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Abstract 

Humans have evolved from being mobile hunters and gatherers to stable agricultural societies 

that further evolved into urban societies distanced from the production of its food supply. Our 

food system has changed as societies have formed bureaucracies in the social and political 

organization of communities. 

The Green Revolution with its myths has played a vital role in building global agribusiness 

that 1s our current food system. Transnational/multinational corporations are gaining control of 

markets through horizontal and vertical integration. Horizontal integration such as company 

mergers 1s consolidating food processing and retailing sectors. These same companies are now 

venturing into, and controlling a higher percentage of, worldwide food production, an example of 

vertical integration. This vertical integration is shifting control of food production out of the 

hands of small family farmers into the hands of multinational corporations, thus increasing 

reliance on imports and biotechnology in global markets. These multifaceted, rapidly changing 

aspects of our current industrial agriculture are briefly discussed in order to frame the alternate 

model, sustainable agriculture that is embedded in an agrarian mindset. 

Sustainable agriculture has been called the “Quiet Revolution” and identifies three principles 

to be practiced in agriculture. The three principles balance methods that are ecologically sound, 

economically viable and socially responsible. Nature is used without harm, and farmers gain 

improved self-reliance, a key feature of sustainable agriculture. 

We begin to “reculturize” agriculture when we reclaim and foster an agrarian mindset. The 

first step 1s changing how we think about food. When we know why we are persuaded to eat the 

way we do, we as eaters or consumers regain control over how we eat. We do have options for  



improving our food system. These options will, in turn, shift control of our food back to 

consumers and will reestablish human relationships between consumers and farmers. 

Introduction 

As the gardener for Sacred Heart Monastery in Yankton, South Dakota, I have often seen a 

food delivery truck pass by as I worked in the garden. Every time this happens my stomach knots 

because I know that companies sending the trucks are my competition. These trucks deliver 

goods that have been processed, packaged and transported thousands of miles. There is no face 

associated with the person who grew the food, no way of knowing if the farmer received a just 

price, and no way of knowing what kind of chemicals were added to the land or produce while 

growing this food. The method of processing is unknown as value-added products take center 

stage in the current food system. Food has become a commodity and a product of a global 

market. 

For the ecologically minded, questions arise. How was the Earth treated while this food was 

being produced? Are farm workers kept safe and fairly paid? Was this food produced by 

transnational/multinational corporations? Is this food made from grain or animals that were 

genetically modified? All these questions are impossible to answer about food being delivered 

by a truck. It is also impossible to build relationships with those who are growing our food when 

corporate processors and retailers control so much of the global food system. 

In researching the practices of agribusiness in today’s markets and in looking back through 

history to learn how agriculture evolved, my hope is to gain a greater understanding of 

transnational/multinational corporations and how these companies shape our food system. 

Understanding what a food system is, and how we as a culture approach food, will help to 

formulate options for changing to a more sustainable food system.  



Food systems are affected by ecological, economic, cultural, and ethical factors and practices. 

How we connect the environment and human cultural structures does impact the Earth and how 

the Earth is treated. We do have options to reconnect with all the ecological, social, and cultural 

aspects associated with food. 

History of Agriculture and Agrarian Systems 

Humans appeared on the Earth during the Lower Paleolithic period of the Cenozoic Era about 

2.6 million years ago. Early humans formed hunting and gathering societies. These groups were 

small in number and moved to where they found food and shelter. “Gathering and hunting 

groups generally had few possessions, the idea of land ownership was completely alien to 

them...and goods vital for the continuation of the group, particularly food, were regarded as 

freely available to all and to be shared if necessary” (Ponting 154). “The earliest food producing 

villages seem to have appeared independently in various regions of the world between 6000 and 

10,000 years ago” (Redman 95). This transition of human societies from hunting and gathering 

structures to more stable agricultural communities “is regarded by many as the single most 

important transformation in human history” (Redman 90). 

