely human beings are, and ought to be, democratic stakeholders
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and rational actors, but we are more. It is here that accounts of justice enter real-life human
bodies, minds, and efforts.

The blandest of insights is that the decision-making capacities of deliberative bodies run
up against the physical limitations of their constituents. Such limitations are evident in real-
life experiments in democratic deliberation, in which

my biggest meeting ... my longest meeting ... I don’t even remember what it was

about at this point. I realized later that in some ways it was not democracy because

it was the people who could stay awake the longest who became the winners.
(Agger 2009, 207)

Persons eat, sleep, care for children, and work (to name just a few limits); real and
inescapable physical strain is thereby placed on political commitments. This is especially true
when those political commitments involve maintaining, cultivating, and rearing living and
breathing animals, plants, and ecosystems. How then is justice conceived related to the
environment and food?

Environmental justice

Environmental justice refers to the pursuit of just access and enjoyment of the biological
necessities for living a life towards flourishing. As persons, people in any kind of
community should be assured the ability to breathe clean air, drink clean water, grow
food within soil that is unpolluted or harm-filled, and eat fish, plants, and animals
without fear of poisoning.

Typical US narratives of the environmental justice movement/study of environmental
injustice/environmental racism revolve around the emergent movements that helped
catalyze the civil rights movement and the extremely white and bourgeois environmental
movements (Taylor 1992). The majority of those narratives trace the emergence of the
environmental justice movement to the Love Canal crisis (toxic-waste-dumps-turned-into-
suburbia tactic) and the proposed toxic waste incinerator in Warren County, NC (let’s-put-

% In both instances,

the-toxic-stuff-in-the-poorest-blackest-county-in-the-state  tactic)
citizens organized to protest the conditions imposed upon them to seek redress and justice —
moving away from the toxic dump covered up with houses or the prevention of the siting
of a toxic waste dump.

At the same time, national and international non-governmental organizations
developed — like Greenpeace — to tackle ecosystem and global level conservation issues.
Taylor (1992, 39) describes the irony of the “big” environmental groups bending over

backwards to save whales and owls and significant landscapes and ecosystems:

but we have yet to see an environmental group champion the cause of homeless-
ness in humans or joblessness as issues on which it will spend vast resources. It is
a strange paradox that a movement which exhorts the harmonious coexistence of
people and nature, and worries about the continued survival of nature (particularly
loss of habitat problems), somehow forgets about the survival of humans (especially
those who have lost their “habitats” and “food sources”).

‘What Taylor offers here is the paradox of environmental justice movements seeking justice
for animals and ecosystems while at the same time ignoring some persons. While we know
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that no movement is really all-encompassing, it is an important lacuna to examine. We have
multiple examples to challenge at least the chronological narrative of emergent
environmentalism in line with concerns over inequity along race, ethnicity, class, and
gender and sexuality. And in many ways, these challenges precede what we often term the
environmental movement, much less the environmental justice movement. For example, the
movement against the consistent dumping of mercury into the sea that caused numerous
illnesses among the population in and around Minamata on the island of Kyushu, Japan
began in the 1950s (Mishima 1992). Guha (2000) gives voice to the idea of the
environmentalism of the poor that most clearly illustrates the interactions of race, class, and
gender, that attend to the victims of environmental injustice.

Rob Nixon (2011) picked up this idea of the environmentalism of the poor, and
clarified that often these injustices evolve over long periods of time, rendering the effects
invisible in many ways rendering blame difficult or impossible to assign. The
environmentalism of the poor, with a much greater emphasis on women’s roles and lives,
places people’s livelihoods within a stronger interaction between the social and
environmental dimensions. Nixon interrogates, as literature, the work of activist-writers
in the testimonial tradition. These books offer testimonials or a witness (like in court
proceedings to a crime). For example, Ken Saro-Wiwa’s diverse writing on the damage
of Shell and the Nigerian government, laying waste to people and places in the Niger
Delta over decades offers a witness account to the slow violence of petro-governance.
Slow violence describes “violence that occurs gradually and out of sight ... that is
dispersed across time and space” (p. 2). Because slow violence is “spectacle deficient” (p.
47) witnesses, like Saro-Wiwa, are often the only way for others elsewhere to “see” and
comprehend the damage that has been done.

We would like to flip the idea of witness for this idea of thinking about justice in
relationship to regenerative agriculture. While the testimonial tradition does important
work of documenting what is wrong, to think of witness as not the one who does the
seeing of the unjust, but the one who is seen doing justice offers us pathways forward:
in the case of this handbook, then who are the ones who are doing justice? Who offers
real examples of regenerative agriculture? In regard to climate change, Kevin O’Brien
(2017) documents examples of nonviolent activists or witnesses we can learn from. As
O’Brien declares,

The value of these witnesses is not that they offer answers to the present challenge
but instead that they model a thoughtful moral response to other cases of structural
violence. They offer guides — but not a plan — for a twenty-first century movement
seeking climate justice.

(11)

Kathleen Dean Moore (2016) offers that we need to “distinguish between morality of
prohibition [you can’t, don’t] and a morality of affirmation [what you do to save, protect,
grow something you value]” (p. 18). In this mode, witnesses of environmental justice, food
justice, and regenerative agriculture become important models that we can learn from. This
also helps pivot our research agendas (not completely) away from merely critiquing what is
bad or negative related to the environment, food, and regenerative agriculture: “The
morality of affirmation is a soaring invitation to affirm what you believe is good and just
and beautiful and right, and to align your life to those values” (Moore 2016, 18). And we
would add to the end the phrase, “for others to see.” In this light, the recent emphases
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(recent, that is, in mainstream conversations) for diversity, equity, and inclusion become
important places to identify witnesses — for too long ignored — for justice in environmental,
food, and regenerative agriculture circles.

Food justice

As a starting point, Gottlieb and Joshi (writing in 2010) defined food justice as the
achievement of “ensuring that the benefits and risks of where, what, and how food is
grown and produced, transported and distributed, and accessed and eaten are shared fairly”
(6). Another makes the stakes clearer by describing food justice as “the struggle against
racism, exploitation, and oppression taking place with the food system that addresses
inequality’s root causes both within and beyond the food chain” (Hislop 2014, 9). Alkon
and Guthman (2017) help trace food justice’s similarities to the environmental justice
movement, where it’s both a movement and a burgeoning area of inter- and
transdisciplinary scholarship.

In issues of food systems, justice retains a central place, often described of in terms of
rights or security. Typical descriptions refer to food security as an overarching goal to secure
access to the right number of calories for everyone (Carolan 2011). Much of the work on
food justice focuses on the producers and workers of the food systems that includes both the
push for increased wages for fast food workers, but most notably (and historically) a push to
secure wage and safety protections for agricultural workers. The discrepancy of agricultural
and food laborers being paid less, and remaining exempt from minimum wage laws, comes
from the historical reality that farmworkers and food servers were jobs historically
dominated by people of color.

Gottlieb and Joshi (2010, 223) describe that food justice works at “multiple layers”
simultaneously. We see this in the emergent (but also absented, as Santos (2007) would
argue) voices involved in food systems work around the world. On one hand, Slow Food
emerged as a cultural preservationist movement from Italy that resonates with many as elitist
and racist (Piatti 2015). On the other, Slow Food’s goals mimic those of the food
sovereignty movement of protecting local culture, markets, recipes, and communities (La
Via Campesina 2005). The Landless Peasants of Brazil (MST) and the wider networks of
food sovereignty activism around the world (Wald 2015) work under the premise that local
agitation connected globally can challenge the international food systems connected to
Western and global marketplaces sold under the banner of Free Trade. Many of these
groups try to live out the worlds and systems they would like to see in place, something
others have called a prefigurative politics of food or food utopias (Stock 2015).
Internationally, the shift is toward either sovereignty or re-peasantization. Both push for
a radical departure from top-down development programs for international food growing
and distribution (Nelson and Stock 2018).

In many ways, food justice and the related movements aim to address the slow violence
inherent in the food system (Cock 2013; McConnell 2015). Cock (2013, 10) argues, “Food
insecurity involves a form of ‘slow violence’ because its damaging effects on the human
body are not only relatively invisible, but it means an erosion of human capacities and
potentials that occurs gradually over time.” Both food sovereignty and groups explicitly
agitating for food justice aim to counter the extreme concentration in the global food and
agricultural system (Howard 2016). In an interesting take on food justice, Kerssen and Brent
(2017, 308) articulate the importance of land when they write, “It is difficult to imagine
transformative change in the food system without government support ... for redistributive

102



Justice

and restorative land reform”. While an oft-discussed topic in the rest of the world, land
reform is not often at the top of the United States’ agenda, nor that of many other
accelerated economies of the world.” But just as food sovereignty draws from the
experiences and injustices in the Global South so too does the experience and injustice of
land reform stem from the Global South again like the Landless Peasant Movement (MST)
in Brazil (for example, see Soil, Struggle and Justice (2014): www.youtube.com/watch?
v=eq3KJMLH3Bk).

Ivan Illich (1973, 99f.) argues in Tools for Conviviality that one tool to establish a more
just (i.e. convivial) society will be the recovery of legal procedures. As Wiebe and Wipf
(2011, 5) point out, “sustainable food production and genuine food security are a function
of community-based control over the food system”. In the realm of food production we
have examples of local cities changing policy to support pollinators and household food
production, as well as lawyers tackling the complex web of policies involved in supporting
regenerative agriculture (Head 2017). Above all, though, solutions and the hope of solutions
will be rooted not in an abstract hope that humanity survives, but in specific concern for
actual persons in actual places.

Personalism

As a philosophical theory, personalism takes as the starting point persons, not individuals, as
actors with a telos, a goal or purpose to flourish. For Christian Smith (2010),

Personalism thus rejects the human image constructed and promoted by individual-
istic liberalism, libertarianism, social contractarianism, rational choice theory, and
exchange theory. Persons do not exist first as self-contained selves who subse-
quently engage and exchange with other selves in order to secure some outcome
or consume some benefit. Persons, instead, are originally, constitutively, and
inescapably social, interactive, and communicative in origin and being. Sociality
helps constitute the essential character of personhood. For starters, the human
bodies from which personhood emergently arises into ontological being are not
only produced by but essentially are the commingling of two preexistent human
bodies through the intimate meeting of personal relation.

(Smith 2010, 67-8)

Personalism relies on presuming that all persons have dignity. Any violence that undermines
that dignity, whether interpersonal or governmental, thus violates that dignity.

Dignity recognizes and describes persons as innately precious and inviolable.
Because of this dignity, human persons are naturally worthy of certain kinds of
moral treatment by themselves and in their mutual relations — in particular, of
respect, justice, and love. The ontology of personhood makes it morally true that
persons are creatures that are worthy of being treated with respect, justice, and
love. In the nature of things, persons should give other persons the recognition
and honor of respect. Persons ought to provide other persons what they rightly
deserve in justice. And persons should care for the genuine well-being of other
persons in love.

(Smith 2015, 55)
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As Levinas (1985, 90) cautions then, “Justice, exercised through institutions, which are
inevitable, must always be held in check by the initial interpersonal relationship.” For our
purposes here, personalism helps us recognize regenerative agriculture as a way for persons
to coordinate and create systems of agriculture and food production with an aim towards
human flourishing.

Personalism for regenerative agriculture: introducing Bernard
Charbonneau’s political ecology

Bernard Charbonneau’s unique contribution via personalism and an emphasis on freedom helps
us rethink justice especially in the context of food production with an emphasis on radically
local (up to regional) solutions. As a founding political ecologist and just recently translated into
English from French, Charbonneau, first published in 1980, pre-dates Klein’s call that climate
change changes everything by “identifying the global character of the threats to nature and
human freedom, and in insisting on radical bottom-up alternatives” (Stephens 2018, xv, on
Charbonneau). Charbonneau (2018) outlines a dialogical relationship when he argues,

To recognize nature is to accept the whole of it, warts and all ... that is given
over to absurdity, necessity and death: practicing an amor fati that is the opposite
of resignation to fate; whereas fleeing it by embellishing it amounts to a denial
of it. The love of Nature with a capital N, identified with perfect Totality, is
not love.

(58)

Just as we often see a “love” of nature turned into protection and tourism (pp. 59-60), do
those forces also become destructive, thus undermining the relationship between nature and
freedom. It is only in recognizing the power of nature as the real, actual, physical home and
life-giving place of being human can we pursue actual freedom from our knowledge of
nature, from the state, and from institutions that seek to undermine that freedom. “Freedom
is but a sham if it fails to take into account the necessities [clean air, clean water, access to
land for food]| ruling any reality” (Charbonneau 2018, 80). This absolute recognition of the
reality that political lives are premised on reinforces the value of thinking about persons
living on a planet. Charbonneau’s great intellectual friend Jacques Ellul (1964) would
characterize those forces seeking to undermine freedom (and by extension the health of the
planet) as technique. Not just capitalism, but the emergence in the twentieth century of all
sorts of physical and psychological systems in search of control that Ellul describes as
techniqgue undermine human freedom and contribute to the destruction of the planet. In
agriculture, both the scale and intensification of fossil fuel-based methods of production
demonstrate technique (for example see Scott 1998, especially chapter 8). Both Ellul and
Charbonneau conclude that an emphasis on specific relationships with specific persons and
specific places (for example, both demonstrated and organized against a waterfront
development near their home) as the antidote to the totalitarian (from both Left and Right,
Charbonneau 2018, 92) impulse of modernity. The ecological personalism that animates
most of their work has little expression in English environmental and agricultural thought.
Truly regenerative agricultural solutions in the future will require social and cultural
transformations that put care of others and the planet radically at the center of concern and
action. We offer the Catholic Worker movement’s farms as a witness to the kinds of work
necessary to enjoy a truly regenerative food production systems that privileges justice.
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The Catholic Worker movement’s farms as examples of personalist
justice in agriculture

The Catholic Worker movement originated during the Great Depression in New York City as
a newspaper dedicated to social justice issues inflected with Catholic doctrine. Dorothy Day had
been a socialist-leaning journalist prior to the founding of The Catholic Worker in 1933. While
oriented toward issues of homelessness, unions, and other important issues, Dorothy was a late-
comer to Catholicism, converting in the wake of the birth of her daughter in the late 1920s.
A meeting with Peter Maurin, an unconventional and itinerant theologian, shaped not only the
Catholic Left, but social movements of all kinds since their meeting in the early 1930s. Peter,
born a peasant, spent time in Paris involved in vibrant discussions of Catholic social justice and
personalism. Peter brought with him a very French and European interpretation of social justice
teaching that did not resonate as much within US Catholics or politics. The combination of
Peter’s French personalism and Dorothy’s pragmatism created a theory and model of social
change that defies typical categorization for social movement theorists and activists alike.

After the initial publication of the newspaper documenting recent strikes and crises, the
newspaper offices soon became a place to offer cups of coffee, space to relax, clothing, and
room on the floor for sleeping. Soon other places were rented, eventually becoming the
basis for the hospitality house model of the Catholic Worker movement (Murray 1990).
There’s never been a constitution or a board of directors, and the movement has tried to
retain a horizontal and decentralized organizational structure.

From the beginning, Dorothy Day and Peter Maurin outlined a three-point plan with
the houses of hospitality as a central feature. Second was the publication of The Catholic
Worker. It has been in continuous circulation since May 1, 1933. In addition to the
newspaper from the New York City houses — where Dorothy Day made her home (with
voluminous travel as both speaker and tourist and activist) — Day, Maurin, and subsequent
editors encouraged each and every house to publish their own. This has included
newspapers, newsletters, email newsletters, memoirs, letters between houses (often published
in the publications themselves) all in pursuit of an open dialogue in pursuit of social justice,
but has also subsequently formed much of the backbone of a theory in action of the
Catholic Worker. The third point of the Peter’s vision for society was the pursuit of what
we would now call self-sufficiency with the establishment of communal farms.

The Catholic Worker farms

The Catholic Worker movement established their first farm in 1936 in Easton,
Pennsylvania.® While the venture ended around 1945, the hallmarks of many later Catholic
Worker farms were established at this first Catholic Worker farm. These included support
for those physically and mentally challenged, a retreat for those from the city, crafts and
skill-based workshops, some growing of food, and a place for activism. While the farm
never got close to the Rule that dictated Benedictine monks’ lives in terms of the balance
of prayer, work, and sleep that Peter Maurin pushed for, the farm became a place to learn
how to grow and preserve food, provide respite for those in need of rest, opportunity for
intergenerational sharing of stories, home bases for other kinds of activism and resistance,
and a general meeting place in the community (Stock 2014). Many of those ideas have
played out at the roving farm affiliated with the Catholic Worker houses in New York
City. Peter Maurin Farm, 22-acres on Staten Island, quickly became one of the most
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successful farm ventures following its establishment in 1950. As Father Dufty, a Catholic
Worker-aligned priest, wrote (“Food, Farming, and Freedom”, CWW, Oct. 1952, 3):

The object of the project is to build up healthy human beings on healthy soil and
with healthy food and to make as many of them as possible, free men and free
women who can live as God intended them, and as they desire to live in a world
of peace and reasonable abundance on their way to eternity.

There, in plain language, is the Catholic Worker’s personalist stance that connects the real
gifts of the planet with the pursuit of human freedom and thus a regenerative agriculture for
both the soil and the soul. Even the Catholic Worker's review of the USDA’s annual
yearbook focused on soil made sure to point out that the care of the soil was a “moral
issue.” (“Book Reviews”, CIW 1958: January). The closure of Peter Maurin Farm in 1964
scattered the Catholic Worker’s farm project further up the Hudson to a derelict mansion in
need of significant repair. That, combined with the late 1960s social upheaval, meant that
not much farming happened between leaving Staten Island and the establishment of
a second Peter Maurin Farm in Marlboro, NY, in 1979. That farm still operates today and
serves as both a rural hospice retreat as well as a garden producing vegetables for the
New York City area houses’ soup kitchens and other hospitality outlets.

Dorothy Day, in a witnessing of personalism (often referred to as nonviolent anarchism in
the newspaper and by its adherents), made environmental issues paramount to her pacifism and
activism even if she did not write about them as such. Two visits help illustrate this. First,
Dorothy visited Koinonia farm in Georgia, where the founders emphasized an interracial
agricultural commune in 1957 and wrote about her near death by gunshot and the developing
relationship between Koinonia and the Catholic Worker in the late 1950s (featured in the
Catholic Worker newspaper between September 1956 through May 1957). The second instance
comes a few years later, during a strike in 1973, when Dorothy Day visited California in
solidarity with the American Farmworkers Union. In the iconic photograph, Day is framed by
two sheriff’s deputies (https://exhibits.stanford.edu/fitch/catalog/gp115vj7135). Around 75
years old at the time, Day was doing one of her last bits of travel, something that she was
known for, and she spent it on a picket line supporting union workers in their pursuit of justice.
While not having the academic language of food justice at the time, clearly the American
Farmworkers, in solidarity with allies, were working for safe food and safe working conditions
while also agitating for a place at the wider table of justice. The Catholic Worker movement
and their farms, since the 1930s, have advocated for similar things that continue to this day.

One final example is the congregation of Catholic Worker farms in the bioregion called the
Driftless region of the central United States (the region that comprises SE Minnesota, SW
Wisconsin, and NE Iowa). These four farms — New Hope (outside Dubuque), IA, Lake City
(MN), Ananthoth Community Farm (Luck, WI), and St. Isidore (Cuba City, WI) — share
interests in growing food, volunteerism, voluntary poverty, race-related activism, justice, and
sustainability in its largest sense. Specifically, Catholic Workers affiliated with these farms have
protested against frack sand mining along the Mississippi River,” committed civil disobedience
against pipelines,'’ hosted conferences on working towards justice with Indigenous groups and
other minority groups, volunteered in local communities, and hosted retreats. All of these activists
demonstrate a witness and willingness to work towards justice often centered around food and
land issues. As The Greenhorns video (https://vimeo.com/204248108) illustrates, there is also an
intergenerational component at the St. Isidore Farm. These contemporary examples of personalist
regenerative agriculture offer witness to what is possible by living in and within community.
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Conclusions

The CW embody both the testimonial witnessing that Nixon and others document as
important, but also the physical and embodied witness of life lived in pursuit of justice to be
seen by others. To live in a morally affirmative way, Kathleen Dean Moore (2016) asserts, is
to live a life able to be seen by others that demonstrates what is right specifically in regards
to our planet. To be morally affirmative means to live out what one cares about; it does not
mean pointing fingers (this is moralizing) or saying the world is doomed (this is cynicism).
The Catholic Worker farms act as witnesses of justice in relationship to a regenerative food
systems through their actions of growing food, confronting racial inequity, and power
imbalances in their local communities, as well as by offering hospitality to everyone. In
many ways, the CW illustrate Goodman et al.’s (2012) call for reflexive justice.

Reflexive justice brings activism back to the imperfect politics of process and away
from the perfect and privileged politics of standard setting. Rather than creating an
alternative economy for the homogenous few, reflexive localism could work across
difference, and thereby make a difference, for everyone.

(Goodman et al. 2012, 32)

Thus, it is persons — not stakeholders, rational actors, deliberative bodies, demographic
categories, or identity groups — who directly bear the brunt of injustices, or share in the
fruits of a more just and sustainable food system. Persons share numerous capacities in which
justice can be rooted — Smith (2011, 42-55) lists 30 such capacities while also noting that
“there are no doubt others that matter” (p. 43). Two specific normative principles are highly
relevant here — gregariousness and human dignity.

Regarding the first, the primary distinction between the “individual” and the “person”
lies in the conception of human beings as relational parts of an emergent social whole (Smith
2011, 30-1). The social cosmos arises out of the collective relationships of the persons
within it, taking on new properties. As societies emerge out of relationships between
persons, persons emerge out of biological processes, which emerge out of chemical
processes, which emerge out of physical processes. The end result of this chain of processes
and emergent properties is that gregariousness — human sociality — inheres in human
personhood.'" Persons are not infinitely malleable blobs of clay molded by faceless
“structural” forces. We are “centers with purpose” in Smith’s terms (2011, 78-81). The
social world in which persons interact is formed by the relationships between these centers
with purpose, even as it comes to take on new properties.

An account of human dignity follows from this conception: as centers with purpose,
persons ought not be treated as things; persons ought not be treated as means, but only as
ends unto themselves. Following from this conception of persons: persons have natural
rights which must be respected; persons have the right to be free to develop their talents, to
flourish, and to be able to help others to do the same; and perhaps most importantly, the
social world exists to develop the personhood of all its members (Smith 2011, 436-7).

Thus, an ethic rooted in duty and dignity of persons, and contextualized in a real and
“broken” world, offers a thicker account of personhood, connecting the person to the social,
and the capacities of the former to the possibilities that inhere in the latter. The
alternative — justice formulated at the level of group claims, stakes, and outcomes sans an
account of persons — risks shipwreck on the tumultuous seas of a broken world. Justice
framed in implicitly consequentialist terms risks turning a quest for egalitarian social relations
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into an insoluble in-group/out-group power struggle (Stivers 2008, 78—85). Justice, though
an ongoing struggle, is not merely a struggle against unjust structures or policies or social
relations. Justice is a struggle to reshape — with the agency and limitations of human
persons, however fallibly and temporarily — reality itself, along lines more conducive to the
flourishing of human persons.

And in this sense, a personalist-based regenerative agriculture belies categorization of
Right and Left. As Charbonneau (2018) argues,

While it recruits its militants in a leftist milieu that dreams of a perfect society, on
the ground the ecological movement defends what is: those trees, those villages,
this culture. It is at once revolutionary, because it demands of society a radical
change of direction, and conservative: at every moment, we find it in the paradox.

(149)

In this sense the Catholic Worker movement’s farms offer a witness uncharacterizable in
today’s politics and is potentially best seen in the light of what is not-yet-become or as
a prefigurative politics. As Michael Harrington argued in the Catholic Worker newspaper in
1951 (July-August, 3), “[a] green revolution, of a non-violent movement toward
a humanitarian society based on production for human dignity” was necessary. As a living
witness of how we can live in community and caring for one another, particularly those
most damaged or broken by this broken world, working to dismantle patriarchy and racism
through the land and community, the Catholic Workers and their allies on farms and in
communities across the United States and the world offer living, breathing, real lives in
pursuit of justice most often through people’s stomachs whether with shared cups of coffee,
warm, nutritious soup, meals conjured from the backyard garden, the Catholic Worker
farm, or recovered from the grocery store dumpster.

O’Brien, reflecting mainly on climate change, but relevant here, asks: “So what can we
do? We can work against the violence of climate change. We can work to become
witnesses, leaving a legacy of resistance from which future generations can learn” (2011,
204-5). This is the emergent and prefigurative hope of regenerative agriculture. Catholic
Workers on farms offer one form of witness. Those doing regenerative agriculture,
especially those surrounded by those NOT doing regenerative agriculture, serve as witnesses
of justice as well that we are all looking to learn from.

Discussion questions

1. What other stories of regenerative agriculture witnesses should we be sharing with one
another?

2. How do urban and rural divisions act as barriers to discussing regenerative agriculture
in urban-based settings?

3. How might assumptions about what human beings “really are” animate, and limit, dis-
cussions of food justice?

4. What can the kinds of “real-world” exemplars of justice, these witnesses, presented in
this chapter offer in terms of how we understand, and behave toward, both the earth,
and one another?

5. Defining justice can seem paradoxical. How can one work toward justice without first
having a clear idea of what justice is? On the other hand, without having concrete examples
of what justice looks like, how can one define, theorize, and/or write about justice?
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Notes

1 Geertz 2001. See also Ryle. 1949. Since we use the terms thick and thin in a specific manner
which is attributable to the work of the anthropologist Clifford Geertz or the philosopher Gilbert
Ryle:, thick description is an attempt to systematically contextualize behavior. Justice, then, is an effort
toward changing human behaviors at the social level. As such, we attempt to contextualize justice
in currents of pragmatism, critical realism, and personalism.

2 Rawls 1971. Rawls’ work is more complex and nuanced than the description above allows for.
A helpful contemporary summary (and critique) of Rawls can be found in Rodgers 2011,
182-5.

3 Rawls’ theory of justice assumes a conception of the human as “liberal individual” (Rodgers 2011,
183—4). A “thicker” conception of the human person than that provided by liberal individualism as
related a “thicker” social world than that delimited by the nature of economic relations underpins the
vision of food justice laid out in this chapter.

4 Glaude 2007, 20-30; Hook 1974, 5-13; this view is ostensibly more compatible with the
pragmatism of William James than that of John Dewey, as pointed out by Hilary Putnam
(1992). The term pinch comes from James’ formulations of pragmatist ethics, and will be used
further in this section. Glaude disputes this distinction between James and Dewey, as well as
Putnam’s framing of the issue — I set aside these complexities because Putnam points to
a central tension between the “good” and the “right” which sets the stage for the remainder
of the argument.

5 For a critical realist account of social constructivism, see Smith 2011, 122. For a pragmatist effort
to harmonize ontological realism and conceptual relativism, see Putnam. 1987.

6 In an unexplored potential irony, Warren County was also home to an institutional attempt at cre-
ating a racially integrated community from the ground up: Soul City, North Carolina (Strain
2004). The attempts at building Soul City (mostly from the 1970s through the 1990s) bridge the
smoldering Civil Rights movement in the wake of the assassinations of King, Malcolm X, and
Bobby Kennedy and the emergent environmental justice movement. In many ways, strains of the
Civil Rights movement were privileging environmental justice issues all along, particularly in the
work of the American Farmworkers Union tackling workplace and food safety issues, in which
Dolores Huerta also forged important relationships with the women’s movement and the Black
Panther Party, whose school lunch program continues to be run by the USDA (Minkoff-Zern
2017). Such environmental issues such as safety from toxic chemicals and the right to healthy food,
while central to the movements at the time, tend to get overshadowed in the mythologization of
movement founders and celebrities.

7 Joe Brewer’s work on Native American repossession is an important argument in this respect (see
for example Brewer and Dennis 2019).

8 This section relies heavily on Stock’s work on the Catholic Worker movement with special atten-
tion on the Catholic Worker farms (Stock 2009, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016).

9 Hydraulic fracturing of oil or gas utilizes a process whereby chemicals, water, and fine grain sand
are pumped under high pressure into the rock formations containing the oil or gas to fracture that
same rock and thus release the fossil fuels. The kind of sand used in the process more often than
not comes from quarries dug nearby rivers.

10 https://www.uscatholic.org/articles/201909/ catholic-worker-devotes-her-energy-environmental-
activism-31817

11 Kathleen Dean Moore (2016, 35) puts it this way: “If there is a fact true of human beings — today,
as always — I would suggest it is this: that we want to love and be loved, delight and be delighted,
give and be given, in the back-and-forth relatedness that earns us a meaningful place in the pan-
theon of all being.”

Further reading

Alkon, Alison Hope, and Julie Guthman, eds. 2017. The New Food Activism: Opposition, Cooperation, and
Collective Action. Oakland, CA: University of California Press.

Anderson, Molly. “Charting Growth to Good Food.” www.researchgate.net/publication/
264719667_CHARTING_GROWTH_TO_GOOD_FOOD_DEVELOPING_INDICATORS_
AND_MEASURES_OF_GOOD_FOOD_-_FINAL PROJECT_REPORT.
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9
LABOR REGENERATION

Work, technology, and resistance

Joshua Sbicca

Introduction

In the techno-utopian future of artificial intelligence, robots will be flipping burgers.
Goodbye low-wage greasy jobs. Hello sparkling sanitized pushbutton work. Popular culture
has long had a conflicted fascination with fast-food. On one hand, fast-food encapsulates the
height of industrial rationality. Uniform ingredients and recipes replicated across space.
Chain X in location one offers the same options in location two, ad infinitum. On the
other hand, fast-food represents the mundanity of labor stripped of creativity. Workers
perform rote tasks to provide a predictable product with little remuneration. Indeed, these
jobs were long imagined as part-time work carried out by high schoolers, jobs better left to
people climbing their way up the occupational ladder. Or better yet, jobs that could be
eliminated by machines.

An era-defining representation of these issues plays out in Back to the Future and Back to
the Future 2. Marty McFly’s brother, Dave, works at Burger King, a symbol for the
popularity of fast-food and the demise of independent diners like Lou’s Café. Lou’s Caté
had formerly been a hangout spot for teenagers back in 1955, but by 1985 it was Lou’s
Aerobic Fitness Center. Corporate power colonizes retail landscapes. However, predicting
the hipster revival of previous eras of cool, when Marty McFly travels to the future in 2015,
this building is nostalgically reanimated as the Café 80’s. There are no workers, only
hanging television screens, floating electronic celebrity heads, ready to take your order.
Modeled on Max Headroom, a fictional artificial intelligence character from the 1980s,
Michael Jackson, Ronald Reagan, and Ayatollah Khomeini jostle with each other to sell
customers food. Ronald Reagan quickly engages Marty McFly as he looks around, saying,
“Welcome to the Café 80’s where it’s always morning in America even in the afternoon.

”

Our special today is mesquite grilled sushi,” as Ayatollah Khomeini, with flames burning in
the background commands repeatedly, “You must have the special!” Interestingly, industrial
food remains, in the simulacra of Pepsi product placement; Marty McFly interrupts, “Stop!
All T want is a Pepsi.” An automatic pop-up machine then immediately serves up that
sugary fizzy cola.

The vision of this film is striking. Many fast-food chains, malls, and airports now have

electronic kiosks with screens where customers can place their orders. The ennui of isolated

113



Joshua Sbicca

interaction with digital representations of food without the need to talk to a human before
steaming dumplings arrive on your table separates the eater from work. Companies are
adopting such labor-saving technology to reduce labor costs and maximize profits. But what
if we were to think about saving-labor technology? The first definition of fechnology in the
Merriam-Webster Dictionary simply states, “the practical application of knowledge
especially in a particular area.” What if we applied knowledge to the practical support of
workers themselves?

As a sociologist, I am drawn to the work of Herbert Marcuse (1998), who wrote
extensively on technology as a social process that is open to change. He defines

¢

technology “as a mode of production, as the totality of instruments, devices and
contrivances which characterize the machine age” (41). While technology as a whole can
lead to domination and control, especially in the context of industrial capitalism, where
its primary purpose is to help produce profit, specific technologies can also be involved
in the quest for human liberation. As Marcuse (1969) wrote in reference to the student

revolt of 1968,

They have again raised a specter ... of a revolution which subordinates the devel-
opment of productive forces and higher standards of living [e.g. through technol-
ogy] to the requirements of creating solidarity for the human species, for abolishing
poverty and misery beyond all national frontiers and spheres of interest.

(ix—x)

No revolution has managed to achieve this vision, but many struggles abound.

In the world of Back to the Future, the revolution is a coup of machines over workers,
ostensibly freeing up leisure time to bask in the glow of neon screens and consume without
social interaction. The Hayekian vision of freedom to consume as the penultimate
expression of liberty, instead of freedom from labor exploitation, reverberates in
contemporary debates over the role of technology in the food system. Proponents of
technological modernization often claim that automating food labor processes is about
saving money, eliminating monotonous tasks, creating new jobs in manufacturing, service,
and management, and increasing the planning and rationalization of labor (Rifkin 1995;
Segal 2005). But this does not shake the fundamental dilemma that Marcuse identifies,
namely that technology in the service of productive forces is primarily to generate profit
under capitalism. This abuts social and ecological needs (Schnaiberg 1980). The problem is
not about technology per se. Without re-embedding the economy (and its associated
technologies) in socioecological systems, labor will remain in the service of capitalism, either
in the guise of facilitating the consumption of industrial food through corporate fast-food
chains or as the overseers of machines put to work for the same ends (cf. Polanyi 1957).

This chapter takes on some of the tensions between food labor and technology by
placing them squarely within the realities of class struggle. Doing so positions visions of
regenerative labor alongside actually existing economic conditions, both historically and
contemporarily. The notion of regeneration moves beyond the need for social
reproduction under capitalism, which centers earning wages to pay for goods to care for
oneself to keep working. A focus on regenerative labor asks what kind of economy can
set in motion labor relations that improve and sustain society’s workforce. This shift in
focus offers a means to think through the gains and aspirations of labor movements.
Workers have fought to advance their interests since the rise of industrial capitalism. This
includes issues pertaining to safety, gender equity, and fair wages, as well as workplace
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democracy and sharing diverse work tasks. Instead of merely working as wage slaves
where labor is commodified when sold for a wage, many workers have designed
cooperative modes of labor that embed exchange in social relations. This alternative view
of labor extends well beyond physical tasks and elevates creativity, freedom, and social
and ecological ethics. In their most utopian moments, workers have sought for nothing
less than a regenerative labor process that restores workers’ source of energy without the
exploitation of capitalism that extracts more value than it returns. Indeed, the famous
socialist slogan, “From each according to their ability, to each according to their needs,”
suggests a desirable regenerative goal to strive for: worker’s basic needs are met so that
work is pleasurable and inventive instead of compelled.

The scholarship on labor in the food system offers many insights into the problems
workers face, but fewer attempts to reflect on what leads to successful advances for workers
and to imagine future economic alternatives. This is understandable. The Communist
Manifesto (Marx and Engels 1998) is a cautionary tale in predicting the future for workers.
That said, it also provides a template for theorizing and visioning what will improve labor
for all people. Might engaging with the idea of regenerative labor produce some insights?
Only if it remains grounded in the historical and sociological conditions food chain workers
experience and fight to overcome. This creates a check on armchair philosophizing. Indeed,
much of the research on food chain workers focuses on their material realities, hopes, and
struggles. Before proceeding into an extended discussion of some of the tensions between
food workers and machines (and their owners), and what this offers in terms of visioning
and implementing regenerative labor practices, it is important to first acknowledge previous
scholarly insights.

How do we move forward with what we know about food labor?

With the advent of agriculture, farmers’ labor is one of the bases for social reproduction.
Historically, scholars in the United States have focused on the effect of the industrialization
of agriculture on farmers and farming communities, which suggests largely detrimental
outcomes to socioeconomic and environmental conditions and community social fabric
(Lobao and Stofferahn 2008). Going a step further, commodity systems analysts work to
identify how the labor process in commodity systems is fundamental to shaping farming
communities (Friedland et al. 1981). Globally, development studies have focused on the
effects of globalization on peasant farmers, especially the neoliberal restructuring of
agriculture and the undermining of livelihoods as well as the labor of smallholder families
(Sen 1966; Ellis 1988; Netting 1993; McMichael 2008). Relatedly in anthropology, there
are many eye-opening accounts of plantation agriculture systems (Mintz 1960; Bourgois
1989; Ortiz 1999). Where there have been studies on food chain workers, namely those
that sell their labor for a wage, they tend to be labor histories (Daniel 1982; Ruiz 1987;
Wells 1996; Fink 1998; McWilliams 1999). These often focus on specific experiences and
struggles of farmworkers and meatpacking and food processing workers, with lesser focus on
food retail workers in grocery stores, markets, and restaurants (cf. Walker 2004 and
Jayaraman 2013 for an exceptions).

Theoretically, there has been an increasingly critical orientation to the study of labor in
food systems over the past three decades as neoliberal economic restructuring alongside
technological intensification has fundamentally altered food chain work (Besky and Brown
2015). For anthropologists, geographers, and sociologists, this has meant paying greater
attention to the intersections between how capital structures labor within the food system
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and its gendered and racialized patterns (Mitchell 1996; Sachs 1996; Walker 2004; Harrison
2011; Holmes 2013; Ribas 2015). This includes topics such as the ethnic succession of
farmworkers in the context of the push-pull forces of immigration, state-sanctioned racist
discrimination and violence against food chain workers, sexual harassment faced by women
in the workplace, threats to reproductive health due to pesticide exposure, ethnoracial
inequities in changing food occupations, and more. This body of work centers the need to
account for how the marginality of workers is not universal. For example, the deportability
of undocumented Latinx farmworkers threatens the stability of employment in a way that is
different than the pressures women farmers face navigating male-dominated agriculture.

While the lesson of much of the critical literature on food labor is that capitalism
undervalues workers and that colonial, racist, and patriarchal institutions further marginalize
the hands that feed people, workers also fight back. In California, despite the power of
capitalist industrial agriculture to reshape ecological and social systems over the last 100
years, food chain workers across sectors have agitated for better remuneration, safe working
conditions, and workplace respect (Walker 2004). For example, farmers organized into
cooperatives to ensure fair prices, cannery workers fought to collectively bargain, and
butchers unionized for better pay and benefits. California has been, and continues to be,
a site for contentious food labor struggles whose lessons are instructive elsewhere (Guthman
2004, 2008). In addition to some of these place-based historical accounts are studies of
specific movements, campaigns, and strategies. Farmworker struggles, especially those of the
United Farm Workers and the Coalition of Immokalee Workers, are well known (Ganz
2009; Marquis 2017). Lesser known are the stories of meatpacking and food processing
workers, as well as grocery retail and restaurant workers (Ruiz 1987; Sbicca 2018; Chatelain
2020).

Germane to this chapter is the fact that beyond looking at whether labor in conventional
food systems is just is the question of whether sustainable and alternative food systems
model labor justice. One noteworthy set of studies has asked tough questions about labor
relations in contexts such as food movement non-profits, sustainable farming internships and
businesses, domestic fair-trade initiatives, and local food organizations and businesses (Brown
and Getz 2008; Sbicca 2015a; Biewener 2016; Ekers et al. 2016). In brief, there is no
guarantee that just because there are strong ecological values or commitments to food
system change underpinning these efforts that this translates to fair labor practices (Sbicca
2015b). It might actually be harder to implement labor justice given the economic
precariousness of initiatives vis-a-vis conventional food competitors and ideological
preferences for volunteer association even when that reproduces class differences.
Additionally, the food justice literature has been particularly focused on labor questions,
although there has been a decline in these studies in recent years (Glennie and Alkon 2018).
This is more reason to recommit investigating those approaches to, and visions of, food
labor that approximate or activate regeneration.

Marx informs, in one way or another, most studies of food chain workers. That is, these
studies usually begin with a political economy analysis that centers power relations between
bosses and workers. This is understandable in the context of the historical precarity of food
labor under capitalism (Holt-Giménez 2017). While a strict Marxist view might call for the
workers of the world to unite to overthrow capitalism and level the class playing field, this
oversimplifies the diversity of workers in the food system and obstructs the need to tie
universal demands to particular conditions and social experiences of groups of food chain
workers (cf. chapters on labor and workers in Alkon and Guthman 2017). The language of
regeneration opens the space for greater nuance and aligns with some of Marcuse’s (1969)
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insights on the need to move beyond the hunt for some specific historical agent of
revolution. Instead, he contends, “Revolutionary forces emerge in the process of change
itself; the translation of the potential into the actual is the work of political practice.” As
I discuss more below, one way that we can begin to imagine more regenerative, perhaps
even revolutionary labor is by accounting for the diversity of food chain worker struggles
within the realities of common challenges. The experience of food chain workers as surplus
labor helps set up why the question of technology advances such a discussion.

The precarity of food system labor

No regenerative food labor is possible without considering that food chain workers are at
the bottom of the occupational hierarchy. There are 21.5 million workers in the food
system in the United States. This is the largest employment sector. One out of every seven
workers is a food chain worker. Looking at their occupational position in the larger
economy contextualizes the current scale and need for these workers, the barriers they face,
and therefore the basis for any regenerative labor vision.

Despite the centrality of food labor to the overall economy and sustenance of society,
food chain workers are often disposable and replaceable. As a reserve army of labor, namely
a class of usually women and people of color workers that enter and leave jobs according to
businesses’ drive for profit maximization under capitalism, they experience greater
exploitation than many other workers. Indeed, in the restaurant industry, annual employee
turnover varied between 56 percent to 80 percent over the ten years to 2016 compared to
40 percent to 49 percent in the overall private sector (Steinman 2018). Not only do
restaurants rely on a flexible workforce that can continually fill these positions, but they also
benefit from a vast part-time workforce vulnerable to economic recessions that faces
mechanization pressures to eliminate certain kinds of tasks altogether (Jayaraman 2013). In
this respect, the restaurant industry relies on a reserve pool of workers that it simultaneously
helps to create. Similar pressures face other food chain workers as well.

As Americans continue to spend more money eating out than at home and as the share
of disposable income spent on food remains historically low, the percent of people working
in the food system is increasing (Food Chain Workers Alliance and Solidarity Research
Cooperative 2016; Okrent et al. 2018). And yet, food chain workers’ median annual wage,
$16,000, is far below the median across all other industries at $36,468. Because of this, food
chain workers rely more on public assistance than the average worker. For instance, they
incongruously use the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program more than the average
worker, and require greater public health insurance, energy and rent subsidy, and welfare
support (Food Chain Workers Alliance and Solidarity Research Cooperative 2016). There
are also racial, class, and gender inequalities: most food chain workers are not in
management positions, which is reinforced by the gatekeeping role of those at the top of
companies. Seventy-two percent of CEOs are white males, 14 percent are white women,
and the rest are people of color (Food Chain Workers Alliance and Solidarity Research
Cooperative 2016). Coupled with major gender and racial wage gaps and working in some
of the most dangerous occupations in the United States, these disparities reveal how far the
food system is from fully caring for workers.