The reason agriculture was adopted as a norm is hard to explain because hunting and 

gathering societies were able to obtain enough subsistence even in areas that were considered 

marginal. These societies had diverse resources and could move to where they knew they would 

have food security. “Agriculture is most definitely not an easier option than gathering and 

hunting. It requires far more effort in clearing land, sowing, tending and harvesting crops and in 

looking after domesticated animals” (Ponting 41). One advantage agricultural societies did have 

was that more food could be produced on less land. This impacted humans and the environment 

in major ways.  



Agricultural societies not only increased the amount and variety of food available, but also 

increased human populations (Redman 92). As human societies grew, cultures and societal 

organizational structures changed to accommodate the growth and development of agriculture 

and the more settled societies. Some of the changes that occurred as humans transitioned from 

being nomadic to being more settled societies were: 

Increasingly sedentary and denser communities and denser settlements 
required land to produce more food on less space. 

Changes in family and social values encouraged accumulation of 
material goods. This promoted expansion of material wealth among 
individuals of a society and a need to protect these goods. Expanding 
social hierarchies were developed and militarism grew out of these 

hierarchies as humans found a need to defend what they accumulated. 

Agricultural development led to the organization of “productive tasks 
and, consequently, to changes in the social and political organizational 

structures of communities” (Redman 93). 

Whereas, societies composed of hunters and gatherers were flexible and relied on diverse 

natural resources to give them food security, agricultural societies organized differently and 

began to rely on specialization as a way to boost productivity, risking food insecurity. “The 

coexistence of strategies that emphasize flexibility and specialization is an apparent contradiction 

that societies have faced since at least the early years of agriculture. Specialization often results 

in greater productivity, while flexibility provides for greater security in the face of crises” 

(Redman 94). In the early days of agriculture, humans had a tendency to move towards 

specialization. This was a response related to the existence of a hierarchical social structure that 

thought that by organizing nature society would benefit and that a more secure food system 

would result. “This solution [specialization] has tremendous potential for growth, but it also 

creates vulnerability by making the system fragile and susceptible to external or internal 

pressures that might break apart the specialized units” (Redman 94).  



As specialization evolved in early agriculture, there were some communities which did not 

specialize or form bigger social and political structures. The societies that held to a more 

independent model were known as smallholders. Smallholders were composed of family units 

that marketed locally. “A key aspect of the smallholder is that they own their own land, benefit 

directly from its productivity, and expect to remain on that plot of land for generations. This has 

led many scholars to point to this ‘ideal type’ as a model for sustainable agriculture” (Redman 

94). Smallholders recognized the importance of crop and animal diversification to overcome 

food production shortfalls and to increase food security. 

In the progression of changes and expanded use of land, some basic sets of food production 

activities remained the same. Food production was and is comprised of the four following basic 

activities: plant cultivation and animal husbandry, harvesting, storage, and control of 

propagation (Redman 91). During plant cultivation and animal husbandry, natural plants are 

removed and replaced with a chosen crop and animals are domesticated. The soil is plowed, 

hoed, and predatory animals are controlled so domesticated animals can survive. Harvesting 

takes place when edible portions are gathered, milking is done, or slaughtering takes place. Food 

is treated in a special way so that food can be stored for a period of time. Better growing 

characteristics are chosen to control propagation of both plants and animals. This has increased 

the number of domesticated plants and animals and has improved the quality and food value of 

both. These activities began with the hunting and gathering societies and remain a part of current 

food production. 

Green Revolution 

Advancing through time, we come to a period of agricultural history called the Green 

Revolution which began after World War II in the 1950°s and 1960’s. “Almost a half a century  



ago...a rapid shift took place in agriculture in the United States and parts of Europe--farm inputs 

such as labor, fertilizers, seeds, water and others that were previously produced on the farm were 

replaced by inputs that had to be purchased off the farm” (Kimbrell 251). As farmers began to 

use more inputs from off the farm to grow their crops, agriculture increasingly industrialized. 