But there is nothing inevitable about this state of affairs. Large surplus pools of workers
are the byproduct of how capitalism organizes labor relations. As Fred Magdoff and Harry
Magdoff (2004) note, “there would be no surplus of labor if everyone had enough to eat,
a decent place to live, health care, and education, and workers had shorter work hours and
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longer vacations so they could have more leisure and creative time.” While mechanization
of rote tasks and technological innovation that reduces human toil may create more
opportunities to achieve some of these goals, the way these currently operate in food service
suggests some underlying contradictions. In response, many food chain workers have pushed
for initiatives to expand our collective social responsibility to ensure we all have access to
the resources needed for a dignified human existence.

Fast-food workers, machines, and the fight for dignity and respect

In the service-based economy of countries like the United States, where millions of people
work in precarious low-wage jobs with few benefits or the opportunity for promotion, the
tension between machines and workers continues to play out. It is unclear whether
machines are truly the savior proponents often portray them as: technologies that will
increase leisure time and free workers from drudgery. In many respects, our technological
overdevelopment has come at the cost of social and political underdevelopment (Boggs and
Boggs 2008). For example, “just-in-time” scheduling not only compels a more flexible
workforce with little employment stability, it requires a cyborg-like attachment to portable
devices that notify workers at a second’s notice, like restaurant servers, that there is an
available shift. If anything, this techno-management strategy has the consequence of
compelling people into second jobs, instilling insecurity in daily scheduling of family
responsibilities and leisure opportunities, shortening shifts, and pushing people to always be
on call for only part-time work (Schwartz et al. 2015). In brief, technology may be framed
to support workers, but its consequences may in fact oppose workers.

On the frontlines of food labor struggles in the United States is the largely women and
people of color led Fight for $15 movement. Started by fast-food workers, this movement
sparked a nationwide demand for at least a fifteen-dollar minimum wage and the right to
form a union. As Terrence Wise, a Black fast-food worker, explained during a conference
call with other movement participants about the economic stress of his job:

My kids are living in poverty. It’s hard getting just the basic necessities, and they
truly are the reason I fight ... It makes me angry, and you should be angry, that
these billion-dollar corporations are robbing from my kids and your kids. So we’re
going to have to stand up and fight back.

(Greenhouse 2014)

From the perspective of workers, it seems obvious that their work is treated as disposable
despite its role in feeding people and that it should be paid more. The average CEO of
a fast-food company earned $23.8 million in 2013, while the average fast-food worker
earned less than $19,000 (Ruetschlin 2014). Moreover, with 52 percent of all fast-food
workers dependent on public assistance of some kind, taxpayers are subsidizing CEO salaries
and shareholder profits to the tune of $153 billion a year (Shah 2015). This raises the
question of whether or how workers capture more of the value of their work. Taking his
inspiration from the civil rights and women’s suffrage movements, Mr. Wise said:

Those things weren’t given to us. People faced hoses and beatings. Some people
even died. We have to bring the same pressure for today’s times and make the
companies listen to us. We have to do whatever it takes to win.

(Greenhouse 2014)
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And wins have piled up for the Fight for $15 movement. First, the movement has
transformed the conversation about minimum wage in the United States. Instead of waiting
on the benevolence of companies and politicians to raise the minimum wage, workers have
organized around a discrete demand that is well above the federal minimum wage (although
still not enough to live on in many states and cities). Second, workers won raises for nearly
12 million workers in 2016 (Fight for 15 n.d.). This has legitimized the movement’s
demands to the point where it was discussed and debated in the 2016 race for president.
Bernie Sanders, for example, adopted the call for a $15 federal minimum wage. Over
a four-year period since the start of the Fight for $15 movement, at least 21 states passed
minimum wage laws above the federal level, which is $7.25 an hour, and 41 localities have
passed minimum wage laws above their state’s level (Blake 2018). All of this in the face of
at least 24 states that have passed “pre-emption bills” to prevent these increases from taking
place, which in some cases appears as white revanchism against low-income communities of’
color (Blake 2018). Third, major companies have begun to voluntarily increase their base
pay in response to the shifts in the economy instigated by workers. Last, and perhaps most
important the Fight for $15 movement has shown the power of a multi-ethnoracial
working-class movement. In the vein of the late civil rights Poor People’s Campaign and
more recently its revival under Reverend William Barber II, movements for racial and
economic justice are joining to build power at scales necessary to advance labor justice.

The response to some of the most marginalized workers in the United States by fast-food
CEOs is telling. In brief, CEOs are little concerned with the social consequences of
deepening the industrialization of food production; displacing workers without adequate
investment in just transitions; and atomizing people into hyper-consumers with no solidarity
with workers. In early 2018, Jack in the Box CEO Leonard Comma announced that,
because of minimum wage gains made by workers, the company believed it was now
affordable to cut workers and replace them with kiosks. Red Robin also said it will “save”
$8 million by substituting machines for workers, “Probably the most challenging thing
we're facing in the industry right now is labor costs,” said Red Robin CFO Guy Constant
(Taylor 2018). He made over $1.7 million in total compensation in 2017. As for Andy
Puzder, the former CEO of Carl’s Jr. and Hardee’s and first pick to be Secretary of Labor
under Donald Trump who withdrew after widespread opposition by labor groups and
women’s groups concerned with domestic abuse allegations, he is overtly hostile to workers.
Referring to the benefit of machines over people, ““They’re always polite, they always
upsell, they never take a vacation, they never show up late, there’s never a slip-and-fall, or
an age, sex, or race discrimination case’” (Taylor 2016). The cold cash calculation places
dollars above workers, a zero-sum approach that cares more for pleasing shareholders than
some of the worst paid employees in the United States. Expressing his opposition to
increasing the minimum wage, “Does it really help if Sally makes $3 more an hour if Suzie
has no job?” (Taylor 2016).

This tension between technology and labor dovetails with some of the challenges of
moving from sustainable food systems to regenerative food systems. Sustainability is often
understood as a tripartite system composed of environmental, economic, and social practices.
It is also a buzzword that is easily coopted (Goldman 2005). Fast-food companies can claim,
and often do, that they are using more “sustainable” ingredients, by which they mean
ingredients that are less ecologically harmful or healthier. Consider the shift in the past
decade by Wendy’s to “Certified Sustainable Palm Oil,” “Reduce Antibiotics,” “Sustainable
Beef Production,” “Source Only Cage-Free eggs,” “Eliminate Gestation Stalls,” and
“Reduce Energy Consumption” (Wendy’s n.d. a). This corporate branding has the effect of
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selling the consumer on a product that is ostensibly better for the environment and our
bodies. Left out of the frame are workers, especially those actually selling that “sustainable”
product. But in a neoliberal context where consumers are socialized into the belief that their
influence rests in buying power, labor is but an afterthought. This is a false dichotomy
between the hands that feed us and our health. We may be eating better environmentally
but tasting the economic and labor inequities of how that food arrived on our table. For
example, Wendy’s public statements suggest that the role of their workers is to serve
customers. Under the jobs section of their website, “Why should you work at Wendy’s”
they state simply that workers will learn, “The keys to making food that’s Deliciously
Different™; How to put a smile on everyone’s face, even your own; That sometimes all
you need is a high five and a hamburger” (Wendy’s n.d. b). How about a raise and
a union? Or at least some cooperative control over the machines?

Designing for regenerative food labor

Perhaps in some foreseeable future when artificial intelligence rules the world, there really
will be no need for people to physically sweat to produce, prepare, and serve food. In the
meantime, back to the present if you will, we might begin to imagine the first steps toward
regenerative food labor. Marcuse recognized nearly 50 years ago that we have reached the
technical capacity to fully support workers beyond just the need to earn a living. However,
there is still the question of what this means in practice. Marcuse (1969, 91) offers a possible
answer:

The social expression of the liberated work instinct is cooperation, which, grounded
in solidarity, directs the organization of the realm of necessity [e.g. food] and the
development of the realm of freedom [e.g. being free to think about what to do
with food].

The lessons of fast-food workers versus machines and their corporate owners suggests that
there are both actually existing institutional steps to restructure labor relations and
conceptual leaps we can make to begin prefiguring something new entirely.

Regenerative labor entails the need for a holistic praxis that integrates health, the
environment, and labor (cf. White 2018). Working with food and plants directly links the
cultivation of ecosystems with sustenance. In the middle of these mutually reinforcing or
damaging relationships are people, both workers and eaters. Regeneration would require
that workers are not only capable of creative labor with enough free time to enjoy the food,
animals, and plants under their care, but that the environment is nourished and generating
healthy food. At the point of production, it is important to center the labor experience, but
this will also entail support from consumers (Goodman and DuPuis 2002; Alkon and
Guthman 2017). For counterexample, the application of certain classes of pesticides or
herbicides creates a host of problems for ecosystems, workers, and public health. While
these agricultural practices manipulate nature to provide jobs and food, they also undermine
the conditions for regenerating these same systems. In brief, regenerative labor requires
conviviality with food, animals, plants, and the health of the environment and eaters, not
alienation. How might we make strides in this direction?

At a minimum, in the here and now, we cannot forget to establish the conditions for
regenerative food labor with tools we know work (Aronowitz 2014). While to go back to
the peak of the labor movement and its power in the mid-1950s currently seems
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inconceivable, there are clear benefits to expanding unionization. Unionization not only
increases pay and benefits and greater accountability of companies to workers, it improves
pay for workers in highly unionized places and industries. And specifically, for women,
immigrants, and people of color, unions have been critical to upward class mobility
(Rosenfeld 2015). They also create a space for solidarity that bridges social boundaries. At
their best, as democratic and deliberative spaces, they empower members to view their
work as a collective endeavor that fosters political skills and opportunities for civic
engagement beyond the market.

Even if unionization were not to increase, but workers began to cooperatively and
collectively restructure their jobs and industries, this could produce similar outcomes and
would push back against a division of labor that unfairly distributes rote and creative jobs
(cf. the case of Mondragon Cooperative Corporation: Bamburg 2017). There are many
prefigurative examples of this in the food system. Cooperative farms, greenhouses and
producer groups, food hubs, food distributors, and food retailers, and in some cases open
source food-tech startups can help foster more solidarity economies that revalue labor
(Anderson et al. 2014; Loh and Agyeman 2019). As this pertains to technology, it could
open space for workers most impacted by technological shifts to have a say in the design
and use of technology. As it currently stands, for example with companies like Grubhub and
subsidiaries like Uber Eats, these technologies rely on a flexible and precarious labor force,
in this case to deliver food from many restaurants that exploit their workers. What if the
food businesses were cooperatively owned and operated cooperatively controlled apps?

Labor power that comes from unionization or cooperation can translate to new policy.
The eight-hour work day, overtime protections, child labor laws, collective bargaining, and
solidarity with gender and racial justice movements, are some of the positive legacies of the
labor movement. While still within the framework of capitalism that compels the selling of
labor for a wage, there have been and continue to be opportunities to carve out space for
more regenerative labor relations. One promising idea is to reduce work hours without
reducing pay. There is over 50 years of wage stagnation in the United States despite an
increase in worker productivity, which means workers are giving more than they are
receiving. Working less would allow for more creative aspirations and reduce the stress
associated with having to work extra to keep up with declining purchasing power. A related
idea is the universal basic income. There are examples at national, regional, and local levels
to provide a rights-based regular cash payment to individuals that is unconditional and
nonwithdrawable. Although based on distributing oil and gas revenues, The Alaska
Permanent Fund is an example of a direct cash payment to nearly all Alaskan residents. This
idea could be extended more broadly to all residents of a country with the goal of reducing
economic inequality by taxing large companies and the rich. Food chain workers would
especially benefit from these changes as more good jobs would become available, which
would help reduce the pool of surplus labor.

Conceptually, these examples suggest the need to rethink our categories and the realm of’
the possible in relation to regeneration. Marxist notions of surplus value, for example, can
move beyond the idea that value produced by workers gets accumulated by owners to
reinvest in capital circulation. Instead, we might think about surplus in the diverse economy
sense (Gibson-Graham 2006). Taking cooperatives as an example, the reinvestment of
surplus, economic or otherwise, back into a cooperatively owned and run structure means
that the social value of distributing the products of labor equitably comes before
exploitation. In essence, we cannot think about regenerative food labor without also
considering regenerative modes of exchange.
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Centering regenerative labor offers a chance to more squarely discuss democratic
socialism and horizontalism. While both focus on the importance of sharing power and
involving people in the decision-making processes that most affect their lives, the former
sees a strong role for the state while the latter focuses on direct political participation and is
skeptical of representative forms of democracy. I see room for both in moving our
conversation from a sustainable food system to a regenerative food system. As Erik Olin-
Wright (2010) argues, capitalism will not disappear overnight. We cannot smash our way
out of it. Instead, there is a critical need for taming capitalism’s excesses and eroding its
foundations. This requires taking seriously critiques of neoliberalism that argue for
reaffirming the importance of using government to its fullest to ensure universal and
equitable access to all the basic human needs that society produces (Alkon and Guthman
2017). At the same time, movements like Occupy Wall Street show why we cannot wait
for government either (Gitlin 2012). People have the power to self-organize in ways that
are more economically just and provide goods and services without institutional mediators.

Translated to the case at hand, food chain workers need to be prefiguring the transition
to a postcapitalist future, but in the meantime also have labor protections and labor rights
enforcement. Organizations like the HEAL (Health, Environment, Agriculture, Labor) Food
Alliance builds coalitions and organizes campaigns that advance food justice. The first stop
on their ten-point platform (shout out to the Black Panther Party), is “Ensure Dignity for
Food Workers and their Families” (HEAL Food Alliance n.d.) For example, HEAL Food
Alliance works as a national Good Food Purchasing Policy (GFPP) partner, an initiative that
can help reduce the prevalence of poverty wages in local food systems. The GFPP requires
public institutions and local government to adopt procurement policies that comply with
maintaining a valued workforce (in addition to support for local economies, nutritional
health, environmental sustainability, and animal welfare). This holistic praxis is the essence
of regenerative labor. The work of organizing for a better food system goes together with
working to provide food for human sustenance and culture.

Maybe instead of turnkey industrial food chains with floating celebrity-head-screens that
sell people monotonous and interchangeable food-like substances, cooperative neighborhood
enterprises can exchange a cornucopia of certifiably fair food with local individuals and
institutions. Giving ourselves the freedom to imagine alternatives is a necessary first step.
Regeneration is not so much about achieving freedom from the grind of work, but rather is
about freedom fo work in ways that allow for creativity, connection, and cooperation.

Discussion questions

1. Can we create the conditions for regenerative food labor without transitioning out of
capitalism? If so, how? If not, why?

2. What can the fights of food chain workers for economic justice teach us about the
advantages of a regenerative framework over a sustainability framework?

3. How does interrogating food labor in relationship to technology help to point out
socioeconomic and political contradictions that need resolution on the path to
regeneration?

4. How might a food system reliant on regenerative labor increase leisure time to engage
in other pursuits? Relatedly, might forms of food-based care work (e.g. breastfeeding,
shopping, cooking) be better supported if the products of food chain workers’ labor
were regenerative of health and wealth?
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Further reading
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CARING AGRICULTURAL
AND FOOD PRACTICES

Jan Hassink, Angela Moriggi, Saverio Senni, Elisabeth Hense, and
Dries de Moor

Introduction

European agriculture has undergone significant changes over the past century, especially
since WWII. To accommodate the economies of scale of the food industry and to remain
economically profitable, farmers had to increase farm size, efficiency, and external inputs,
while minimizing labor wuse per hectare. As a result, environmental problems,
homogenization of the landscape, outbreaks of animal diseases, and poor animal welfare
gave the agricultural sector a negative reputation (Meerburg et al. 2009). Growing concerns
regarding nature conservation and the environment, and increasing demands from new
social functions, such as housing and recreation, have put pressure on the sector (Hermans
et al. 2010). Moreover, since 1990, an expanding EU has resulted in increased competition.
Following the 1992 MacSharry reforms — which led to budgetary pressures, liberalization of
the global food trade, and a call for sustainable development (Grin and Marijnen 2011) —
farmers have become increasingly aware that real change is needed if they are to survive.
Such change would ideally also address growing societal concerns about food safety, animal
welfare, biodiversity, and landscape and environmental quality (Meerburg et al. 2009).

In response to such growing concerns, many European rural areas started experimenting
with different forms of multifunctional agriculture (Wilson 2008). This meant
complementing food production functions with other activities that could meet societal
demands, such as therapeutic and social inclusion practices, recreation and landscape services
(Durand and van Huylenbroeck 2003; Hassink and Van Dijk 2006). Since then, the number
of farms providing high-quality healthcare services has grown exponentially (Hassink 2017).

These forms of multifunctional agriculture have paved the way to alternative farming
models to the dominant agricultural paradigm, combining agroecology principles with a more
ethical approach that re-connects humans among themselves and with the ecosystem (Shiva
2016). Their context-dependent nature, tied to place-based values and conditions, constitutes
a double-edged sword for care and social farms. Because of their place embeddedness, such
practices are hard to generalize, and thus their viability remains contested (van der Ploeg
2008). On the other hand, as they respond to the needs and assets of the localities where they
develop, care and social farms may offer virtuous examples of regenerative agriculture, where
both humans and the ecosystem can thrive (Moriggi, et al. 2020).
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Meanwhile, in response to the overwhelming specialization and mechanization of
agriculture and food production, “alternative” food networks and practices have also
emerged. Their representatives draw attention to the possibility to “resocialize” and
“respatialize” food, through supposedly “closer” and more “authentic” relationships between
producers, consumers, and their food (Marsden et al. 2000; Renting et al. 2003). Examples
of such networks are (combinations of) community supported agriculture (CSA),
biodynamic and permaculture farming, and urban farming initiatives.

Against a background of marginalization and vulnerability for small-scale agricultural
sector and rural areas, these practices represent a shift towards a caring regenerative
agriculture, one that sees plants and animals as community members, rather than
commodities, and that wishes to move from an attitude of control towards one of
partnership and respect (Wells and Gradwell 2001; Leck et al. 2014). Such experiments
show the potential for people to live in resonance with nature, following its rhythms,
challenges, changes, and local particularities (Rosa 2016, 453—472). In this view, human
beings are “response-able” for nature and have the capacity to live interconnectedly with
animals, plants, and nature in its entirety, and care for it thoughtfully (Nussbaum 1998, 201)

To deepen the knowledge for current stakeholders and future entrepreneurs and to
address agricultural and rural development policies in a better way, we believe that the
practices outlined above are worth investigating further, with special attention to the
underlying principles of regeneration and caring. Regenerative forms of agriculture focus
generally on the conservation of the natural resource base and the use of technical and
ecological measures like abandoning tillage and fostering biodiversity (Rhodes 2017; La
Canne and Lundgren 2018). The possible social and caring implications of regenerative
forms of agriculture have not received much attention, which makes our exploration of
caring aspects of regenerative forms of agriculture even more valuable.

We use care ethics as a tool to explore and analyse agricultural and food practices aiming
to reconnect with society and nature.

We start by exploring ideas about and conceptualizations of care from a theoretical
perspective, and we focus on the conceptualization offered by Tronto, which we believe to
be particularly useful in understanding the regenerative potential of caring forms of
agricultural and food practices. The empirical section focuses on different cases of caring
forms of agriculture and food production. We describe the aspects and relationships of
caring involved, and we examine the challenges that emerge when fully striving to put the
principles of caring into practice. By doing so, we hope to expand the current knowledge
of regenerative forms of agriculture, and contribute to the debate on its potentials and
limits.

Exploring changing ideas about care

Until recently, care was considered mainly to belong to the private and feminine sphere.
Feminist literature has brought care work under scrutiny, showing its relevance to the
public sphere (Tronto 1993). Feminist environmental care ethics are currently being picked
up eagerly in various scholarly debates, especially given their emphasis on empowering
communities in terms of resilience and resourcefulness, with an eye on future generations
(Whyte and Cuomo 2017). In recent philosophical, economic, and sociological approaches,
care has been described as a fundamental human capacity that transcends the private sphere
and reaches out to other human beings, as well as non-humans.
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The notion that people can engage in non-instrumental and non-manipulative
relationships with nature is by no means new. Indigenous cultures have long claimed the
interdependence of all forms of life. Symbiotic relationships with places have been sources
of identity, community, and spirituality, through which people have experienced resilience,
reciprocity, harmony, solidarity, and collectivity (Whyte and Cuomo 2017; Franklin 2018).

Several spiritual traditions have long called for a harmonious relationship with nature,
and their teachings are now being revived all over the world. Recent (feminist) theology
has also developed an eco-spiritual approach, emphasizing the concepts of stewardship for
creation (Edwards 2011) and kinship with creation (Johnson 2014). The aim of living in
harmony with nature is also expressed in renewed attention in eco-spiritual reflections on
Hinduism (Dwivedi 2006), and the idea that all life is one is used to promote Hindu-
oriented eco-spirituality (Singh 2013). In addition, one of the most basic teachings of
Buddhism involves the interdependence of all beings (Gross 1997), and Islam is also engaged
in the debate on ecology (Foltz 2009), with Muslims being told to respect for nature and
not waste natural sources (Duh 2010). As such, all major religions encourage people to have
a caring relationship with nature, although they are far from being a revolutionary engine
for the desired changes.