Many changes transpired. These changes fostered the development of a new system of 

agriculture, often called “Agribusiness”. Some of the changes that took place during the Green 

Revolution encouraged globalization, and the development of a global food system has had many 

cultural effects. Some of the changes to the old agrarian system by the Green Revolution were: 

Old Agrarian System Green Revolution 
Intense human labor Fossil-fuel-driven machines 
Small farms Large tracts of land 

Save seed for next year Commercially used seed 
Permaculture/Polyculture Monocultures 

Manures & crop rotation Chemical fertilizers and pesticides 

Idle arid lands Irrigation systems 

(fence-row-to-fence-row production) 

Local farms Commercial farms & 

factory farms 
Farming Communities Corporate structures 

Local Food System Import/Export model 
Local Food Commodities 

Farmer Producer 

(Kimbrell 252-257). 

Through these changes, new attitudes towards nature were established as the Green Revolution 

advanced industrialized agriculture. “Working with and within ecological systems was replaced 

by subjugation and conquest. Diversity was replaced by uniformity. Self-reliance was replaced 

by dependence. These new attitudes also significantly disrupted local social arrangements and 

culture” (Kimbrell 252). 

The Green Revolution globally transitioned our food system from one that was diverse and 

integrated many variables, to a food system that focused on specialization, standardization, and  



centralization. Ian Bowler, in The Sustainability of Rural Systems, renames some of these 

processes of the Green Revolution intensification, concentration, and specialization defining 

them as follows: 

Intensification describes the rising level of purchased agri-inputs (e.g. 

fertilizers, agri-chemicals, farm machinery) and increases in output per 

hectare of farmland of both crops and livestock products. These trends are 

readily observable at a global level, for instance in the rising application of 
fertilizers per hectare and the rising average yields of most crops. 

Concentration summarizes the competitive market process that drives the 
least economically successful farm businesses from agriculture and enables 
their land to be purchased by the remaining, more successful businesses. 
Those with large land holdings tend to out-compete smaller farms in the land 

market, and so farmland becomes concentrated in fewer but larger farm 
businesses, while the number of small farms declines. 

Specialization in agriculture enables farm businesses to gain economies of 

scale by limiting production to fewer products on the farm and so concentrate 

the costs of production on a narrow range of crops and livestock, sometimes 
just one type (monoculture) (Bowler 172). 

Of all the restructuring processes accelerated by the Green Revolution, intensification causes 

the most problems ecologically and economically. In the Third World countries, there are also 

social and cultural effects of increased concentration and specialization. “While its stated 

purpose was to increase food supply, the entire Green Revolution was little more than a market 

expansion program of the U.S. chemical industry, largely paid for by U.S. aid programs” 

(Mander 50). 

The Green Revolution gained speed and purpose with 1970 Nobel Peace Prize winner 

Norman Borlaug’s grain production work. His work set the stage for the globalization of 

agriculture and the world of agribusiness. Our worldview about our food system has changed 

because of the Green Revolution and globalization. Our food system is now influenced by the 

myths of industrial agriculture and the multinational corporations that control the food system.  



Myths of Industrial Agriculture 

Myths can be perceived in different ways. Myths rely on images or symbols to tell a story or 

truth about a cultural practice or understanding. Myths are not falsehoods, but they add to the 

meaning of events. Myths of Industrial Agriculture tell about a framework of assumptions that 

influence culture and give strength to perceptions affecting nature. 

Successful companies promote themselves and profit from images that are known to produce 

an economically strong bottom line. The business of industrial agriculture functions on the 

following assumptions: 

Industrial agriculture will feed the world. 

Industrial food is safe, healthy, and nutritious. 

Industrial food is cheap. 

Industrial agriculture is efficient. 

Industrial agriculture offers more choices of food. 

Industrial agriculture benefits the environment and wildlife habitat. 

Biotechnology will solve the problems produced by industrial agricultural 
methods. 