Following our literature review, we define “care” as the ability to being responsible for,
attending to, being concerned for or about, and paying watchful attention to the object of
care (Wells and Gradwell 2001). This is not merely relevant for the health and social sector.
For Tronto, caring includes “everything that we do to maintain, continue and repair ‘our
world’ so that we can live in it, looking for the needs of ourselves as well as for those of
our environment” (Tronto 1993, 103). Tronto also indicates that care is a set of values as
well as concrete practices. In her understanding, a caring process is composed of five stages
and connected values. The first stage of the caring process is caring about. It starts with
attentiveness, the ability of someone or some group to notice caring needs that were
previously unsatisfied. Suspending self-interest and adopting the perspective of others allows
us to care about something or somebody. The recognition of unmet needs may lead to
the second phase of caring for, when a feeling of responsibility is triggered that leads to
concrete caring activities. Within the ethics of care, responsibility is not seen as a burden or
obligation, but rather as a recognition of the relational nature of human life. Indeed, the
feeling of responsibility is the result of a practice of relationality: by interacting with other
people, we feel increasingly responsible for them. The third phase involves the actual work
of care, care giving. Care work is not just a technical exercise, but rather a moral practice
requiring competence. The fourth phase is care receiving, where, ideally, there is an open
dialogue between care givers and care receivers that is characterized by responsiveness and
leads to a good quality of the care being provided. Through this process, new needs may be
acknowledged, after which the care process continues and a new care cycle begins. Not all
care receivers may be able to respond, and the care process may be asymmetrical in nature,
which is why Tronto includes a fifth phase, one should encompass the entire care process:
caring with, which aligns with the moral value of solidarity and means that care practices
should be designed and implemented in such a way as to recognize the care receivers’
dignity and knowledge, to create the necessary conditions for empowerment (Tronto 1993;
Faden et al. 2013).

In her study focused on Green Care practices in Finland, (Moriggi et al. 2020)
widens Tronto’s conceptualization to include care for and with the environment, in
particular the capacity of Green Care practices to shape places in regenerative ways, as
a result of two main dynamics: (1) caring for places: when green care activities are
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initiated for place-based reasons — to sustain and (re)generate places via a specific kind of
socio-spatial practices; (2) caring with people (in places): when the people involved,
through empowering caring practices, become partners of a new social model and shape
places in new ways, ideally contributing to social justice and inclusion. Both processes of
“caring for” and “caring with” are not limited either to people or to the environment,
which is particularly interesting when we see the relationship with a place as one of
“caring with,” and the responsiveness of the place also plays a role.

The concept of caring with people highlights the regenerative potential of the caring
process, namely the possibility to empower care receivers and care givers alike, based on
the principles of solidarity, which involve self-determination, choice, and deliberation on
the part of those who receive care, respecting their knowledge and dignity. On the other
hand, it requires an attitude of experimentation and constant adaptation to the needs and
capacities of the people involved (Moriggi et al. 2020). In the long run, empowerment
can contribute to social justice, breaking down barriers against physical, emotional, and
societal inclusion, and promoting independence and citizenship (Barnes 2008; Keyes et al.
2015). Research shows that care givers involved in Green Care practice also feel
empowered by the caring relationship, when such principles are implemented (Hassink
et al. 2010), benefitting in particular from the process of learning constantly at an
everyday level, as well as the feeling of self-worth, joy, and reward that the practice of
relationality with both humans and more-than-humans gives them (Moriggi et al. 2020).

At the same time, this continuous learning process can be challenging (Faden et al.
2013). In practice, care and empowerment do not always match. Indeed, there are many
examples where disempowerment is experienced by care receivers, not only because they
have no leverage in the relationships with care professionals, but also in the discrimination
and stigmatization they experience in everyday life (Barnes 2008), while care givers can feel
disempowered by inadequate structural conditions, and by institutionalized standards and
habits that place the entire burden of care on just a few individuals (Mol et al. 2010).

Last, but not least, caring, as any other activity, should be also analysed from an
economic perspective, considered in its true etymological meaning, the ancient Greek
word oikonomia (Leshem, 2016) that could be translated as “taking care of the house.” But
for such a task neoclassical economic theory offers little help with a marginal role given to
interpersonal relations, reciprocity, and gratuity among human beings. Therefore
a different theoretical framework is requested, such as the civil economy concept
(Zamagni 2008). The central idea of civil economy is to look at the experience of human
sociality, with everything that such experience implies, within the economic life (Bruni
and Zamagni 2007). Civil economy hence looks at economic and social relationships from
a perspective in which cooperation, reciprocity, gratuity, gifts, and intrinsic motivations
are fundamental, and it tells us that principles “other” than profit and instrumental
exchange can — if you want — find a place inside the economic activity (Nelson 2011).
A relevant point of the civil economy paradigm that appears interesting in a contest of
activities related with care is the attention given to the relational goods (Gui and Sugden
2005) which are fundamental in care-based human relations. According to such
perspectives markets must also take into account the relational goods being generated or
destroyed by economic activities (Gui and Sugden 2005). The cases studies presented
below, focusing also on social and human relationships, represent valuable examples of
civil economy in practice.
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Caring agricultural and food practices

In this section, we use the conceptualization of care to explore and analyse sustainable
agricultural and food practices aimed at reconnecting agriculture with society and moving from
an attitude of control towards building a partnership with the natural and social environment.
We first describe the main characteristics and principles of some of the major practices that are
rooted in the agricultural and food domain and that have the potential to incorporate caring
practices in their everyday operations. The practices involved have the potential to incorporate
caring practices as they focus on strengthening relationships, harmony among citizens,
community health and vitality, and social and ecological embeddedness, to connect to the local
environment and local economy and enhance people’s attentiveness to others (Curry 2002). As
such caring agricultural and food practices incorporate not only individual people but also
communities, other living beings, like farm animals, crops, and their natural environments in
the widest sense, including soils and landscapes.

Potentially promising connective practices wanting to incorporate caring practices
are Community Supported Agriculture (CSA), urban agriculture, permaculture, care
and social farming, and organic and biological-dynamic (biodynamic) farming.

Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) is a partnership between farmers and community

members working together to create a local food system (Wells and Gradwell 2001). Mem-
bers typically pay a seasonal fee to the farmer in advance of the growing season in return for
a weekly share of the produce. The aim is to share the risks and rewards of farming more
equitably, by building on reciprocity, trust, and collective benefits (van Oers et al. 2018).
CSA shareholders have the opportunity to become more involved through farm visits, work
parties, etc. (Fieldhouse 1995).

Urban agriculture: Urban agriculture has been defined as the growing, processing, and distri-
bution of food and other products through intensive plant cultivation and animal husbandry
in and around cities (Kaufman and Bailkey 2000). Urban farms can serve multiple functions
that extend beyond food production (Poulsen et al. 2017).

Permaculture is defined as an integrated and evolving design system of plants and animal
species that involves a conscious design and maintenance of agriculturally productive ecosys-
tems with the diversity, stability, and resilience of natural ecosystems. It is the harmonious
integration of landscape and people, providing food, energy, shelter, and other material and
non-material requirements, in a sustainable way (Mollisson 1988), based on the ethical prin-
ciples of caring for the earth, caring for people, setting limits on population and consump-
tion, and redistributing surplus (Suh 2014).

Care farming and social farming involves a combination of agricultural production and care

and social services. Care farms and social farms use agricultural resources to provide care and
health services to people with various needs, to promote social inclusion, rehabilitation,
employment, education etc. In some countries, like the Netherlands, care services are a paid
service (Hassink and Van Dijk 2006).

Organic farming and biological dynamic farming. Organic farming emphasizes the natural-

ness and sustainability of farming by abstaining from the use of fertilizers and pesticides. Bio-
logical dynamic farming is a form of agriculture that focuses not only on healthy foods, but
also on realizing harmonious interactions in agriculture and promoting a spiritual develop-
ment of mankind through cosmic forces. It involves a connection between plants and the
environment in its broadest sense, by creating awareness of all life on earth and the spiritual
individuality that exists in all of us (Kirchman 1994; Koepf 2007).
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These practices vary in focus, from connecting people to the culture of food, bringing
farmers and consumers together, connecting food production to the urban population,
connecting agriculture to people with special needs, and focusing on a cosmic awareness.
Some of these practices (CSA, urban farming, and care/social farming) have already been
associated with an ethical approach to care (Wells and Gradwell 2001; Kneafsly et al. 2008;
Leck et al. 2014) as the motivations of producers and consumers include caring about
aspects of food production that affect the natural environment, people, and animal welfare.
That does not mean, however, that all initiatives incorporate a broad caring approach.

Inspiring cases in the Netherlands and Italy

In this section, we now describe several cases in rural and urban settings in the Netherlands
and Italy, which are inspiring in the way they incorporate a wide range of care aspects in
their practice, based on interviews with the initiators of the cases.

In our discussion of the empirical cases involving care practices, we look at how the
different cases incorporate different care elements in their everyday operations, and at the
initiators’ vision, their challenges, and their contribution to more caring agricultural
practices and a more caring society. We examine how these practices relate to the care ideas
and identify points of contention. Furthermore, we look at the extent to which the various
cases are attentive to and connect with the community, the environment, farm animals, and
vulnerable people, and we examine to what extent caring practices are responsive and
empowering. Finally, we discuss what has to be done (and how) to move from sustainable
towards regenerative practices.

Care farm “het Liessenhuus”: care for vulnerable people in a rural setting in
the Netherlands

Care farm “het Liessenhuus” is a small-scale provider of day services for children, young
adults, and adults, located in the rural eastern part of the Netherlands. The farmer’s aim is to
provide customized support to participants who can’t participate in regular education or
labour, due to learning disabilities, psychiatric, and/or social problems. To empower them,
the farmer and his colleagues, try to figure out what interests each participant at the farm
(e.g. plants, animals, engineering, farm shop, etc) in order to give them responsibility and
a learning process based on inner motivation. As a community “het Liessenhuus” aims for
social justice in a broader sense. Together with a number of other care farms in the region,
the farm donates some of its crops to the foodbank, as part of the mission to provide
healthy fresh food to people who normally cannot afford it, as well as empowering the
participants by showing them they contribute to society and to the greater good. The farm
sells fresh eggs and vegetable boxes, which customers can sign up for. Although the
production of food is limited, it is viewed as an important source of empowerment as the
participants develop skills and self-esteem through their part in the process, and as a source
of social justice. Indeed, through the foodbank, people with a low income get access to fair
and healthy food (biological food is expensive in the Netherlands). For “het Liessenhuus”
the entire sale of agricultural products contributes less than 2% to the total income, whereas
the rest is payment for the care services based on a contract with the municipality. Equality
and reciprocity are important values at het Liessenhuus. The care farmer expects himself and
his colleagues to set a good example for the participants: “If the participant has the
competence to teach you, as a new farmer, how to feed the animals, you'll experience
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a reversed relationship when it comes to self-assurance.” Giving feedback and showing the
bigger picture of food production are designed to stimulate the participants’ competences,
according to the farmer: “Addressing the value of work is important: you have to tell the
boy cleaning the stables that, thanks to him, there is manure for the crops, which means he
is making an important contribution to the vegetable boxes.” In their experience, care
farmers need to have a creative, flexible, and neutral state of mind in order to align their
activities to the range of attention spans amongst the participants, and to adapt to the calls of
nature. They have to be willing to learn, in part due to the hybrid nature of care farms,
where the focus is both on the clients and on the wellbeing of the plants and animals.

Care and biodynamic farm “Ruimzicht”: care for people and the planet in
a rural setting in the Netherlands

This biological dynamic dairy farm and garden, located in the eastern part of the
Netherlands, provides educational and care services. Its mission is to provide care for the
earth, the soil, plant life, animals, and people, in a biological and evolutionary sense. The
farmers want to care for and support people who are searching for themselves and what
they want to be. A strong belief in the deep connection between all life, the earth, and the
cosmos gives them an intrinsic motivation to do what must be done. The farmers and
gardener aim for balance, and a healthy and vital planet, and such principles guide them and
their practices. This implies a minimum use of mechanical methods that require fossil fuel,
believing that their approach is better for the soil, plants, and animals, and also for the food
they produce. Methods like mulching and reduced tillage are designed to generate a moist
and fertile soil, to preserve a healthy soil life, with no chemicals being used, only that which
nature provides. In this way, a circular and local chain of production is generated, with the
garden yielding around 110 vegetable boxes every week. For the gardener, the boxes are
a way to share the story that involves the subscribers and their experiences. The boxes are
accompanied by a newsletter, with recipes, personal experiences from the people working at
the farm, and tips on how to care for our planet. Animal and plant care is reflected in
decisions like respecting the family relations within the herd of cows, and letting plants and
seeds complete their circle of life. This opposes conventional efficiency-based methods, such
as separating calves in an early stage from their mothers to raise milk production, or faster
growth of crops, in order to maximize profits for humans solely. According to the farmer,
“We don’t have to artificially orchestrate. It has all been figured out already. A herd of
cows functions best and provides the best milk if it really is a herd: a family.” Biodiversity
and following nature’s principles are the guiding principles, which also create challenges,
like a lack of manpower and a struggle against the capitalist system: “As long as supermarket
chains push farmers to produce near, or even under, cost prices, we are a long way from

”

realizing a critical mass in true biological production.” According to the gardener,
consumers have been indoctrinated: “They are misled by the ‘lowest price guarantees’ of
the supermarkets.” Although the farmers put their heart and soul into it, and work very
hard for very little, it is rewarding. Ruimzicht provides educational activities and care to
anyone sympathizing with their vision. For educational purposes a five-day farmschool
program can be attended by groups from primary schools, so the children will learn their
food can be produced in an environment-friendly way. Also, single-parent families can
subscribe for a holiday program to learn at the farm and enjoy and connect with their
children. Besides these regular activities, “Ruimzicht” intends to provide care for anyone

who feels the farm is a place to learn or recover, in spite of any diagnoses, target groups,
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and the regular care-system. Openness and a willingness to learn, for farmers and
participants alike, are necessary to establish co-workership and personal development. As the
gardener explains: “I believe everyone tries to tell us something. Everyone is like a mirror.
And it’s my own task to figure out what I can learn from other people. ... And then talk
about it, that’s the challenge.” Anyone who feels attracted to the principles of the farm is
welcome to participate, regardless of their capacities.

The seeds of life: solidarity for people in an urban setting in Italy

The social cooperative Seeds of Life (“Semi di Vita”) started in 2011 in Casamassima,
a neighbourhood of the Metropolitan City of Bari, in the south-eastern region of Italy. The
initiator, Angelo Santoro, decided to change his life during the economic crisis and started
a care-oriented farming project. At that time, care farming, or social agriculture, as it is
called in Italy, was growing rapidly. Farming first began on 2,000 square meters owned by
the Casamassima Municipality, and involved a family association of marginalized disabled
youths. A vegetable garden was considered the best way to integrate the youngsters in the
local community. At first, mentally disabled youths worked at the care farm; later also
convicted teenagers started working on the farm. Neither Angelo nor his partners had an
agricultural background, but they were all deeply inspired by solidarity and altruistic
motivations. Local civic groups, families, and individuals informally supported the initiative’s
first steps. One of the first challenges was to protect the land and crops from the pesticides
being used by the conventional farmers around them. In 2014, the care farming project
moved to a run-down part of the city that had been built in the 1950s and that had
a number of social problems, including the presence of crime.

It was in that neighbourhood that Angelo and his partners were given a 2 hectare piece
of land owned by a religious institution that has been abandoned for years, and it is there
that the Seeds of Life social cooperative was formed. Within a short time-frame they
managed to make the cooperative a place where people in a fragile social condition could
feel at home. An important decision was to allow local residents to use part of the land that
had been made available to the cooperative, with the remaining part being used to grow
figs, prickly pears (or Indian figs), and vegetables, including different kinds of local varieties
of peppers (sweet and hot), and some olive trees.

One problem they encountered early on was people’s habit of picking what they needed
from an area that for years had been a “no man’s land.” It was only after the local parishes
were involved that people started to respect the boundaries of the new cooperative. The
parcels on which locals were allowed to grow produce helped secure that respect, as
someone was always present on the land. Although overall turnover continues to be modest
(€60,000 in 2018), revenues are growing, to a large extent thanks to processed products that
have a greater added value and that are sold under the trademark “Bonta Comune”
(Common Goodness),! with 20% of sales coming from fresh vegetables, 50% from processed
produce, and the remaining 30% from social projects. Thanks to these percentages the
cooperative is classed as a “social agriculture operator” according to Italian legislation
involving social agriculture (no. 141/2015).

Seeds of Life has recently expanded the farming activity on 26 hectares in the nearby
Valenzano municipality, an area confiscated from organized crime. Here a fig cultivation
project is planned, for the positive market value that that fruit guarantees. The aim is to
strengthen the cooperative’s economic sustainability, usually a weak point when initiatives
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depend on volunteers who tend to have personal and altruistic motivations and to actively
participate in actions to support legality in the area.

Food garden Rotterdam: caring for people and nature in an urban setting in
the Netherlands

The Food Garden is an initiative that was started in 2010 in the Delfshaven neighbourhood
on a 0.7 hectare abandoned area in Rotterdam in the Netherlands. After a major building
project was cancelled as a result of the economic crisis, the urban farm project was able to
put the unused land to good use for the next five years. The Food Garden is located next
to the office of the Food Bank Rotterdam, an organization providing free food packages to
low-income households. At the start, the main aim was to supply the Food Bank
Rotterdam with fresh and healthy fruit and vegetables, which the Food Garden was able to
realize for several years in a row, to which new objectives were added over time: 1)
reintegration of people with difficulties entering the labor market by letting them produce
food, ii) mobilizing people and encouraging them to take part, and iii) developing the area
into an urban platform where urban development issues and social issues are connected. The
Food Garden has adopted permaculture principles, with the interaction between people and
nature as a central objective, stimulating local biodiversity and a maximum yield for the
people involved.

The Food Garden is a foundation that is financially dependent on fundraising, municipal
subsidies, and sponsors. The work in the garden is carried out by three employees working
on a freelance basis, and about 45 volunteers. All in all, the people involved are a very
diverse group. The Food Garden provides them with structure and meaningful work. In
particular, for people who are dependent on support, it is an important experience to be
able to contribute to the production of healthy food for people who may need the help
even more than they do. The social element appears to be very important to the
participants: the respect of the community, the social interactions, and social support.
According to the initiator, a key factor in the farm’s success is the heterogeneity of the
group and the informal approach, giving people trust and confidence. The project leader
also emphasizes that the core of the project is growing healthy food, not providing care.
According to him, people are not included because they deserve to be pitied, but because
they can make a real contribution to the project, which makes for a more equal
relationship, which is different compared to conventional care. In his view, relations in
conventional care are defined in a contract between a care giver and a care receiver, which
is not the kind of relationship he prefers. The Food Garden is also keen to safeguard its
small-scale, informal identity.

One of the challenges, next to having continuous access to land, was to acquire funds
from the city of Rotterdam. It was impossible to secure a contract with the city to provide
social and healthcare services, because they were unable to meet all the formal requirements.
To gain access to care funds from the city of Rotterdam for daycare activities,
a collaboration was formed with Pluspunt, an established social care organization.

Findings: underlying principles of the different practices and the case
studies

We have selected cases from different practices that have adopted a wide range of
approaches to providing care (see Table 10.1). The case studies involve different types of
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Table 10.1 Provides an overview of the underlying principles of the cases and their care activities

Case

Liessenhuus

Ruimzicht

Seeds of Life

Food Garden

Type of farm

Principles
guiding the
farmer’s
practices

Care for com-
munity: under-
pinning prin-
ciples and
practices

Care for
environment

Care for farm
animals

Care farm based
on organic
principles

Social justice,
mutual learning,
individuality of
each participant

Safety and social
inclusion

Biological,
seasonal

Respect for nat-
ural needs

Care farm based on
biodynamic and
CSA principles
Healthy vital
planet. Holistic
learning, reflection,
personal
development
Involvement and
education of the
community

Care for the earth,
soil, plant life:
mulching

Respect for natural
needs

Care farm in
a urban
context
Solidarity,
respectful
relationships,

legality

Support from
community

Organic
farming and
biodiversity
Animals not
present

Urban farm based on
permaculture principles

Cooperation, nature, and
people

Food for food bank;

encouraging people to par-
ticipate; urban platform for

social and developmental
issues

Permaculture;
creating a food forest;
healthy soil

Animals not present

Care for vulner-
able citizens

Care for food

Challenges

Discover what
interests them,
equal relationship

Fresh food for
people via
foodbank

Little production

Support in what
they want to be;
personal
development

Food experience,
education

Lack of workforce;
deal with capitalist
system

Educate and
integrate in
community

Community
growing
vegetables
Creating

a safe place;
influence
conventional

agriculture

Re-integration equal
relationship;
contribution to useful
work;

creating a community
Fresh vegetables

Access to land;
budget for social services

agriculture and food production, where people care about the needs of other people, the
community and the wider environment. The farms provide a rich context where, through
meaningful tasks that connect to people’s personal interests, and through the natural
processes of life and death, growth and change, people learn to care and (inter)act with
nature.

The cases discussed above share some underlying principles: participation, reintegration,
and education of vulnerable citizens (care receivers), while developing an equal relationship
with them. Care receivers are not seen as clients (or even patients), but as co-producers, and
their requirements, knowledge, interests, and visions serve as starting points. The farmers
told us how they learn from their interaction with care receivers, describing caring
for vulnerable people as an open interaction between partners. This allows for a socio-
economic model in which everyone contributes and is valued for their useful work, based
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on mutual dependency rather than power dynamics, creating the necessary conditions to
establish caring relations that empower care receivers. As such, the cases clearly illustrate
how care can be organized through practices that are constituted and shaped by their
participants (Conradi 2015), rather than through the delivery of services and goods to
passive recipients. The targets of the interventions, now commonly referred to as “client
groups” or “consumers,” can become active participants whose agency and role are worth
highlighting (Barnes 2008).

The selected cases also exemplify care for the community and the environment. They vary
in how that is done. Care for the community involves: donating fresh vegetables to the food
bank, encouraging people to participate, giving them the opportunity to grow vegetables
themselves, educating them about healthy food, and creating a platform for social innovation.
In the case of “het Liessenhuus,” a safe haven is also offered for young adults to work and
learn, stimulating their personal reintegration as part of the surrounding community. “Seeds of
Life” and the “Food Garden” regenerate abandoned urban areas into community places where
people meet and grow fresh vegetables. “Ruimzicht” tries to create awareness of how all living
beings, plants, the earth, and the cosmos are connected, leading by example in all they do, by
telling the story and by inviting everyone to come on board.

Two of the cases focus mainly on the interaction between nature and people, with
caring for the environment being an explicit objective, illustrated by care for soil organisms,
reduced use of fossil fuel, biodiversity, and the creation of a food forest. “Seeds of Life” has
in fact adopted organic farming and is keen to stimulate biodiversity.

All initiatives provide access to healthy and fresh food, especially for vulnerable people,
and involve and educate people on this topic. Only at “Liessenhuus” and “Ruimzicht” are
farm animals part of the farm.

The main challenges for the initiatives are a lack of funds, a lack of manpower, the
challenges involved in creating a safe place, and gaining access to land.

The various case studies show that altruism, reciprocity, selflessness, and responsibility are
important motivations for farmers and other initiators of “care-oriented” agricultural or food
practices. In the cases discussed above, care for people with special needs, for the community,
and for the wider ecosystem are all integrated. This fits the concept of the civil economy
where social relationships and cooperation are considered important aspects of economic
activities (Gui and Sugden 2005). The cases illustrate how their economic activities are based
on caring relationships with participants, communities, and the environment.

The practices and cases discussed above are also examples of location-based practices
reflecting a discourse of reconnection and re-territorialization, providing an alternative to
the dominant discourse of competitive thinking in the agricultural and food sector (Horlings
and Marsden 2014). We should keep in mind that not all location-based practices include
a similar wide range of caring behaviors.

The cases illustrate different ways to finance activities. The Dutch care farms are contracted
by municipalities to provide useful activities to people needing support. The “Food Garden”
established a collaboration with a care organization to gain access to funding. “Seeds of Life”
also combines income from the sales of agricultural products with social services, while
generating additional financial value by introducing an ethical trade mark.

Discussion and conclusion

The motivations of farmers and the market play a crucial role in fostering regenerative
approaches to food production, creating market arenas where consumers and clients
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become “partners” in a new social model (Carbone and Senni 2010). The farmers in
our cases have deeply rooted altruistic motivations, based on feelings of solidarity. The
farmers are attentive to people’s individual needs and always willing to learn. Research
often focuses on the farmers’ financial motivations to such an extent that we risk
ignoring or neglecting other objectives that drive their actions (Gasson 1973; Carbone
and Senni 2010). In particular when it comes to diversification in agriculture, non-
pecuniary objectives often play a role in addressing farm decisions, in particular
involving family farms or small cooperative farms, where the “caring activities” are part
of the social business model. Meanwhile, citizens are supposed not to be passive clients
and consumers, but members who are actively involved. Farmers and other participants
learn from each other in relationships characterized by reciprocity, trust, and
cooperation (van QOers et al. 2018). In this respect, it can be questioned whether
donating fresh vegetables to the food bank is an act of stimulating participation,
empowerment, and co-production of the beneficiaries or whether it keeps them in
a dependent position.

An important question is to what extent these kinds of care initiatives can influence the
dominant agricultural and food systems, and help bring about a transition from sustainable
towards regenerative agricultural and food practices that create healthy environments,
communities, and people, as well as improve the resources being used, and that encourage
continual on-farm innovation designed to generate environmental, social, economic, and
spiritual wellbeing (Mendez et al. 2013). Practices like CSA, wurban agriculture,
permaculture, care farming, and organic and biodynamic farming are well suited to be part
of this transition, in particular when based on holistic principles. The cases discussed in this
chapter are illustrations of the regenerative practices in question, which can empower care
receivers, care givers, and communities alike, regenerate abandoned land and improve
environmental quality.

It remains to be seen to what extent new practices can actually challenge the dominant
agricultural and food systems (Jones et al. 2003; Alkon and Norgaard 2009), one of the
main challenges being how to sustain and scale up in an increasingly corporate-dominated
industry. Indeed, initiatives may struggle to attract resources (money, land, manpower) and
new participants, to secure the approval and support from parties and municipalities, and to
incorporate wider interests and commitments in their negotiations (van Oers et al. 2018).
To influence the dominant agricultural and food systems, innovations should emphasize and
monitor their contribution to solving wicked problems in our societies and redefining how
we eat and grow food, build communities, improve public health, and reduce social and
economic inequality (Cox et al. 2008). Working together and coming up with a joint
strategy for gaining support and changing dominant systems would make sense, since the
different regenerative initiatives and practices share many underlying caring values and can
inspire stakeholders in the agricultural and food domain.

Discussion questions

1. Should connective practices like community supported agriculture, permaculture, social
farming, urban farming, and biological dynamic farming join forces to challenge domin-
ant agricultural and food systems?

2. Should policy makers support caring agricultural and food practices financially for their
contribution to more inclusive, social, and healthy societies?
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3. Should social, spiritual, and caring values become important elements in the curriculum
for future farmers in order to foster regenerative approaches and new social models in
agriculture and food production?

Note

1 www.madeinmasseria.it/bonta-comune.
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ANIMAL FUNCTIONALITY
AND INTERSPECIES
RELATIONS IN
REGENERATIVE
AGRICULTURE

Considering necessity and the possibilities of
non-violence

Tony Weis and Rebecca A. Ellis

Introduction: from multifunctionality to meatification and back - or
somewhere else?

The domestication of livestock was an important part of the development of agriculture in
many parts of the world, as well as being fundamental to the rise of herding cultures (Altieri
et al. 2015; Fagan 2017; Fairlee 2010; Mazoyer and Roudart 2006). This historical
significance is reflected in the diverse venerations of livestock animals and consumption in
different cultures (Harris 1978). The interspecies relation between humans and animals used
and consumed in agriculture and herding was distinctive from much the earlier
domestication of dogs or the semi-domestication of cats." These changing interspecies
relations were also bound up in momentous social transformations, in particular formative
class and gendered power imbalances and divisions of labour (Fagan 2017).

In farming and herding, animals were no longer simply prey, but rather were made to
serve multifunctional roles and afforded heightened protection from predators and enhanced
food supplies, including through fallowed land, crop stubble, managed pasture, the supply of
household food wastes, and (to limited extents) primary products of cultivated land. In other
words, they were mostly fed through from complementary land uses rather than harvested
crops. The multifunctionality of domesticated animals can also be understood as a range of
use values obtained by farming and herding societies. While the nature of multifunctionality
varied across bioregions and cultures, in general use values involved combinations of:
coerced labour on- and off-farms (e.g. tillage, haulage); condensed nutrients for fertilization
and fuel; and bodily products for clothing (wool, down, skins) and nutrition (milk, eggs,
flesh). Agricultural societies also came to rely upon the roles that both semi-domesticated
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and wild species play in pollination, most notably bees, who create a range of valuable
products in addition to their invaluable effort transferring pollen grains.

Although animals had some and often considerable degrees of autonomy, the interspecies
relation in farming and herding was always one of dominance (Nibert 2013). In addition to
coercing labour, taking bodily products, and killing short of full lifespans, this dominance
also involved some restriction of movement and manipulation of breeding. In considering
the changes to agriculture wrought by industrialization, it is also important to stress that
whatever the precise nature of the multifunctionality there was always a strong degree of
spatial, cognitive, and emotional proximity between use values and individual animals.
Proximity was such that people either knew the animals whose work they relied on and
whose flesh and reproductive outputs they consumed or at least had a strong sense of the
conditions under which they lived (Weis 2013).

Across much of the world, the interspecies relations in agriculture today are radically
different than those that prevailed over the 10,000 history of farming and herding. The
industrialization of livestock production has disarticulated soaring populations of animals
from landscapes, led by chickens and pigs, and confined them to enclosures that few people
ever see inside of. In industrial systems, the historic multifunctionality of animals has been
replaced by the sole imperative of accelerating bodily growth and reproductive outputs. The
acceleration of weight gain, laying, and lactation has been accomplished through a range of
changes including great increases in density, restrictions in mobility, genetic enhancement,
artificial insemination techniques, and vast flows of feed crops, pharmaceuticals, and other
inputs. The ensuing surge in productivity has underpinned the meatification of diets, which
describes the momentous rise in the per capita consumption of animal flesh and products,
encapsulated in the fact that the average person on a world scale (with large global
disparities between high- and low-income countries) now eats nearly twice as much animal
flesh than roughly two generations ago.” The dramatic expansion in the size of livestock
operations and acceleration of animal lives has also transformed the nature of human labour
within spaces of breeding (which include artificial insemination® and physical mutilations
like de-beaking), growing (though these are extensively automated), and slaughter and
packing (which face greater barriers to automation, at least for now, and involve high risks
of sudden and chronic stress injuries along with the psychosocial strain of immersion in
spaces filled with misery, pain, and killing). Taken together, the changes in the scale and
nature of industrial production along with the changes in the spatial, cognitive, and
emotional distance from animals in consumption can be seen to constitute a revolution in
interspecies relations (Weis 2013).

There is overwhelming evidence that the revolution in livestock production and
consumption bears heavily on a range of problems including climate change, biodiversity
loss, and animal suffering (Crist et al. 2017; D’Silva and McKenna 2018; Imhoff 2011;
Lymberry 2014; Machovina et al. 2015; Nibert 2013; Springmann et al. 2018, 2016). This
is made worse by the consensus that this trajectory is also leading to worsened health
outcomes, as a major factor in increasing rates of non-communicable diseases (NCDs), gross
disparities in access to food, and mounting risks of antibiotic resistance (Dinu et al. 2016;
Lim et al. 2012; Popkin 2009; Springmann et al. 2016; Wallace 2016).

In short, there is no doubt that confronting industrial livestock production and de-
meatification are pivotal to any hope of building regenerative agro-food systems. There is,
however, heated debate about where this should lead, with two alternative routes
commonly posed. The first route entails some degree of animal multifunctionality and
therefore some but less consumption of animal-based foods, sometimes framed as ethical
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omnivory or ethical vegetarianism. The second route is towards the complete abolition of
all animal coercion and consumption, or veganism. This chapter examines the core logic of
both cases, giving attention to the ethical implications of domestication and the interspecies
relations of animals in mixed farming and pastoralism and the possibilities of non-violence,
which are a crucial aspect of competing visions. In giving attention to the possibilities of
non-violent interspecies relations, we also consider whether there might be space for a third
possibility in which some animals can play functional roles within regenerative agricultural
cycles without being exploited or killed.

Less but some: the case for the enduring multifunctionality of animals

For many and probably most advocates of regenerative agriculture and related fields of
agroecology and permaculture,” the multifunctionality of livestock animals in mixed farming
is not simply a relic of the pre-modern world. On the contrary, it is seen to involve
biological and physical efficiencies that can and should be enhanced through conscious
design. At the heart of this case is the ability of animals to turn organic wastes from crop
production and households, and unusable biomass from fallowed fields and uncultivated
areas into combinations of labour power, fertilizer, fuel, fiber, skins, and useable nutrition,
which has the potential to reduce or eliminate external sources of locomotion and
fertilization, along with the associated fossil fuel budgets and greenhouse gas emissions
(Altieri et al. 2015; Fairlee 2010; Webster 2018).

From this perspective, the course of de-industrializing livestock production should aim to
either maintain the multifunctional roles of animals where they still exist or restore them
where they have been lost, though clearly at much lower population densities and with
much less consumption than in industrial systems. Some argue that holistic or managed
grazing by cows, sheep, and goats can help to restore soils and certain degraded ecosystems,
particularly in arid and semi-arid grasslands and mountain ranges that cannot be easily
cultivated, and where ruminants can mimic the function of large, non-domesticated
herbivores that have been extirpated or declined in population (Holmgren 2002; Starhawk
2004; Toensmeier 2016). Toensmeier (2016) makes a case for silvopastoral systems that
integrate grazing livestock with food-bearing and other valuable tree species, arguing that
this can have an important role in carbon sequestration and hence climate change
mitigation.

For those who insist upon the multifunctionality of animals in agriculture, there remains
a divide between those who see the consumption of animal flesh as necessary and those
who claim it can be avoided. The former group argues that the biophysical efficiency of
integrating livestock in mixed farms depends upon killing and consuming bodies for food,
which is why Fairlee (2010) (a permaculture practitioner and advocate) refers to meat as
a ‘benign indulgence’ and why Pollan (2008) contends that, while people should eat mostly
plants, this also entails eating less but some animal flesh, milk, eggs, and honey. The ethical
vegetarian case accepts that some animals are needed in regenerative agricultural systems but
hopes that it can occur without violence, which could conceivably involve allowing animals
to peaceably ‘retire’ and live into old age after their labour power, laying, or lactation has
waned.” Many meat-eaters in turn refute this appeal to non-violence, insisting that
consuming the flesh of dead animals is part of what it means to be human. For instance, in
a well-known critique of vegetarianism, Plumwood (2000) insists that refusing meat falsely
‘demonizes’ the nature of predation by humans and other animals.®

143



Tony Weis and Rebecca A. Ellis

While human necessity is always at the forefront of how the use of livestock is justified,
at any scale, this case is often paired with an argument that some advantages are conferred
to animals (food supplies, safety, and in some cases shelter), as well as a promise that caring
stewardship is at the very least possible. The population growth of livestock species is
sometimes touted as an indication of what they have ‘won’ from their dependence upon
humans over millennia, which also implies that they have no plausible exit from it.
Starthawk (2004, 116), a well-known permaculture advocate, clearly encapsulates this sense
of irreversibility:

sheep, cows, chickens, and our other domesticated animals have now coevolved
with us for thousands of years. Were we to stop eating them, they would not live
happy, productive, fulfilled animal lives; they would cease to exist as species and
become extinct.

Furthermore, because humans have increased the genetic diversity of domesticated animals
through the long history of selective breeding, some also point to the fact that so-called
heritage breeds can only be sustained with continuing human management and use (with
the importance of doing so posed against the radical genetic narrowing associated with
industrial livestock production) (FAO 2007; Hoffmann 2011).

The claim that benign stewardship is possible relates to the nature of multifunctionality
and the intimacy that comes with relatively low populations, where farmers and herders
know their animals as individual beings and have an interest in their longevity. At a basic
level, it assumes that livestock animals can have a reasonably good life before the ‘one
bad day’ where it ends. Although it will always be impossible to define precisely what
a ‘good’ life would be for farmed animals, in its fullest expression this might entail allowing
animals to live with considerable agency and autonomy in their daily lives, affording
sufficient rest where labour is forced, and having other use values for farming (e.g. fertilizer,
pollination), nutrition (e.g. eggs, milk, honey), and fiber (e.g. wool) accrue through partly
managed but reasonably normal — or ‘biologically appropriate’ — species behaviours. A basic
guideline for this general goal is encapsulated by the influential farmer-activist Joel Salatin

3

(2017), who describes his farming as seeking to respect the ‘“pigness” of the pig.’ For
Salatin, this means allowing his pigs to scavenge for part of their diet, select reproductive
partners, live in social groups of their own choosing, and wander around relatively freely,
rooting, digging, sun-bathing, dirt-bathing, and wallowing in mud (see also Salatin 2011;
Webster 2018).

Some go further still and argue that the stewardship of livestock can not only respect
the ‘animalness of the animal’ but can approach a similar sort of companionship and
mutual affection as exists between humans and animals like dogs and cats in many
cultures. Despite the obvious barriers to analyzing and proving this, there is growing
empirical evidence to suggest that certain domesticated animals (and not only dogs and
cats) can develop emotional bonds to humans, including the ability to understand and
respond to human displays of emotions (Nawroth et al. 2019; Proops et al. 2018). It is
most plausible for humans to express affection for labouring animals such as horses,
donkeys, and oxen, but it is also conceivable for animals that cannot be known as
individuals such as honeybees.” To the degree that affective relationships between small
farmers and their livestock can exist it can constitute another objection to
industrialization.
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Transcending the use of animals: the case for abolition

For people who seek to abolish all use of animals, domestication is not an immutable
interspecies relation. Rather, it is seen to mark something of an ‘original sin’ from more
egalitarian and less ecologically destructive gatherer-hunter cultures (Mason 1993; Nibert
2013). While technologically-limited hunters drove the extinction of many large animal
species prior to the rise of agriculture, and wrought considerable ecological change through
fire, the rise of agriculture and herding unleashed more systematic and much larger scale
conversions of forests and grasslands. This not only reduced habitat for other species but
involved a continued assault on predators, which now threatened not only humans but
livestock too.

Abolitionists reject the idea that enhanced protection from predators and augmented
feeding environments were advantageous for livestock, and that long-term population
growth and geographic dispersion reflects a species-level advantage bestowed by
domestication, as some evolutionary biologists have argued (Thomas 2017). Rather, they
insist, these ostensible gains need to be understood in relation to the diminished status of
animals as ‘living stock’, one of the first forms of property. This entailed coercive violence
from the start, as a degree of physical mutilation goes back to the early stages of
domestication, such as the branding of skin to mark individual beings as property. These
relations entailed death short of a full lifespan, restricted autonomy, and arduous labour. The
longstanding phrase ‘beasts of burden’ underscores the difficulty of work and accompanying
condescension, and for many animals the main respite from hard labour has been
immobility, tied to posts or the inside of sheds. In this light, population growth and
dispersion were not advantageous to these species, much as one could hardly defend the
institution of slavery by pointing to a rising population of slaves (Spiegel 1996). Rather,
they indicate a highly detrimental trajectory: a narrowing and descending path that became
harder to escape over time, as long-term artificial selection for docility and human use
values exacerbated dependence upon human-managed environments. Abolitionists also
regularly stress the role these interspecies relations of dominance had in the rise of class and
gender inequalities (Adams 2010; Francione 2008; Mason 1993; Nibert 2013), with Nibert’s
(2013) evocative term ‘domesecration’ meant to convey a sense of multifaceted descent.

In short, whether considering past or present contexts, abolitionists argue that any
imagery of benign stewardship in farming and herding cannot stand up to the primacy of
use values and the property status of livestock. On top of disputing whether farm animals
can be granted reasonably good lives, they also insist that the ‘one bad day’ cannot be
reduced to a caveat. For animals, this not only obviously terminates the possibility of any
further enjoyment of life but is bound to affect the social lives of small groups. For
humans, there is no way to reconcile affection for an animal with the knowledge that one
will eventually kill and consume its flesh; there is only cognitive dissonance. This
cognitive dissonance is seen to extend to the vegetarian hope of non-violence, which fails
on two primary grounds. First, there are bound to be ‘excess’ males (e.g. cattle, water
buffalo, goats, and chickens) where they do not have the same nutritional functionality as
their female counterparts and cannot be justified solely for composting wastes into
fertilizer, though some male cattle and water buffalo can be made to work. Second,
female cows, buffalo, and goats get exploited through accelerated and sometimes forcible
impregnation, as their value generating milk increases when they are kept in continual
cycles of pregnancy or lactation, which can also involve the removal of young and the
breaking of motherly bonds.
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Beyond the moral philosophical case, abolitionists also stress the need to challenge the
matter of necessity. The nutritional defense for consumption of meat, eggs, and dairy has
never been shakier, as there is abundant evidence from research on nutrition and
epidemiological patterns that plant-based diets can bring wide-ranging health benefits (Dinu
et al. 2016; Lim et al. 2012; Popkin 2009; Springmann et al. 2016). The stronger defense
for consuming animal products lies on the side of production and the fact that, as indicated
earlier, most advocates of regenerative agriculture and allied fields see the need to integrate
small populations of livestock for their role cycling organic wastes, grasses, and other matter
into valuable fertilizer.

However, for abolitionists, the historic multifunctionality of animals in agriculture and
pastoralism was often far from sustainable over the long term, as is powerfully evidenced in
the many once fertile lands that are now deserts, like the so-called ‘Cradle of Civilization’
(Montgomery 2007). Furthermore, there are new, urgent imperatives as the earth enters the
epoch of the Anthropocene (or Capitalocene) in which biophysical conditions are moving
far beyond the parameters that have prevailed over the past 10,000 years. A central,
inescapable goal is to strive for large reductions in GHG emissions and large increases CO2
sequestration capacity through aggressive re-naturalization efforts, which are also crucial to
ebb the loss of biodiversity. These point very clearly at the need to source nutrition as
efficiently as possible, and there is an extensive literature demonstrating that plant-based
diets tend to generate far less GHG emissions and command far less land and resources than
meat-centered diets (Crist et al. 2017; Poore and Nemeck 2018; Springmann et al. 2018,
2016).