(Kimbrell 3) 

Feeding the world is a goal of agribusiness just as feeding the village was the goal of early 

agrarian societies. The question, however, is whether today’s industrial agriculture, with all its 

inputs, is really able to feed the world or, rather, is the current agricultural system losing 

production momentum? “World grain production is a basic indicator of dietary adequacy at the 

individual level and of overall food security at the global level. After nearly tripling from 1950 to 

1996, the grain harvest stayed flat for seven years in a row, through 2003, showing no increase at 

all” (Brown 4). Current indicators detect a loss in production momentum in industrial agriculture 

with “shortfalls of nearly 100 million tons in 2002 and again in 2003” (Brown 4). At present, 

food production is keeping pace with the world’s population. But how that food is distributed 

still remains a problem as “nearly 800 million people go hungry each day” (Kimbrell 6). These  



people are victims of an industrial agriculture that makes them dependent on corporations for 

their food and decreases their self reliance. “If you don’t have land on which to grow food or the 

money to buy it, you go hungry no matter how dramatically technology pushes up food 

production” (Kimbrell 8). Corporate agriculture can feed the world, but with devastating effects. 

Corporations have less responsibility or accountability to local communities, and especially to 

the poor and hungry that live in a community. 

Humans have the ability to form organizational structures to monitor food production and 

distribution without the aid of corporations. Food needs to be safe, healthy, and nutritious so that 

it can give energy and improve the welfare of all humans. Corporations tend to look to economic 

gain rather than to feeding the hungry and poor. 

The second myth, that industrial food is safe, healthy, and nutritious, comes into question at 

various levels in the production cycle. Conventionally grown food has been found to contain 

more nitrates, pesticides and other chemicals used in production. “A 1998 study by Consumer 

Reports revealed that 71% of store-bought chicken were contaminated with Campylobacter 

and/or Salmonella, bacterial contaminants responsible for thousands of deaths and millions of 

sicknesses” (Sustainable Table 1-2). “The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) report that 

between 1970-1999, food-borne illnesses increased more than tenfold” (Kimbrell 10). Food 

carrying bacteria are one aspect of contamination. Another health and safety issue is pesticide 

use on conventionally grown food. Many pesticides are known to be carcinogenic, and 

“according to the EPA (Environmental Protection Agency), over 1 billion tons of pesticides are 

used in the U.S. every year” (Sustainable Table 3). Because of all the chemical inputs, the health, 

safety, and nutrition of conventionally grown foods are questionable.  



Other debatable methods of production that may harm human health and the health of the soil 

are found in animal production. The use of antibiotics and hormones may have numerous 

unknown health risks. “Every year approximately 25 million pounds of antibiotics and related 

drugs are administered to animals for non-therapeutic purposes ... [and] every year, 24 million 

cattle in the U.S. are given hormones in order to make them grow faster” (Sustainable Table 4). 

What these hormones and antibiotics do to the animals and how consumption of their meat 

affects humans is not fully comprehended. Antibiotic resistance is a growing danger, and these 

antibiotics are now showing up in soil and water due to the amount of antibiotics excreted in 

animal waste. Large-scale factory farms promote the use of antibiotics and hormones, but the 

true health cost of the “cheap” food that results is really unknown to consumers. 

A study published in January 2005 by The Organic Center for Education and Promotion 

compared antioxidant levels in conventionally produced food to levels in organically grown food. 

“Organic farming methods have increased antioxidant levels by a few percent to over three-fold 

compared to food grown using conventional production methods. On average, across seven 

studies that reported direct comparisons of the levels of antioxidants in conventional and organic 

foods, levels in organic food averaged about one-third higher” (Benbrook 2). 

The third myth of industrial agriculture is that it produces cheap food. In actuality, the real 

cost of producing food conventionally is unknown because the environmental damage from 

burning fossil fuels, and the consequences of the general application of pesticides and herbicides 

are not considered in the final cost of production. The actual costs of cleaning and restoring the 

environment after industrial food production are called externalities. 

Because externalities comprise the side effects of economic activity, they are 

external to markets, and so their costs are not part of the prices paid by 

producers or consumers. When such externalities are not included in prices,  



they distort the market by encouraging activities that are costly to society, 
even if the private benefits are substantial (Pretty 56-57). 

Externalities affect natural capital and estimating the true costs to natural capital is difficult to do 

in a complete manner. 

Another hidden cost of food to consumers is found in farm subsidies. Subsidies are direct 

payments to farmers for growing commodities like wheat, corn, rice, soybeans, and cotton. 