For abolitionists, any animal activity in agriculture would have to be undirected with any
use values deriving from the autonomous activity of animals, such as through their role in
pollination or rescued farm animals generating manure, with farm sanctuaries also having
a critical educational role in relation to industrial livestock production (Gillespie 2019).
Although the use of insect-killing chemicals would seem to be incompatible with the ethical
aspiration to avoid intentional harm, many vegans are focused primarily on mammals and
birds and are willing to abide pesticide and inorganic fertilizer use in industrial agriculture —
a clear reflection of which is the fast-expanding scope of non-organic vegan products. Some
vegans are also vesting great hopes in high-technology meat-substitutes that rely on genetic
modification and gene editing, including both plant-based ‘meats’ and cloning or ‘test-tube’
meat.” Yet while substitutes based on industrial monocultures might be at the forefront of
growing vegan demand, and this might have some considerable benefits in relation to
cycling the products of monocultures through industrial livestock, further discussion of these
implications lies beyond the scope of this chapter as this is not compatible with any
conception of regenerative agriculture.

There is, however, a marginal but growing movement of vegan organic (or ‘veganic’)
farming and vegan permaculture that seeks to align the broad aspirations of regenerative
agriculture with the desire to avoid all harm and killing in food production. Although there
is a degree of fuzziness about the definition, the basic premise of veganic agriculture is that
it cannot involve any exploitation, conception of animals as property, or reliance in any
directed way, and must also avoid the use of GMO seeds, pesticides, and fossil fuel-derived
inputs which reverberate on animals in unintended ways (Seymour; forthcoming). Although
difficult to track, around 50 farms in the United States self-identify as veganic (out of almost
13,000 certified organic farms).” Veganic agriculture practitioners avoid the use of all by-
products from livestock production including manure, bloodmeal, bone meal, and fish
emulsions. Instead, they premise their regenerative production on methods such as the use
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of plant-based green manures and composting and nutrient and mineral inputs from non-
animal sources such as kelp, lime, gypsum, and the meal of nitrogen-rich seed plants.

The aim of avoiding all harm and killing presents a number of difficult practical
challenges, most of all how to control undesirable or ‘pest’ species and how to return
sufficient nutrients to soils, which reverberate in difficult ethical questions, such as whether
it is ethical to encourage pest predators or take any bee products if it can be done without
harm to the bees (Seymour forthcoming). These dilemmas grow with scale. For instance,
veganic farmers try to control non-human animals from consuming crops with
a combination of physical barriers (such as the use of floating row covers and fruit socks)
and by indirectly encouraging the presence of wild predator species, approaches that are
generally practiced in contexts of relative isolation. If veganic farms were to become more
prevalent across landscapes it is possible that some of these approaches could be less viable or
it could magnify demand for damaging synthetic materials, such the use of plastics in row
covers, which is a growing concern with large-scale organic production. The greater relative
labour intensity on veganic farms poses another set of questions for the prospects of scaling
up, especially in light of how poorly paid waged labour in agriculture in general tends to be
(though the challenge of fairly remunerating farmers and workers lies far beyond the terrain
of veganic agriculture alone).

In sum, there are no definitive blueprints that might guide the development of a cruelty-
free, plant-based food system, and its growth will depend upon the flourishing of practical
experiments and the sharing of knowledge. Two indications of the fledgling nature of this
movement can be seen in the growth of vegan permaculture design courses'” and in efforts
to establish basic standards and a Stockfree certification (that includes seventeen categories)
for veganic farmers, which is now available in both the US and UK. There may be more
hope in this movement scaling out rather than scaling up, especially if it is based on an
integration of animal rights, environmentalism, and workers’ rights within agriculture.

Integrating without exploiting animals

There is compelling evidence that moving towards plant-based diets and away from the
heavy consumption of flesh, milk, and eggs will be highly beneficial to the environment,
human health, and other animals (Crist et al. 2017; Dinu et al. 2016; Lim et al. 2012; Poore
and Nemeck 2018; Popkin 2009; Springmann et al. 2018, 2016). But it is not yet clear
whether regenerative agro-food systems can function on any significant scale without some
animal functionality. Regardless of how compelling the ethical case for veganic agriculture
may be, it is possible that some integration of domesticated and semi-domesticated animals
may be necessary, either in present transitions towards regenerative agricultural systems or in
a radical future where they have moved from the margins to the center.

The case of bees is a good example of both transitional and long-term dilemmas if
reducing or eliminating animal exploitation is prioritized in regenerative agriculture. As
noted, some conceptions of veganic agriculture exclude the keeping of honeybees, and all
exclude the consumption of honey or human use of beeswax (Seymour forthcoming).
However, the combination of industrialized agriculture, habitat loss, and climate change are
driving the steady decline of wild bees to a point where some wild species of bees and other
insects are bound for extinction (Lister and Garcia 2018). This decline means that semi-
domesticated honeybees are increasingly essential to the pollination of a range of annual and
tree crops, and this dependence seems bound to increase, not only for agriculture but also
within relatively self-organizing ecosystems. While the management of honeybees for
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pollination does not have to entail the use of their honey or beeswax, the necessity of one
function does impel conversations about whether gathering these products for human use
could be benign or if it is inherently exploitative.

Attempts to reduce or eliminate the exploitation of animals in regenerative agricultural
systems also present difficult challenges for fertilization, as animal manure has been a primary
mechanism for sustaining soil fertility through millennia and could help to rehabilitate land
degraded by excessive tillage, erosion, and chemical inputs. Although there are a range of
other effective practices for maintaining or improving soil health that do not rely on
animals, including composting systems based on the decay of plants, treated humanure, and
green manures (plants that add nutrients to the soil while growing as well as when
decaying), in practice these are often coupled with the use of some animal manure. In the
absence of animal manure, it is unclear whether these practices could suffice on a large scale
and within all climates. The challenge of fertilization without animals is further complicated
by the fact that nutrient cycles within trophic webs have been widely disrupted by
environmental change, including the massive declines of wild animal populations known as
de-faunation (Dirzo et al. 2014). Domesticated animals now comprise the large majority of
all mammalian and bird biomass on earth (Bar-On et al. 2018) and, as with honeybees and
pollination, it is possible that the ecological functions (e.g. cycling nutrients, dispersing
seeds) of some extinct or declining species could be substituted by similar more abundant
species, including domesticated animals — which would also raise prospects of animals
becoming feral and evolving in new directions (Thomas 2017). Re-substituting the labour
of animals such as oxen, horses, and donkey for some of the locomotion of tractors and
other large vehicles could also conceivably have a role in reducing dependence on fossil
fuels and ensuing GHG emissions.

The practical and moral questions surrounding animal functionality in regenerative
agriculture are problematized still further by the fact that domestication has, for better or
worse, made many animals dependent on humans for food, protection from predators, and
shelter during certain seasons (indeed, as noted, domesticated animals comprise a large and
growing share of all animal life). While the breeding of animals for characteristics that benefit
industrialized livestock agriculture certainly increases the misery of the individual animal and is
not in the interest of the species as a whole, so-called heritage breeds of domesticated farm
animals tend to be more resilient animals with some, such as sheep, goats, and honeybees,
better able to live in relative (though not complete) autonomy from humans. Striving to end
all management of animal populations in farming landscapes would imply that heritage breeds
of domesticated animals, which have been affected by millennia of human intervention, will
eventually die out. In the contexts of the extinction spasm and defaunation, in which many
wild animals are struggling within habitat patches that are too small, fragmented, and altered by
climate change, it may be that heritage breeds of domesticated animals are best equipped to
survive in highly altered and fragmented landscapes, in turn helping maintain a degree of large
animal diversity in the short term — and perhaps expand it in the longer term as some become
feral, thereby helping to re-diversify an ecologically impoverished world.

The recognition that some animal functions in agriculture might be necessary, or that
heritage breeds have a right to existence after long histories of domestication, does not mean
that the goal of enhancing animal autonomy and reducing exploitation as far as possible need
be abandoned. On the contrary, Donaldson and Kymlicka (2010) argue that, while the course
of domestication has been driven by human priorities at the expense of the interests of those
animals being changed, drawing them into exploitative and violent interspecies relations, justice
now requires repositioning domesticated animals as full members — indeed co-citizens — within
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the interspecies societies humans have created. This entails conferring the rights of residency,
inclusion in consideration of the public good (as far as possible, given that they can obviously
not articulate it for themselves), and the right to exercise agency over as much of their lives as
possible."" Contrary to many animal abolitionists, Donaldson and Kymlicka (2010, 63) argue
that it would be ‘premature to claim that the best or only way to redress the injustices suffered
by domesticated animals is to seek their extinction.”'

Donaldson and Kymlicka’s (2010) moral philosophical case for granting co-citizenship to
domesticated animals draws heavily on the premise that people who need assistance and
external advocates in order to live and participate in society, such as young children and
intellectually disabled individuals, should still maintain irrevocable citizenship rights. Further,
they insist that interdependencies between species need not be inherently undignified or
unnatural for other animals, which resonates with longstanding feminist critiques of
masculinist theories that reify independence and individualism. One indication that some
interspecies dependence is inevitable can be seen in the fact that some wild and liminal
animals flourish in human-created spaces, and it is likely that even if humans had never
proceeded with selective breeding some animals would have chosen to live in community
with humans, a case strengthened by recent debates about the agency of dogs in forging
relationships with humans (Hare and Woods 2013).

Donaldson and Kymlicka (2010) acknowledge that conferring citizenship rights on
domesticated animals does not necessarily exclude all functionality with respect to humans,
stressing that just and equitable participation in societies entails performing beneficial roles for
others beyond solely one’s self-interest. Some basic considerations for assessing what animal
functions could be compatible with their model of co-citizenship include those that involve free
choice and agency, cause no harm, and do not relegate animals to a position of structural
inferiority (i.e. akin to second class citizenship). From this, they insist that companionship,
grazing ‘services’ (e.g. manure), honey, and guardian roles could be obtained by humans
without exploitation or harm to their co-citizens, who in turn receive some discernible benefits.
They also suggest that in limited cases eggs, wool, and beeswax might be used," but in no cases
could this model justify the use of domesticated animals for meat, dairy, or hard labour.

Conclusions

This chapter started from a premise that there is overwhelming evidence that trajectory of
livestock production and consumption on a world scale is highly destructive, inequitable,
and inhumane. In light of the urgency of climate change, biodiversity loss, and soil
degradation, the magnitude of non-communicable disease, and the immense scale of animal
suffering, the need to reduce livestock production and move towards plant-based diets is
undeniable. From this premise, we have considered debates about where this should lead in
terms of the functionality of animals in regenerative agriculture systems, including both
practical and moral dimensions.

The fact that most visions of regenerative agriculture accept the necessary functionality of
domesticated animals is not surprising in light of the 10,000-year history of agriculture. Yet
however entangled interspecies relations are between humans and domesticated animals, the
history of domestication does not in itself represent a defense, whether we view it in light
of past injustices, present uncertainties (such as the precariousness of agriculture in a rapidly
warming world), or the hope of transcending all exploitation and intentional violence in
a way that runs beyond the ostensible ‘one bad day’. Reflecting these concerns, a small
group of veganic farmers and vegan permaculturists are striving to fashion regenerative
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practices that do not exploit animals, though this movement is still in its infancy and small
in scale, and in general there has been insufficient imagination and applied ecological
research in relation to the importance of the subject (Seymour forthcoming).

In facing up to the daunting challenge of transforming agro-food systems, we can draw
inspiration from the fact that they have never been static but rather always bound up with
changes in social and interspecies relations, environmental conditions, and technological
development. Domesticated animals have been an important part of agrarian change from the
progress of civilizations to the past and present deterioration of environmental conditions, and
to contest the nature of prevailing interspecies relations — and commit to an ethic of care and
multispecies flourishing — could help to inspire radical social change based on a fundamentally
different conception of abundance than that of growth, profits, and accumulation (Collard
et al. 2015). So while the extent to which animal functions will remain necessary or can be
transcended in regenerative agricultural systems is unsettled, the goal of eliminating all animal
exploitation and intentional violence should still guide innovation.

Discussion questions

1. What does the multifunctional role of animals in mixed farming systems entail?

How has the domestication of livestock animals been justified in philosophical terms?

3. Why do those seeking to end animal use in agriculture argue that the long history of
domestication should not make it unassailable?

4. Given that the biophysical conditions of the planet are moving beyond anything experi-
enced in the 10,000 history of agriculture, how much should the historic multifunc-
tionality of animals inform future-oriented practices?

5. Is the elimination of all harming and killing in agriculture a desirable goal in or philo-
sophical terms? Is it plausible in practical terms? What are the central challenges?

Notes

1 The semi-domestication of cats was also important to the early origins of agriculture, in helping
guard grains surpluses from rodents.

2 There are large global disparities in meatification between high- and low-income countries, with
much of the anticipated growth in meat consumption in the coming decades expected to unfold in
the middle, in fast-industrializing countries (Nibert 2013).

3 Davis (2017) insists this is better understood as interspecies sexual assault.

4 Agroecology draws together traditional farming knowledge, modern ecological science, and pro-
peasant politics (Altieri et al. 2015). Permaculture has been described as ‘an international grassroots
movement characterized by its focus on holistic regenerative design and practice for sustainable
human settlements’ (Ferguson and Lovell 2017). We do not intend to diminish the distinctions
between these visions and associated advocacy, but we believe it is safe to assume they share
enough commonality in the conception of livestock multifunctionality to be considered together
for the purposes of this chapter.

5 There are undoubtedly some vegetarians who feel more aligned with vegans in principle but
remain vegetarian more for practical rather than moral reasons. The point here is that the onto-
logical basis of vegetarianism necessarily accedes to some use of animals in agriculture.

6 Eaton (2002) provides a counter-critique of Plumwood’s argumentation, insisting that she misinter-
prets some of the radical permutations and implications of ethical vegetarianism in western thought
and advocacy.

7 There are several cultural practices about honeybees, particularly in cultures where beekeeping has
been an important, longstanding practice. For example, there was a tradition of ‘talking to the
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bees’ in parts of Europe and northeastern parts of the United States, telling individual colonies
about family deaths and other significant life events (English 2018).

8 The ‘Impossible Burger’ is the most celebrated example of this, with market valuation surging on
its crossover into mainstream markets such as fast-food giant Burger King.

9 Mona Seymour’s project to map veganic farms in the US can be found at https://veganic.world/
farm-map/. Further information on the movement can be found at the Veganic Agriculture Net-
work www.goveganic.net/.

10 More detail on what this certification entails can be found at https://stockfrecorganic.net/.
Examples of vegan permaculture design courses can be found at https://spiralseed.co.uk/vegan-
permaculture/.

11 In this framework, they suggest that wild animals which avoid humans should be treated as sover-
eign nations and liminal animals highly autonomous within human landscapes (e.g. racoons, squir-
rels, and rats) should be treated as denizens. In all cases, animals must be understood to possess
basic, universal rights to be free from intentional harm, exploitation, and (as far as possible) habitat
destruction.

12 There is less moral justification to sustain industrial breeds because they have been bred for such
rapid growth that they are often left disabled or in pain on rare occasions when they are removed
from industrial settings and allowed to age.

13 When it comes to bodily products such as eggs, wool, honey, and beeswax, the deciding factor in
terms of use versus exploitation may be the commoditization of the product. A similar ethical line
is crossed when human bodily products are commoditized such as blood donation, human ova,
sperm, and hair.

Further reading

A wide-ranging collection on many closely-related subjects:
* D’Silva, J., and C. McKenna (eds.) (2018): Farming, Food and Nature: Respecting Animals, People and
the Environment. London: Routledge.
On the long history of domestication:
» Fagan, B. (2017): The Intimate Bond: How Animals Shaped Human History. London: Bloomsbury.
* Nibert, D.A. (2013): Animal Oppression and Human Violence: Domesecration, Capitalism and Global
Conflict. New York: Columbia University Press.
On the permaculture case for animals:
* Fairlee, S. (2010): Meat: A Benign Extravagance. White River Junction, VT: Chelsea Green.
On the destructive trajectory of meatification and industrial livestock production:
* Wallace, R. (2016): Big Farms Make Big Flu: Dispatches on Infectious Disease, Agribusiness, and the
Nature of Science. New York: Monthly Review Press.
* Weis, T. (2013): The Ecological Hoofprint: The Global Burden of Industrial Livestock. London: Zed.
On the connection between human oppression and the exploitation of animals:
o Adams, C. (2010[1990]): The Sexual Politics of Meat: A Feminist-Vegetarian Critical Theory.
New York and London: Bloomsbury.
On a co-citizenship model of interspecies relations and animal entitlements.
* Donaldson, S., and W. Kymlicka (2010): Zoopolis: A Political Theory of Animal Rights. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
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LINKING SMALL-SCALE
FISHING AND COMMUNITY
CAPITALS

The case of Atlantic cod

Holly Amos and Megan Bailey

Introduction

Marine and freshwater ecosystems offer a multitude of opportunities for food production,
from seaweed mariculture, to fish farming, to wild capture fisheries. Indeed, as the global
population approaches the projected 9.7 billion by 2050 (United Nations Department of
Economic and Social Affairs 2019), and as the differential impacts of land versus aquatic
animal food production are uncovered (Hilborn et al. 2018), the role of fish and seafood in
meeting global food and nutritional security is expected to increase (Duarte et al. 2009).
Additional “solutions” to feeding 9 billion by 2050 include adopting a systems approach to
food. Sustainable food systems have been suggested as a way to produce an adequate
quantity and quality of food to feed the world. Framed as a tool for building food security
and ensuring that sustainable production continues, they are seen as an improvement upon
conventional food production practices that cause environmental degradation through poor
water and soil management practices, intensive production, monoculture, and reduced
biodiversity (Godfray and Garnett 2014).

However, our food systems are embedded within socio-cultural, economic and
ecological contexts. Therefore, they should be considered as a part of the complex
environmental and human systems (sometimes referred to as social-ecological systems). By
considering food systems as a part of broader environmental and human systems we can
begin to see that aligning human health and wellbeing with environmental health is
necessary to support sustainable food production for years to come. There has been
international recognition of the need to consider the interconnectedness of human health
and wellbeing and environmental health (Environment and Climate Change Canada, 2016;
UNDP, 2016a, 2016b), however, this has yet to be seen in policy in Canada for food
production generally, and for marine food production specifically.

Marine food production is not just about contributing to a food supply, but the very
practice of fishing has deep cultural roots in coastal Canada, contributing to both individual
as well as community wellbeing (Newell and Ommer 1999). Thinking then about how
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marine food production is part of the larger social-ecological system that recognizes both
ecosystem and human dimensions becomes an imperative for developing fisheries policies to
reinforce those benefits. It is this type of food system, one that simultaneously contributes to
ecosystem and human health that we consider to be a regenerative food system as it links
with notions originally put forward by Dahlberg three decades ago (1993). Dahlberg
espoused we develop or return to a decolonized approach to industrial agriculture,
Indigenous food systems, and a health-based instead of productivity-based model to food
production in order to move toward regenerative food systems. This third model, one with
a health focus, lends itself well to an exploration of the connectivity between human and
ecological systems within the context of fisheries production.

When a food system meets a community’s needs, be they health, social, cultural, natural,
political, and/or economic needs, community wellbeing is supported. But at the same time,
when the needs of the community are not met and community wellbeing suffers, so too
does the food system. This connectivity between wellbeing and food systems reinforces that
a food system reform that presupposed a linear relationship between these two things will
not go far enough. Rather, regenerative food systems, which recognize circularity, have the
potential to support community wellbeing through providing various ecosystem services and
meeting community needs in a way that goes beyond sustainability to actively support
improved health in the connected systems. We suggest that this creates a sort of positive
feedback loop where community wellbeing supports regenerative food systems, and vice
versa.

Unfortunately, much of Canada’s fisheries policies do not appear to have been developed
with human health and wellbeing in mind, but rather have supported neoliberal reforms
including privatization and fleet rationalization. These reforms have disproportionately
favoured the large-scale fishing sector, to the detriment of social health (Bennett et al. 2018;
Pinkerton and Davis 2015), thereby not supporting regenerative marine food systems. In
this chapter, we argue that the small-scale fishing sector is worthy of policy prioritization as
it is well-positioned to contribute to regenerative food systems. We explore how small-scale
fisheries contributed to community wellbeing, through a case study of the Newfoundland
northern cod fishery collapse in the 1990s and the changes to community wellbeing,
measured though community capitals, following the collapse. We argue that, should the
recovery of the collapsed cod stocks be realized, fisheries should not be managed so as to be
merely sustainable, but to be regenerative. We chose this example as it clearly demonstrates
the community wellbeing consequences of a crisis in the food system, and the need for an
approach that goes beyond sustainable food systems in the event of opening up a fishery, to
one that supports the improved health and regeneration of the fishery and of the
community.

We first provide a background on small-scale fisheries in Canada, and a small narrative
on Canada’s iconic cod collapse. We then discuss the community capitals models, and its
potential in helping us to understand how, if managed appropriately, Canadian small-scale
fisheries can contribute to regenerative food systems in Canada. Our focus in this chapter is
specifically on community wellbeing, and while we recognize that wellbeing is not the only
component of a regenerative food system, we think it is a vital component that has so far
been ignored in many fisheries policies, and food policies more broadly. Fisheries
management has long kept its feet grounded in concepts and approaches to ecological
sustainability, but it’s clear that this alone does not allow fish as food and fish harvesters as
food producers to receive the policy attention they deserve.
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Small-scale fisheries and Newfoundland

There is no universally accepted definition of small-scale fisheries (Soltanpour et al. 2017).
Perhaps given that any given fishery anywhere in the world is unique in its catch, methods,
resources, and the surrounding socioeconomic and political conditions, it is impractical to
try to encompass all of these factors in one definition. Nevertheless, researchers and
policymakers alike have attempted to do so. The Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations (FAO) defines small-scale fisheries as “traditional fisheries using relatively
small amount of capital and energy, relatively small fishing vessels, but varying from
gleaning or a one-man canoe in poor developing countries, to more than 20 meters
trawlers, seiners, or long-liners in developed ones” (FAO in Soltanpour et al. 2017). This
definition leaves plenty of room for the inclusion or exclusion of a wide range of fishing
methods and fishing communities.