The Minneapolis Star Tribune reported on October 2, 2000 that 
twenty-eight billion dollars from U.S. taxpayers were paid to the 
producers of major commodities in 2000, accounting for more than 
half of all farm income. These subsidies then enabled producers 
to pay the agribusinesses supplying the chemicals and machinery 
needed for high yields. Agribusinesses always lobby Congress for 

farmer subsidies because it’s a pretty good deal for them to have 
taxpayers guarantee their profits each year (Jackson 249). 

The farm subsidies program began as a way to support family farmers in the 1930’s. “Today, 

nearly three-quarters of the money goes to the richest 10 percent of American farmers” (Glaser 

Part 5-6). These programs target only certain grain and cotton commodities and cause 

overproduction in some commodity markets while ignoring other crops. 

The fourth myth 1s that industrial agriculture is efficient. The notion of “bigger is better” is a 

fundamental principle underlying this myth. There are two concepts that need to be explained 

when considering whether or not productivity is boosted by large farming systems. One concept 

to address is crop yields. When looking just at yields, large corporate farms do produce more 

than smaller farms. “Yield can be defined as the production per unit of a single crop. For 

example, a corn farm will be judged by how many metric tons of corn are produced per acre” 

(Kimbrell 20). Higher yields do come from monocultures that use large equipment and chemical 

inputs. The constant motivation to increase yields does not take into consideration the long term  



effects on ecosystems, especially the effects monocultures and chemical inputs have on the 

environment. 

To examine the second concept of industrial agriculture’s productivity, called “output”, we 

examine the polyculture or “intercropping” of a small farm. “These small-scale integrated farms 

produce far more per unit area than large farms. Though the yield per unit area of one crop... 

may be lower, the total output per unit area for small farms, often composed of more than a 

dozen crops and numerous animal products, is virtually always higher than that of larger farms” 

(Kimbrell 21). When focusing on food base, larger monoculture farms out yield small 

polyculture farms, but a diversified food base is relatively absent. Small farms produce a more 

diverse food base with less land space. Increasing outputs through diversification develops a 

greater income base for the farmer while providing better ecosystem balance. 

The fifth myth of industrial agriculture is that industrially produced food offers more choices. 

As consumers consider this myth all they need to do is go to a supermarket and look around. 

Consumers see a multitude of various products packaged in many different ways. With different 

named labels, consumers are encouraged to think that we must have a wider selection of foods to 

choose from than our ancestors. In actuality do we really have more choices? The illusion of 

having more variety collapses when looking at the ingredient labels. “The breakfast cereal 

section, for example, may contain upwards of 50 different brand names, each one uniquely 

packaged and presented...however...find a variety made of a grain other than corn, rice, wheat, 

or oats” (Kimbrell 23). The choice of food we have contains similar ingredients but is just 

packaged or processed by different methods. 

Decreasing food variety started with the marketing of commercially hybridized seed during 

the Green Revolution. “The U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) estimates more  



than three-quarters of agricultural genetic diversity was lost in this past century. As agribusiness 

utilizes only high-yield, high-profit varieties, we fail to save seed stock of thousands of other 

varieties” (Kimbrell 24). What we have lost in biodiversity of seed varieties is astounding. 

From 1903 to 1983, we have lost: 

93 percent of lettuce varieties 

96 percent of sweet corn varieties 

91 percent of field corn varieties 

95 percent of tomatoes varieties 

98 percent of asparagus varieties 
(Kimbrell 24) 

Even though hundreds of varieties have been lost, commercial agriculture projects the image that 

more variety still exists and is produced. Consumers actually have fewer choices in the kinds of 

foods they eat because of high yielding monoculture methods. 

If humans are no longer benefiting from a large variety of food choices, how can wildlife 

benefit? This question leads us to the sixth myth stating that industrial agriculture benefits the 

environment and wildlife. As agribusiness progressed, fence-row-to-fence-row planting was 

encouraged. Because farming larger tracts of land seemed more practical, land that was out of 

production was “plowed and placed back in crop production in the early forties. The result was a 

large-scale loss of wildlife habitat after 1942” (Mclsaac 100). 