While Canada as a whole has favoured corporatization and privatization of its fisheries,
Atlantic Canada’s fishing sector still retains a strong small-scale contingent. This is largely
due to three Fisheries and Oceans licensing policies for Atlantic Canada that act as controls
to prevent monopolies in the fishery. It should be noted that Canada’s Arctic and Pacific
fisheries have separate policies to regulate license holders and their activities.

*  The Fleet Separation Policy, established 1979, dictates that companies may not hold
licenses for fishing boats less than 19.8m length overall (LOA) in the Atlantic fisheries
(Fisheries and Oceans Canada 1996). This policy prevents processors, distributors, and
others from outside of the fishery from monopolizing the fishery by owning all of the
fishing operations.

*  The Owner-Operator Policy, established 1989, supports Atlantic Canada’s small-scale fish-
eries by requiring that license owners must also be the operator of their fishing vessel
(Fisheries and Oceans Canada 2010). This prevents the buying-up of licenses and quota
by organizations or individuals hoping to make a profit off of someone else’s work.

*  The Policy for Preserving the Independence of the Inshore Fleet in Canada’s Atlantic Fisheries
(PIIFCAF) seeks to strengthen the Fleet Separation and Owner Operator Policies
through “promot[ing] a commercial fishery in Atlantic Canada with a strong independ-
ent inshore sector” (Fisheries and Oceans Canada 2010).

These policies support a fishery sector that prioritizes the inshore sector and small-scale
production, promoting the small-scale model of a fisher getting a license and fishing on his/
her own boat for his/her own profit. This is a stark contrast to Canada’s Pacific fisheries
where corporations can buy up vast quantities of quota and essentially own a large
proportion of a fishery. These provisions for Atlantic fisheries were recently codified in law
and protected under Fisheries Act reform, which passed on June 21, 2019. The
Newfoundland cod fishery, discussed below provides a case study of one of these uniquely
small-scale Atlantic fisheries.

For the purposes of the case study below, the community referred to includes all of those
who have a connection, whether economic, social, cultural, or otherwise, to the cod
fishery. This would include fish harvesters, processors, retailers, families, and others living in
the community. Given that in small fishing villages the fishery may have been the industry
that prompted settling the community and continues to sustain the community, nearly every
individual would have some level of connection to the fishery.
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Case study: Newfoundland’s northern cod fishery

Figure 12.1 The fishery has been an important part of the establishment and history of many towns along
the coast of Newfoundland, including in the capital city of St. John’s.

Photo credit: Cod fish curing in Southside, St. John’s, Newfoundland. NL Collection, Provincial Resource
Library, St. John’s.

Newfoundland’s Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua) fishery went from famous to infamous.
Those travelling through the Grand Banks in the 1400s recalled tales of cod stocks so
abundant that they slowed ships. These stocks were fished by domestic Canadian and
foreign fleets for hundreds of years with long lines and boxed nets (Figure 12.1). By the
1960s the cod abundance started to fall. Advancements like freezer vessels and trawling took
their toll on the northern cod stocks and by 1992 the spawning stock had dropped to 7% of
the historical abundance (Higgins 2009).

The decline in cod stocks raised concern for government, scientists, and fishers.
Governments responded to these concerns by cooperating in the North Atlantic Fisheries
Organization (NAFO) to set harvest limits (total allowable catches, TACs), which nations
continued to exceed (Higgins 2009). With the extension of Canada’s exclusive economic
zone (EEZ) to 200nm under the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea
(UN 1982), Canada gained more control of the cod stocks within their waters but
continued to overfish, and foreign nations continued to overexploit the stocks just outside
of Canada’s EEZ. Additionally, scientific advice was largely ignored, and in some cases
greatly overestimated the abundance of cod due to scientific error (Higgins 2009; May n.d.).
Fishers voiced concern to government officials, arguing that they had noticed their catch
declining, even for the same amount of effort (or more) (Higgins 2009). Despite the voiced
concerns and apparent attempts at management, there was insufficient action to prevent the
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collapse of Atlantic cod stocks throughout Atlantic Canada, known as the northern cod
stocks, off the coast of Newfoundland and Labrador.

On July 2, 1992 the Department of Fisheries and Oceans announced a moratorium on
the northern cod fishery. Citing ecological causes for the decline in cod stocks, the Minister
of Fisheries announced a two-year moratorium to allow the stocks to recover. After the
moratorium the fishery was expected to return to its former glory with renewed fish stocks
to exploit. Unfortunately, the moratorium more or less remains in place 26 years later, and
its impact is still felt in the province (Bavington 2010). While it is unclear if the fishery will
ever recover to its former productive potential, there were recently signs that things were
looking up (Rose et al. 2015). In 2015, increases in the cod population and sizes of
individual fish seemed promising (Rose et al. 2015), leading to a favourable assessment of
one part of the fishery operating in a region off Newfoundland (in management terms
known as the 3Ps region) to be certified as “sustainable” against the fisheries standard of the
Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) (Blythe-Skyrme, Nichols, and Angel, 2016). MSC is
largely viewed as the gold standard in eco-certifications, and currently almost 15% of total
fisheries production carries the MSC logo. The MSC model works by certifying what are
called “units of assessment”, and in the case of northern cod this unit is made up of
Icewater Seafood Inc. and Ocean Choice International. However, in 2017 certification was
voluntarily suspended because of ongoing concerns with stock decline.

Assessing community wellbeing through the community capitals
framework

Here, we explore the connection between the Newfoundland northern cod fishery and
regenerative food systems by invoking the community capitals framework. Community
wellbeing is a multifaceted concept with complex interactions between a multitude of
factors that contribute to each domain (social, economic, environmental, human, cultural,
and political). Wellbeing is often discussed as a continuum from individual to global
wellbeing, with community wellbeing falling somewhere in between (Mccrea et al. 2014).
Each level of wellbeing has aspects that may be exclusive to that level or may be relevant
along the continuum. We consider community wellbeing in the context of small fishing
communities, including the geographic and social connections that link directly to that
community through the Community Capitals Framework (CCF, Figure 12.2). In this way,
we are assuming that i) a regenerative food system is one that contributes to community
capitals (and vice versa); and that ii) community capitals are necessary but not sufficient
contributors to community wellbeing. The CCF was selected for its use in considering
community assets (usually to assess community development) (Mattos 2015), as well as
previous applications in assessing community wellbeing (Mccrea et al. 2014). In this way we
seek to answer how the fishery contributed to wellbeing by assessing how community
capitals changed when the fishery was gone, and we go on to discuss how we can think
about regenerative food systems as those that contribute to community capitals, thus
supporting community wellbeing.

The CCF usually focuses on the strengths, or assets, in a community. To assess the
contribution of the cod fishery to community wellbeing we have considered assets that the
fishery contributed by exploring the deficits that were left with the moratorium. Within
each domain of the framework a set of dimensions are defined, which were derived from
dimensions used in similar studies of community wellbeing. Additional dimensions have
been added to capture factors unique to the Newfoundland cod fishery (Table 12.1).
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Table 12.1 The domains and dimensions of the community capitals frame-
work as applied in analyzing the contribution of the Newfoundland north-
ern cod fishery to community wellbeing

Domain Dimension
Natural Capital *  Sustainable Resource Use*
*  Environmental Stewardship
Economic Capital *  Employment*
¢ Income*

*  Business Opportunities®

Social Capital *  Social Connectedness*
*  Social Participation*®
Human Capital e Individual Health Status

e Health Services*
*  Education*®
Cultural Capital e Arts and Culture
*  Patterns of Daily Life
. “Kiss the cod”
Political/Governance Capital ¢  Trust
*  Agency*

*- Dimensions identified by an asterisk have been adopted or adapted from
McCrea et al. 2014; Fey et al. 2006.

Natural
Capital

Cultural Political
Capital Capital

Newfoundland
Cod Fishery

Social

Capital

Figure 12.2 Community capitals associated with Newfoundland’s cod fishery.
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The following sections will explore the contributions of each domain of the adapted
Community Capitals Framework to community wellbeing in the small-scale northern cod
fishery of Newfoundland. We start with natural capital and how a reduction in this asset has
had knock-on effects for decades.

Natural capital

Natural capital refers to the environmental resources within or used by a community. Natural
capital includes dimensions such as healthy ecosystems, sustainable natural resource exploitation,
and a connection to the environment. Each of these dimensions contributes to community
wellbeing, often indirectly through supporting other forms of capital, such as economic and
social capital, for example jobs in natural resource extraction. Historically, the northern cod
fishery is an example of the unsustainable use of natural capital, with direct links to a loss of
community wellbeing. The overfishing that occurred resulted in a moratorium on the fishery,
with many negative impacts for all other domains of community capitals. The cod stocks off
Newtfoundland were fished hard for centuries using both small- and large-scale gear. While
often touted as more sustainable due to the prevalence of multispecies fisheries, less resource-
intensive equipment, and a lower catch capacity, there is no guarantee that a small-scale fishery
supports natural capital more than a large-scale fishery (Kolding et al. 2014; Soltanpour et al.
2017). To maintain natural capital, any fishery, small- or large-scale, must operate sustainably.
Unsustainable fishing depletes stocks, threatens the ecosystem balance, and degrades natural
capital. If a small-scale fishery is managed sustainably, and if attention is paid to potentially
regenerative aspects of the fishery, then this dimension of natural capital can contribute to
other domains of the framework.

Given the reliance of communities on the cod fishery, environmental stewardship could
be considered a dimension of natural capital. Fostering environmental stewardship could be
protective of community wellbeing moving forward, as it may be more likely to lead to
a preservation of natural capital. The scientific community is still unable to agree on
whether or not the cod fishery will ever recover (Sguotti et al. 2019). Concerns about the
management of snow crab and shrimp stocks have also recently arisen, with a fear that they
may face the same fate (Murphy 2017).

It is worth noting that the loss of natural capital in Newfoundland’s cod fishery had
a domino effect. In studies of natural resource dependent communities, it has been found
that the community’s natural capital contributes to social and economic capital, as the social
network and economic status of the community are closely tied to the resource (Fey et al.
2006). Additionally, natural capital alone does not provide community wellbeing, and
actually this is true of all assets. Assets need to be present, but so too do the capabilities to
access and benefit from those assets (see the work of Sen 2000). This leads to the conclusion
that cod in the water is not enough to contribute to the wellbeing of fishing communities.

Economic capital

Economic capital includes the economic assets that a community has that support the
community to flourish and fulfill their full potential (Wiseman and Brasher 2008).
Dimensions of economic capital include stable employment, income, and opportunities for
economic development. Small-scale fisheries can contribute to economic capital through
providing employment in the fishery and in related sectors (i.e. fish processing, dock work),
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through providing income opportunities, and through providing opportunities for economic
growth in the fishery and in related sectors.

The Newfoundland northern cod fishery collapse caused significant economic hardship
in the province. The hardships that followed made apparent the contribution of the fishery
to the economic capital, and thereby the wellbeing of fishing communities. Newfoundland’s
cod fishery provided employment for an estimated 12% of the province’s labour force with
approximately 30,000 jobs directly and indirectly involved in the fishery, jobs which were
lost due to the moratorium (Higgins 2008). When the moratorium was announced not only
were fish harvesters out of work, but fish processing plants and docks were forced to lay off
employees too. While snow crab and other shellfish fisheries expanded after the
moratorium, the unemployment rate remains high throughout Newfoundland and Labrador,
estimated at 14.2%, or twice the national average, in 2018 (Statistics Canada 2018).

It’s important to note that fisheries tend to be seasonal, making the contribution of
fisheries to economic assets difficult to assess. In Newfoundland, fishers were familiar with
the seasonal nature of the work. In fact, the reference to “fishing for stamps” began
emerging in the 1950s and refers to the familiar pattern of fishing during the on-season in
order to qualify for employment insurance payments in the off-season (Canada National
Archives in Lund 1995). Prior to the cod fishery moratorium, in Newfoundland, 44% of
fishers’ income was from employment insurance (Department of Fisheries and Oceans in
Lund, 1995). Thus, the fishery provided income during the fishing season and access to
employment insurance in the off-season. Managing a fishery with attention to the extent to
which it supports improved employment opportunities from the status quo may be an
important principle in thinking of fisheries as part of regenerative food systems.

Support programs such as the Northern Cod Adjustment and Rehabilitation Program
(NCARP) and later The Atlantic Groundfish Strategy (TAGS) were established to support
those who lost work due to the moratorium. The NCARP ended in 1994 and was replaced
with TAGS. TAGS funds dried up in 1998, earlier than anticipated due to high residual
unemployment. The financial support for NCARP was “based on [fishers’] average
unemployment insurance earnings from 1989-1991” (Higgins 2009) with the prerequisite that
recipients had to enroll in retraining programs to assist them in gaining employment outside of
the fishery (Higgins 2008). However, there has been widespread criticism that the retraining
programs were poorly suited to meet the needs of the target groups and were ineffectual in
equipping participants for entry into another market area (Globe and Mail 1998; Higgins 2008).

The story of Newfoundland’s cod fishery provides a tale of a precarious cycle of fishing
for stamps, to year-round support payments from government, to government funds drying
up. Thus, while the cod fishery provided a source of (questionably) stable income, the
moratorium left many without adequate income or opportunities to gain it.
Opvercapitalization (too much investment in capital) in a fishery is a danger to the stability of
economic, social, and ecological assets in a community. Two weeks before the moratorium,
Glenn Winslowe, a cod fisherman, invested $1,000,000 CAD in a larger boat and
equipment to expand his operation (CBC News The National 2017). With the cod fishery
suddenly closed, those who invested in gear such as large trawlers that were ideal for the
cod fishery were left with the remaining debt. While the government attempted to provide
financial support for those forced out of the fishery, these previously incurred costs
remained (Higgins 2008). Yet overcapitalization remains on the east coast, with the lobster
fishery being a prime example, where economically attractive activities lead to more
investment at the expense of social and ecological risks (Steneck et al. 2011).
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Social capital

Social assets include connections, a sense of community, and involvement within that
community. Social capital contributes to community wellbeing through providing the social
networks, support, and resilience to survive shocks to other types of capital, and providing
a sense of identity within the community. The cod fishery in Newfoundland contributed
greatly to the social capital of small fishing communities, specifically by providing
opportunities for community involvement and a reason to remain in the community (Figure
12.3). Social connectedness is an important aspect of community wellbeing as it allows
individuals to feel a part of the community, to receive and to contribute to the support and
networks within the community. Small-scale fisheries can contribute to social connectedness
through providing direct connections, such as a working relationship, or indirect
connections, such as supporting family and friends to remain in a community. As we discuss
below, many of the social implications of the cod fishery moratorium are interconnected
with other domains of community capital.

In the 15 vyears following the cod moratorium there was an 11% drop in
Newfoundland’s population (Government of Newfoundland and Labrador in Schrank and
Roy 2013). Some smaller fishing communities saw as much as a 30% drop in population
(Murray et al. 2005), with this outmigration being mostly young people leaving in search of
better opportunities (Canadian Policy Research Network in Power et al. 2014). A recent
study on young people’s perceptions of the fishery closure in Newfoundland found that
they perceive little opportunity for them to stay in their communities and make a living
without the fishery (Power et al. 2014). In a cod moratorium report that aired on the

Figure 12.3 The cod fishery provided employment in fishing, fish processing (pictured here) and in other
roles to support the fishery as well as a sense of social identity associated with fishing towns.

Photo credit: Men processing cod fish. NL Collection, Provincial Resource Library, St. John’s.
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Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (CBC), a resident of a Newfoundland fishing
community stated that “it’s like someone died in the family” (Anon. in CBC News The
National 2017) in reference to the outmigration of community members. This results in
a sense of missing community connections and a town that lacks the social capital that once
was there.

Here we consider community participation to include engagement in the community that
is inclusive of employment, social participation, interactions with other community members,
and contributing to the local economy through spending in the community: essentially,
participation in the daily activities of life within the community. Small-scale fisheries support
this through providing various types of capital, including the economic capital for
employment and spending and the social capital to retain enough people for a community to
be sustained. The Newfoundland cod fishery provides an example of an interesting form of
community participation. Schrank (2005) suggests that “work sharing” is possibly still
occurring. This refers to the practice of fish harvesters working only until they are eligible for
employment insurance and then resigning in order to allow family or friends to take their
“turn” working until they qualify for employment insurance too. This cycle allows more
community members to qualify for support payments by sharing a job between multiple
people. Unfortunately, this means that there is a perpetual reliance on government support
and a loss of economic capital to grow businesses and opportunities in the area. However,
perhaps this sharing of employment has permitted some social capital to be retained in
communities that were hit hard by the cod moratorium. Perhaps the ability to share
employment and then to access employment insurance has allowed more people to remain in
the communities, participating socially and economically. While there are arguments to be
made for the infeasibility of this system, we would be remiss to ignore that this may be
a strategy to retain social capital.

Human capital

In discussing human capital in this chapter we will focus on human health and education.
Communities with a healthy population are more able to “flourish and fulfill their full
potential.” It should be acknowledged that there are other forms of human capital, however
we focus on human health due to its direct relevance to community wellbeing, and in line
with Dahlberg’s (1993) third tenant of regenerative food systems.

There are several ways that small-scale fisheries can contribute to health, and thereby
community wellbeing, that are quite intuitive (i.e. providing food, providing financial
resources to access health services). However, there are few data around the contributions of
the cod fishery to this dimension of the community capital domain. Some of the difficulty
in assessing the impact of the cod fishery (and subsequent moratorium) on individual and
community health is the lack of data to compare pre- and post-moratorium conditions.
While changes in health with the closure of the fishery are discussed below, it should be
noted that the causes and interactions of these changes require further exploration.

Small-scale fisheries can have mixed implications for individual’s health. As we discussed
earlier, a common characteristic of the small-scale fisheries in Atlantic Canada is the cycle of
working, receiving employment insurance, and working again. Research elsewhere has
shown that the uncertainty of this type of work could negatively impact the mental health
of individuals and thereby impact their contributions to community wellbeing (Moscone
et al. 2016). In the period following the moratorium (1995-2001) self-reported health and
emotional wellbeing in Newfoundland’s small fishing communities improved (Murray et al.
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2005). While there are many other factors that may have contributed to these
improvements, it is an interesting correlation. Interviews with those impacted by the
collapse may provide insight into the emotional health shift. In an interview with The
National (2017), Glenn Winslowe, the cod fisherman mentioned above, talks about the fury
and upset felt by him and his crew when the moratorium was announced. However, he
continues to explain that with time the emotions have settled, and many have accepted that
the moratorium was necessary and likely should have come earlier.

As is often seen when populations shift geographically (in the case of Newfoundland
from fishing communities to other opportunities around the nation and abroad), there has
been a shift in the government services in the area. Due to outmigration, Newfoundlanders
have to travel greater distances to access health services (Murray et al. 2005). This is
concerning given the concurrent trend of an aging demographic (Power et al. 2014). As
people age, they tend to require more health services and often more urgent care. With
farther to travel in order to receive care there may be negative consequences for individuals’
health, and perhaps more incentive to abandon small fishing towns for more populated
centres. Thus, the loss of social and economic capital has contributed to a loss of human
(health) capital in small fishing communities, thereby compromising community wellbeing.

Education, whether formal or informal, contributes to human capital through providing
knowledge and skills that may be useful in a community. Additionally, education in areas such
as finance and resource management could support other forms of capital in small fishing
communities, such as educating fishers on financial options available to them or the
complexity of ecosystem interactions. This is not to imply that fishers currently lack this
knowledge, but rather that the availability of education around these topics may, in some
cases, be of benefit. The Newfoundland cod fishery itself did provide human capital through
hands-on, skills-based education opportunities, such as learning fishing techniques or the
seasonal movements of the fish. With the collapse of the fishery it was necessary to turn to
other education opportunities. The NCARP and TAGS both required that recipients
participate in retraining programs to be eligible for financial support. As previously mentioned
there have been criticisms of these programs for being ill-suited to the intended audience and
not providing useful skills (Higgins 2008), however for some they offered the opportunity to
gain a formal education that was not previously accessible (Murray et al. 2005).

Cultural capital

Cultural capital is understood here to include assets that preserve heritage, arts, culture, and
the history of a community. Small-scale fisheries are often touted as important for
preserving the cultural heritage of fishing communities (Soltanpour et al. 2017). With
numerous small fishing villages throughout Atlantic Canada the fishing culture is prevalent
around the coasts, including in Newfoundland (Figure 12.4). Insights from Newfoundlanders
suggest that cod played an important role in the daily life in their communities and that
cod fishery collapse was the end of a way of life (CBC The National 2017; Murphy
2017).

The arts can play an important role in preserving cultural heritage and promoting cultural
connection. The incorporation of fishing culture into arts is prevalent throughout the
history of Atlantic Canada. From music to textiles to literature, the fishing life is well
represented. In Newfoundland, the cod fishery has featured prominently in art for centuries.
Newfoundland’s folk music has always celebrated fishing. But since the moratorium a darker
tone has been noted, with dozens of songs mentioning the post-moratorium struggles
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Quidi Vidi (Kiddy Viddy), Newfoundland. . 0 Photo by S. H. Parsons.
The Narrows—Drying Codfish. 3

Figure 12.4 The cod fishery was an important part of daily life in Newfoundland’s fishing villages, includ-
ing Quidi Vidi, for several centuries prior to the collapse of the fishery. The importance of
the fishery became ingrained in the culture and history of these communities.

Photo credit: Fish drying in Quidi Vidi, Newfoundland. NL Collection, Provincial Resource Library,
St. John’s.

(Navaro in Gzowski 1995). The usual hard-knock-life themes of Newfoundland folk music
had in some cases adopted a “protesting” feel, as discussed by Anita Best and Peter Narvaez
in a Canadian Broadcasting Corporation radio segment with Peter Gzowski about the
impact of the cod ban on Newfoundland’s music culture (1995). In addition to the musical
history of Newfoundland, the cod fishery has been featured in literature for many years,
from the journals of early explorers to authors who write about Newfoundland today
(Dundas 2014). The cod fishery continues to contribute to the cultural capital of
communities through the arts.

Much of the culture of fishing communities comes from the patterns of life that the
fishery demands. From fishing in the on-season, drying fish on clothes lines, to repairing
nets and boats in the off-season, the life of small fishing communities revolves around the
fishery. The cod fishery of Newfoundland was so ingrained in culture that it has become
a symbol for the Newfoundland culture and life through “Kiss the cod” practices. For
nearly five decades the traditional ceremony of “screeching in” visitors to the island has
been practiced across Newfoundland. The ceremony involves a shot of Newfoundland
Screech Rum followed by the kissing of a cod fish, allowing visitors to become honorary
Newfies (Ferreira 2015; International Traveller n.d.). While there is some disagreement
about whether the tradition is a fun ritual or a mockery of Newfoundland culture, it has
become nonetheless a recognized and often celebrated tourist activity (Ploughman 2018)
that speaks to the close connection between the cod fishery and Newfoundland culture.
This example also shows the strong link between capitals: By commodifying the cultural
capital of the cod fishery, economic capital is reinforced.
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Political/governance capital

Political capital considers the agency, or decision-making power, that the community has
as well as the ability of the community to express views and have those views heard.
Political capital contributes to community wellbeing through providing a sense of control
and self-determination, rather than a feeling that the community is subject to the conditions
around it.

The Newfoundland northern cod fishery moratorium provides an example of the
negative implications of a top-down fishery management system that did not support
community political capital. This has led us to include the dimension of (dis)trust to political
capital as it is prevalent in the literature on the cod fishery. Especially in a sector which
relies on government stock assessments, fisheries management plans, government licensing,
and government regulations for fishing within the EEZ, trust in political and governance
processes is vital.

In a famous quote from the day prior to the moratorium announcement, John Crosbie, the
Federal Fisheries Minister, told a crowd of angry fish harvesters “I didn’t take the fish from the
God damn water,” essentially suggesting that the fishers were to blame. The moratorium that
followed the next day greatly undermined trust between fishing communities and the
government. In retrospect, the announcement of the moratorium was to be expected. Fishers
had been waming for years that the stocks were not doing well, but their complaints went
unacknowledged (Higgins 2009). It’s important to note here that the small-scale sector was
blaming the large-scale and largely offshore sector for population declines, and hence, what they
had wanted were regulations that would curb the offshore fleet. However, on July 2, 1992, it
was a shock to fishing communities that even the small-scale sector would be shut down. An
article from the Globe and Mail (1998) demonstrates the feelings of unjust governance in the
fishery as the Newfoundland Minister of Rural Revitalization is quoted asking the federal
government ‘“What price do you expect us to pay for your mismanagement?”.

Agency is an important concept in considering how political capital contributes to
community wellbeing. Without any decision-making power a community is subject to
whatever decisions are imposed on them. In the context of small-scale fisheries, agency can
come in the form of fisher participation on management groups or community-based
fisheries management. The Newfoundland cod fishery is an example of a fishery where
fishers lacked agency, were unable to influence decisions even though they had raised
concerns, and were ultimately negatively impacted. The cod collapse is thus an example of
the top-down management of a small-scale fishery in which the communities lacked
political capital. Had political capital been nurtured through a fisheries management
approach that supported community co-management, decisions to reduce the burden of the
collapse could have been made in a more transitional way.

Conclusion

The Newtfoundland cod fishery is a unique case study to explore how small-scale
fisheries can contribute to community wellbeing. It is often difficult to tease out the
contribution of a food production system on wellbeing outcomes, however the collapse
of the fishery allowed for observing, measuring, and assessing the wellbeing consequences
of not having the food production system in the community. The community capitals
framework has allowed us to explore how the fishery contributed (or not) to community
assets, including physical, social, economic, human, cultural, and political capital. The
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point is that the assumption that fisheries management is about managing fish is simplistic
and dangerous. Having enough fish in the water to sustain a fishery is not supportive of
a regenerative food system. Rather a food system that links health and wellbeing
outcomes to management of the system is necessary. In this way, managing a fishery so
that it not only sustains a fish population but contributes positively to community capitals
will require a new paradigm of fisheries management in Canada. Should cod stocks
recover, and should a substantial commercial fishery open, paying attention to these
dynamics will be essential.

Discussion questions

1. As in land-based food production, arguments abound about whether the small-scale fish
harvester can really produce enough fish to feed the world. What kind of balance, if
any, is needed between large and small scale fisheries activities to balance regenerative
food systems and ones that produce on industrial scales?

2. Do one or two community capitals stand out as more important than the others when
thinking about fisheries and regenerative food systems?

3. The contribution of fish to food security is often framed as one of fish quantity. But if
we think about the practices of fishing and fish production, in addition to the fish itself,
how can we think about the contribution of fisheries to food security?

4. Capture fisheries production differs from most land-based food production in that the
activities exploit and impact a shared resource, the ocean, rather than privately owned
resources, such as land and crops. What potential challenges and opportunities exist for
fisheries in regenerative food systems, given that the resource being exploited is not
exclusively owned by those profiting from it?
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13
FOOD AND MARKETS

The contribution of economic sociology

Sergio Schneider and Abel Cassol

Introduction

The commoditization of social and economic life is advancing at a rapid pace. Most farmers
and families living in rural areas today, whether producers or just residents, are in some way
incorporated into goods, services, or information markets. The ways farmers are integrated
into markets and the way exchanges take place are very diverse. There is no standard or
model, no single path or determined linear direction. Hence it is important to understand
how commoditization affects the rural environment and agri-food production and,
especially, how farmers and rural dwellers are incorporated into markets.

Nevertheless, several gaps persist in the studies on the commoditization of farmers’ lives
or, more precisely, on the social processes that lead to their incorporation into markets.
Most of the research conducted on this issue focuses on the analysis of the markets proper,
such as supply strategies, consumer preferences, price formation, competitiveness, among
others. In brief, studies have prioritized the analysis of economic exchanges, mediated by
relative prices, between production and consumption agents, to the detriment of a deeper
understanding of the peculiar organization of these markets, largely based on reciprocity
and/or inter-knowledge, and of the power relations and domination mechanisms present in
such spaces. A sociological question remains, particularly regarding markets in rural areas and
food and agriculture, that shall be further explored.

The characteristics and mode of operation of agri-food markets raise particularly
troubling questions when so-called alternative markets are at stake, especially the niche and
proximity markets created by new products that seek greater added value. The same is true
for traditional products, which gain ground with increasing consumer demand for traditional,
typical, regional, or “origin labelled” products characterized by their artisanal or ethical or
even sustainability-related (organic, agroecological, etc.) aspects.

A look at the sociological and economic literature shows that the incorporation of
individuals into markets was almost always interpreted by scholars as part of the expansion
of the social division of labor, which would produce more and more complex social
relations. Marxist political economy, for example, attributes to this process the transition
from societies and modes of production based on use value to those based on exchange
values, in which markets are understood as an essential space for circulation of goods and
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formation of a society of classes. The functionalist sociology of Durkheim, in turn, realized
that the expansion of the markets entailed the formation of a new sociability characterized,
according to him, by the organic solidarity. Comprehensive sociology, represented by
Weber and Simmel, has perhaps given more weight to the effects of markets, since the
authors assert that the market was the vector of implantation of a new rationality that
commended the use of money as a mechanism of social interaction (Raud 2005).

In the context of rural sociology, the analysis of farmers’ incorporation into markets
has also been the subject of several studies. Lenin’s pioneering works highlighted the
erosive character of commoditization, which would lead peasants to a process of
disaggregation and social differentiation. Chayanov, in turn, showed that peasants
established relations with the markets to sell their surplus, which allowed them to ensure
somewhat autonomously their economic reproduction. Later, in the second half of the
twentieth century, Henry Mendras (1978) and Theodor Shanin (1973) noted that
peasants’ relations with markets comprised an important factor in changing their social
status. For Mendras, commoditization is part of the “end of the peasantry” as local
communities, while for Shanin the markets promoted the subordination of peasants,
claiming their “oppression by external forces” (Shanin 1990).

More recently, Ploeg (1992) has claimed that the commoditization of agriculture does
not necessarily have a negative and excluding character. On the contrary, the author shows
that, in some cases, commoditization can be beneficial to social reproduction of small-scale
farmers, especially insofar as, by entering markets in which they have more control over
information, prices, and the supply mechanism, they can improve their autonomy and gain
more room for manoeuvre in negotiations (Ploeg 2008).

Given the importance of markets for farmers’ social reproduction strategies, studies on
agriculture commoditization have shown that public policies can help develop and
strengthen markets. Thus, not only can markets be socially constructed, but public policies
can play an important role in this process. This leads to the argument that having more and
better markets can be critical for rural development generally (Hebink et al. 2015). In
addition, especially in North American and European literature on food and sustainability,
a discussion has emerged on “new” agri-food markets based on short supply chains between
producers and consumers or on alternative food networks (Brunori 2007; Goodman 2009;
Goodman et al. 2012; Marsden et al. 2003).

In this context, some issues arise concerning the scope and role of these markets in the
development of food systems. Questions are raised as to the scale and the limits and
possibilities of local food production for meeting the growing demand for affordable quality
products. Similarly, the local and moral character of these sustainable production and
consumption practices is questioned (Born and Purcell 2006; Pratt 2007).

However, despite growing concern with investigating the ways and mechanisms through
which farmers access and sell their food — which became a latent social and sociological
issue — studies have made little progress in analysing the markets proper. Issues surrounding
social relations of exchange, stability of transactions, and the problem of the order of such
markets have been little theorized in the contemporary context, particularly in agri-food
studies (Beckert 2010).

Although the theoretical and analytical framework of the new economic sociology has
been applied by studies on sustainable food systems to show the embeddedness of economic
relations within the new markets (Fligstein 2001; Krippner 2001; Wilkinson 2019), the role
played by local, social, and cultural values in building quality attributions, and the
development of more sustainable food production and consumption practices and processes,
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such studies have theorized little about the nature and functioning of markets. This makes it
difficult to produce a cohesive and integrated approach to improve understanding, replicate
the diverse researched experiences, and create a set of indicators and variables for public
policies to enable sustainable food systems (Sonnino and Marsden 2017).

The present contribution aims to place the discussion on agri-food markets within the
broader scope of economic sociology, especially highlighting the analytical approaches to
markets that have been mobilized by leading schools of contemporary sociological thinking.
We intend to show the possibilities for dialogue as well as the explanatory potential offered
by different economic sociology approaches to markets. Thus, we intend to contribute to
fill the gap between studies on agri-food markets and the analysis of markets fout court.

Locating the studies on agri-food markets

Although not explicitly, studies on contemporary agri-food markets have adopted some
approaches from new economic sociology to analyse, interpret, and understand how these
supply spheres are constructed and reproduced, what cultural values they mobilize, and what
(sustainable) practices they generate. References to the field of economic sociology and its
approaches can be found in the studies on sustainable agri-food (Brunori 2007; Goodman
et al. 2012; Murdoch et al. 2000).

According to Blay-Palmer and colleagues (2018), there are at least seven dominant
conceptual (and empirical) approaches to developing and analysing sustainable agri-food
markets and systems: bio-region and foodsheds (Getz 1991; Kremer and Schreuder 2012),
alternative agri-food networks (Goodman et al. 2012), short food supply chains (Marsden
et al. 2003), rural-urban connections (Guthman 2014), sustainable food systems (Feenestra
1997), territorial development (Caron et al. 2018; Lamine et al. 2012), and city—region agri-
food systems (Jennings et al. 2015). We add to these the nested markets approach as another
example of contemporary analysis of food markets, which we will further discuss in the
third section.

Although much of this research comes from the global North, these studies are also
gaining room and relevance in the South. In the Brazilian case, works by Marques et al.
(2016) and Gazzola and Schneider (2017) are good examples of these different approaches.

While all such studies involve food supply and food markets issues, some of them focus
on ecological dimensions of food (bio-region and foodsheds), others on multiple resources
(water quality, soil, waste, etc.) related to the development of food systems (urban—rural
connections), or highlight their spatial (territorial development) and sustainable dimensions
(sustainable food systems). Very few propose to theorize about and/or specifically analyse
agri-food markets (Maye and Kirwan 2010). The two approaches that are most likely to
theorize about markets and the ways in which food chain actors trade and interact
economically are alternative agri-food networks and short supply chains.

The alternative agri-food networks, although being diversely defined, can be understood
as sets of relations established between social actors and organizations directly involved in
the processes of production, transformation, commercialization, and consumption of foods
and that interact while building new spaces for exchange and transaction (Blay-Palmer et al.
2018). Or rather as organized flows of foodstuffs that in some way connect people
concerned about their consumption practices with those who want a better price for their
food, or who want to produce their food in an unconventional way (Whatmore and Clark
20006).

173



Sergio Schneider and Abel Cassol

These networks are central to the main strategies for sustainable regional development
(Marsden and Renting 2017). Because they rely on local definitions of quality and
interpersonal relationships, they are able to (re)connect food to traditional practices and to
local farming, nature, and landscapes, establishing economic processes of production and
consumption that value environmental, nutritional, and health characteristics, generating
more sustainable and resilient practices (Horlings and Marsden 2014).

Many studies on agri-food networks seek essentially to problematize and demonstrate the
social and material construction of “food quality”. To that end, three concepts/approaches
are mobilized: short food supply chains,' convention theory, and the notion of social
embeddedness of the economy (Maye and Kirwan 2010).

It is also worth noting that, despite such studies on agri-food networks being strongly
influenced by actor-network theories, cultural approaches to economics, and convention
theory, few have clearly and deeply theorized around these approaches (Goodman 2002).
These studies seek to provide descriptions and detailed analyses of new approaches to food
that offer paths to rural development, without caring about theorizing or analysing the
markets per se (Maye and Kirwan 2010).

However, some studies on agri-food networks clearly mobilize elements of sociological
approaches to economics. In general, processes that build alternatives to the conventional
food system claim the need to (re)localize the food production, supply, and consumption
dimensions (Goodman et al. 2012). Under this premise, many researchers assert the
importance of recovering the cultural aspects and meanings related to these processes — and
attributed to food — the role of social networks in strengthening and reconnecting producers
and consumers, and the role of social norms and rules in mechanisms of governance and
operation of these markets.

As we will see below, these three dimensions — cultural aspects, governance rules and
norms, and social networks — are central to discussions on the sociological aspects of the
economy and markets. Many studies and researches on agri-food markets highlight that
these new spaces have emerged and reproduced in an alternative way, precisely for
facilitating a better integration of the actors and the social and cultural recognition of their
production and consumption practices.

Thus, the analyses stemming from the new economic sociology (and its various
approaches) and from sustainable food systems framework (and its various approaches) are
convergent, especially concerning the reading and interpretation of markets. These spaces
are no longer seen as mere places for meeting of supply and demand, being now recognized
as spaces where the ways of transacting are linked to culture, values, interactions, and social
norms, generating (sustainable) characteristic practices and behaviors. Such contextual
features, in turn, are what define the quality and distinction of foods commercialized
through these markets (Sonnino and Marsden 20006).

An example of this convergence can be seen in studies by Fonte (2008, 2010), who uses
a cultural notion of economy to explain the differences in the emergence and in operating
characteristics of various agri-food networks in countries of the global North. She shows
how culture and traditional and historical knowledge associated to local production have
played a key role in revaluing traditional practices of food production and consumption in
countries where the process of food industrialization has not been so significant (France,
Italy, Greece). In these countries, culture and the web of meanings attributed to food are at
the heart of strategies for building sustainable and localized supply networks and systems
(Fonte 2008).

174



Food and markets

Other studies applying a cultural analysis to the economy examine traditional ways of
food production and consumption in certain regions, contrasting them with the safety and
hygiene requirements imposed on these practices. These studies discuss how the process for
establishing food quality often opposes quality to identity (culture), and explore the
strategies adopted by small-scale farmers to manage their traditional practices (Allaire 2012;
Cruz and Menasche 2013; Muchnik et al. 2005; Pratt 2007).

Differently, Marsden et al. (2000, 2003) analyse the emergence of short food supply
chains from the perspective of social networks and the concept of social embeddedness. In
brief, these authors claim that the main contribution of these chains lies in the fact that the
foods they commercialize reach consumers “embedded with information”. Such
embeddedness is associated to definitions of food quality, valuing of traditional and/or
sustainable modes of production, or willingness to pay better prices for products
commercialized through these markets (Goodman et al. 2012). In other words,
embeddedness entails the ability to link food to its production sites/regions by means of
references to environmental, social, cultural, and health aspects — something that the long/
conventional chains do not allow (Lang and Heasman 2009).

This embeddedness, therefore, entails consumers more cognizant of the characteristics of
production and able to make reliable associations between food origin and territory, and to
identify with the social values of the people who produce the food. Although this
embeddedness is certainly also linked to cultural aspects of the food, the short food supply
chains approach focuses on the construction of (alternative) networks between actors aimed
at the reproduction of sustainable practices associated to agriculture and food.

The economic social networks approach is also applied by studies focused on consumer
organizations that buy their food directly from family farmers (via baskets, messaging
applications, social media, etc.), the so-called Solidarity Purchasing Groups (GAS — Gruppi di
Acquisto Solidale). These researches generally demonstrate how alternative consumer networks,
involving interaction and exchanges, are built upon the sharing of values and worldviews
around sustainable consumption practices (Beletti and Mancini 2015; Brunori et al. 2012)

Finally, there is a set of researches on agri-food markets that mobilize the institutional
approaches of the convention and organizational theories to explain the emergence and
governance mechanisms of these networks, showing that the maintenance of such markets is
directly linked to a set of social norms that distinguish their products, build their prices, and
socially legitimize them (Niederle and Junior 2018). The convention theory is generally used to
analyse how food quality is defined, highlighting quality as a construction that stems from
a system of negotiations between different “qualities” (Murdoch et al. 2000; Wilkinson 1997).
In other words, the modern economy is a space for constant negotiation of rules, norms, and
conventions that compete to set the quality of the exchanged goods and products (Callon 1998).

Also adopting an institutionalist approach there are studies that see markets as an
aggregate of rules and social norms that are locally appropriated and shared. Such rules drive
the construction of collective mechanisms of governance that ascribe stability, distinction,
and quality to food (Hebink et al. 2014; Ploeg 2014). These approaches, which have
Ostrom’s (1999, 2010) studies as reference, are based on the idea that local markets and
their sustainable practices are common pool resources collectively appropriated by the
various actors who construct them. These common pool resources, in turn, are responsible
for creating competitive conditions for small farm products, insofar as the rules and norms
on which they are based lead to new governance patterns that legitimize and distinguish
such products (Ploeg 2014). We will look more closely into this approach in the fourth
section.
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Thus, it seems clear that the various studies on sustainable food systems make use of
different approaches to economic sociology to interpret and understand how these spaces are
created, what practices they generate, and how they are reproduced. In particular,
discussions about markets have gained relevance in the field of agri-food studies. However,
this observed convergence requires further analysis of the main sociological approaches to
economics. This is what is done in the following.

Economic sociology and markets: networks, institutions, and culture

Sociological approaches to economics generally aim to explain and demonstrate economic
actions and their outcomes, by means of the influence of social structures on individual
economic behavior. The political, social, and historical dimensions of the economy
(neglected by economists) are analysed for understanding different issues as the stability of
transactions, formation and functioning of markets, characteristics of economic interactions
and exchanges, relations between the State and economic activity, and formation of interests
by the actors (Bourdieu 2005).

In general terms, economic sociology can be defined as the sociological perspective
applied to economic phenomena, aiming at: understanding the social, political, and cultural
relations that comprise economic processes; analysing interactions and connections between
the economy and society at large; and studying the institutional and cultural transformations
that constitute the social context of the economy (Smelser and Swedberg 2005).
Outstanding works with this perspective include White (1981), Granovetter (1973, 1985),
Smelser and Swedberg (2005) and Zelizer (2009), in the United States, and Beckert (2009,
2013), Fligstein (2001), Callon (1998) and Steiner (2006), in its European strand.

Economic sociology has asserted the existence of three main social forces — or three
social structures — that can be identified and claimed as the most relevant to the sociological
explanation of the economy and the understanding of markets: social networks, institutions,
and culture (cognitive frames) (Beckert 2010; Dobbin 2004; Fourcade 2007). Thus, each of
these approaches has been mobilized to analyse and explain the emergence and operation of
markets, formation of prices, values attributed to certain objects, and the role played by
actors and organizations in the construction of new spaces of production, marketing, and
consumption of foods (Goodman 2002; Marsden et al. 2003; Zelizer 1979).

According to Wilkinson (2019), these structures were differently appropriated and
discussed by the American and the European (German) strands of the new economic
sociology (NES). While the American strand emerges and consolidates through the critique
of neoclassical economics and its abstract definition of the market, claiming the need to
understand mercantile dynamics as embedded in social structures (networks and culture), the
European strand, especiall