In the 1950’s, the Soil Bank restored some of these set-aside acres. The Soil Bank was an 

attempt to restore a failing market. Soil Bank land was planted back to grass and perennial 

legumes, thus restoring wildlife habitat. This restoration was short lived because commodity 

prices rose in the 1970’s. During this time, “wildlife research by state conservation agencies, 

which had been strong in the fifties and sixties, was increasingly reduced by inflation” (McIsaac 

101). The United States Secretary of Agriculture, Earl Butts, encouraged fence-row-to-fence- 

row planting, and once again wildlife habitat was lost. Prices fell again in the 1980s and the  



Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) was established. “As of 1988, enrollment in CRP stood at 

34 million acres (14 million hectares) and was well on its way to its goal of 40-45 million acres 

(16-18 million hectares), which would make it the largest conservation-oriented cropland 

retirement program in history” (MclIsaac 107). This conservation program benefited wildlife but 

since agriculture is linked to political and economic conditions, land can be taken out of CRP at 

anytime, leaving once again just a fence-row or hedge row for wildlife habitat. 

Habitat destruction is one wildlife stressor created by the use of large tracts of land for 

agriculture. Other problems affecting wildlife are chemical use, monoculture planting and 

harvesting techniques. When all these stressors are combined or just viewed singly, wildlife is 

negatively impacted. 

The final myth of industrial agriculture is that biotechnology will solve the problems of 

industrial agriculture. When formulating avenues for farming’s future, discussions are often 

bogged down with questions surrounding biotechnology. Some industries project biotechnology 

will improve agriculture by making seed better so that yields are higher and fewer chemical 

inputs are needed during crop production. A different viewpoint is that biotechnology reinforces 

an agriculture that is centered on monoculture and chemical dependence. 

Biotechnology is a powerful tool, but if it has a role in improving 
the way we farm and reducing hunger, researchers will have to change 

its current emphasis... The biotechnology] industry, which controls the 

technology with patents and other proprietary obstacles, has funneled 

most of its investment into crops and traits designed for the large- 

scale farms of the First World, such as herbicide-resistant soybeans 
or insecticide producing corn (Halweil 3). 

The goal of biotechnology is to produce enough food for a growing population by increasing 

yields. This is an honorable goal but the effects of transgenic crops on the environment are not 

fully understood. “World-wide in 2000, transgenic herbicide resistant crops were planted on  



74% of the 44.2 million hectares devoted to transgenic crops” (Altieri 3). The environmental 

impact of the possible weed and pest resistance is unknown. It seems that as transgenic crops are 

introduced into mainstream agriculture, nature is finding ways to modify itself to resist 

herbicides and pesticides. The “super” traits that are evolving in weeds and pests, in response to 

transgenic pesticide or herbicide resistance, for example, alter the balance in nature and may 

result in unknown ecological conditions for the future. 

Questions remain as to how biotechnology will solve the problems produced by conventional 

farming. Ecological safety issues of genetically modified organisms (GMOs) need to be 

addressed by the international community before biotechnology can be declared a benefit to the 

Earth and human societies. 

Globalization--International Institutions and Agreements 

These myths have been generated to promote industrial agriculture and the globalization of 

markets. Debi Baker, deputy director at the International Forum on Globalization, voiced her 

opinion of the inherently devastating effects of the global industrial model of agriculture in the 

following list: 

Local, self-reliant food systems that provide food and livelihoods for millions 
and secure food supply are replaced by corporate, often foreign, control over 

farm inputs, energy, crop commodity prices, food production, and food 
marketing. 

Biodiversity-of microorganisms, plants, insects, and animals — is replaced by 
monoculture. 

Pollution caused by industrial agriculture’s use of pesticides and chemicals 
increases on a planetary scale, destroying soil, water, and air and causing 
harm to wildlife and humans. 

The import/export-driven model of globalization requires a huge increase in 
transport infrastructures, often constructed at the expense of nature.  



oe The massive movement of agricultural commodities requires additional fuel 
usage, packaging, etc., and fosters exotic species invasion, and the spread of 
viruses, bacteria, and disease. 

Control over and access to essential elements of life-- the commons — are 

being stripped away from local communities and given over to corporations. 

Genetically modified organisms and plants further destroy biodiversity and 
bring unknown, potentially catastrophic danger in the form of biopollution 
(Kimbrell 250). 

All these negative aspects of globalization in agriculture are supported and enforced by 

international institutions and by agreements between governments. The major international 

institutions are the World Bank, The World Trade Organization (WTO), and the International 

Monetary Fund (IMF). The agreements include the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 

(GATT), and the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). In time, two more 

agreements will be added, the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) and the Central America 

Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA). These organizations and agreements help 

transnational/multinational corporations “move their capital, technology, goods, and services 

freely throughout the world, unfettered by the regulations of nation-states or democratically 

elected governments” (Mander 298). Policies creating free trade have created a massive shift of 

power from the hands of governments into those of multinational corporations and banks. 

These trade agreements urge countries to approach trade by using an economic concept called 

comparative advantage. “Comparative advantage dictates that countries should buy low and sell 

high regardless of a product’s importance to the local culture and economy” (Mander 125). 

Cheap commodities are purchased from another country and imported, undermining domestic 

production. This leads to dependence on foreign food that could be grown by small local 

farmers, and destroys local economies. When local economies are affected, local cultures also 

suffer.  



Reducing trade barriers gives market access to poor countries, but it also sets them up for 

“dumping”. “Dumping refers to the selling of products in another country below the cost of 

production. Companies are able to sell below the cost of production because the government sets 

prices at record low levels, and then gives the farmers subsidies to make up for lost income” 

(Food Security 1). Larger countries have an unfair advantage over smaller and poorer countries, 

because these countries do not have taxpayer dollars available to subsidize their farmers. 

Through comparative advantage and dumping, small farmers are forced off their land, and 

corporations gain control of more property. Organizations such as the WTO help corporations 

by allowing companies to exploit developing countries and the environment. “Almost every 

WTO ruling on environmental matters has favored corporations over the environment” (Kimbrell 

251). 

Giving greater control of the food system to multinational corporations raises concerns for 

food security in general. “Corporate agribusiness manufactures and markets over 95 percent of 

the food in the United States [alone]” (Mander 123). As multinational corporations gain control 

over markets, incomes of family farmers decrease. Food security becomes questionable and the 

food system itself changes because of increasing external components. 

Food Systems 

Food systems include all the processes that bring food to our table “growing, harvesting, 

processing, packaging, transporting, marketing, consuming, and disposing of food. It also 

includes the inputs needed and outputs generated at each step” (Wilkins 1). All aspects and 

levels of a food system inter-relate and unify the whole. If one aspect changes in the system, the 

whole system is affected by the change.  



The processes of a food system can be “conceptualized [and modeled] in several different 

ways. Models may be linear in nature” (Wilkins/Smith 1) as seen in the model below: 
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This model is an open model and integrates the influences of different environments 

including “the bio-physical, socio-cultural and economic-political spheres” (Wilkins/Smith 

3). 

A closed food system can be represented by a model that uses circles. “Food webs and 

food circles or cycles, which are departures from the linear approach, more clearly reflect 

the complexity of the interaction among the system components” (Wilkins/Smith 4). This is 

seen in the following model:  
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The following model is simple and does not include all the bio-physical, socio-cultural, 

and economic political aspects, but it does feature a cyclical flow that is not a closed system. 

This model gives the beginning concepts of a food system and can be useful with children 

and adults. It is a good place to begin building an understanding with children and adults 

who have only the super-market experience of the food system. 
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Food systems are created to feed people. Agriculture throughout history can be used to 

discover how more complex systems were formed and how commodity chains became 

longer as the evolution of agriculture took place. The different stages in the development of 

the agricultural revolution are found in three historical phases. 

e The First Agricultural Revolution refers to the invention of agriculture and 

the diffusion of largely subsistence farming types and communities. 

The Second Agricultural Revolution recognizes the shift in farming, from a 
largely communal, subsistence orientation, to an activity based on 

individual, primarily family-operated, commercial enterprises, the goal of 
which was to produce food and fibre, surplus to domestic needs, to be sold 

to yield farm income. Commercial farming became the dominant system... 
from the late- Eighteenth to the mid-Twentieth Centuries. It facilitated both 

the division of labor within agriculture between production and processing 
and retailing, and between agricultural and non-farm employment, thus 
lengthening commodity chains. 

The Third Agricultural Revolution, commercial farming, has in turn been 
restructured through its incorporation into a larger industrial model, 

which was initiated and increasingly controlled by agribusiness and 

governments. The goal of industrialised agriculture is to achieve the 

lowest unit of costs of production in a competitive market. The net result 
has been for industrial farming to become analogous to an industrial 

‘assembly line’, within which farm enterprises function as just one 
element in a complex input-output sequence. Today, industrial 

production dominates the agricultural output of food and fibre in so- 
called developed countries, such that consumption occurs at the end of an  



integrated commodity chain, often far from the point of physical 
production (Bowler 123-124). 

These different stages of the Agricultural Revolution changed our food system into 

complex chains of events. However, smaller and less complex community food systems do 

still exist. Community food systems are different from global food systems because 

commodity chains are shorter. They are “localized, personalized food systems where 

personal relationships embedded in community interaction are at the heart of producing and 

consuming food” (Hendrickson 1). Community food systems have some well-defined 

characteristics that distinguish them from global food systems. These characteristics are 

“food security, proximity, self-reliance, and sustainability” (Wilkins 2). Food security is 

essential to a community food system. The needs of all in the community are met, and 

access to food is given to all people no matter what their income. Proximity centers on 

location and keeps the commodity chains short. Self-reliance does not mean self- 

sufficiency, but the community chooses who to form alliances with in the food chain. 

Sustainability emphasizes diversity in growing food, and many times this will help to 

economically boost family farms and food security (Wilkins 2). In food systems that focus 

on local or regional communities, the local or regional cultural values and traditions of the 

people are shared because building relationships is central. Relationships promote a food 

system based on collaborative efforts rather than competition. 

Market Concentrations 

As agriculture changed from being a means of subsistence to commercial farming, the 

notion of collaboration has decreased. The economic “playing field” has become tilted 

towards commercial growers and corporations that produce and process food. Corporations 

have taken control of the food system and reshaped it to benefit the economic growth  



patterns of the corporation. The food system has become shaped like an hourglass because 

of competition in the markets. The producers are on top of the hourglass, producing and 

selling to processors/retailers that are fewer in number, and they in turn sell to the consumer. 
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The middle portion of the hour glass has gotten narrower as horizontal integration occurred. 

          

  

Horizontal integration happens when processors and retailers merge or form agreements 

among each other. Because of horizontal mergers and side agreements, the producer has 

fewer options for selling to processors/retailers. Multinational/transnational corporations 

gain more control over how the commodity is processed and what price the commodities 

will generate. An example of how horizontal integration has affected the marketplace can 

be found with Tyson Foods, Incorporated. “Tyson is one of the top producers of chickens 

while IBP [Iowa Beef Packers] was a leader among beef and pork packers. In 2001, Tyson 

acquired IBP to become what chairman and CEO, John Tyson, described as “...the world’s 

leading protein provider” (We Are What We Eat 13). “This is an example of how a merger 

of food producing corporate giants results in further concentration of power” (We Are What 

We Eat 13). Corporations such as Tyson function at a distance. “Now family  



farmers/ranchers go to markets where prices are not known and where grain and livestock 

move through a system controlled by persons in distant boardrooms, who have no 

acquaintance with their community and people [sic]” (We Are What We Eat 13). This 

distance and control of corporations affects all meat, diary and grain markets. 

As corporations merge or form alliances, the concentration ratio (CR) for the top firms 

usually increases. The Concentration of Agricultural Markets (Appendix A) demonstrates 

this. Mary Hendrickson and William Heffernan prepared a listing of the top four firms with 

updated and historical dates. “The economic literature in the mid-1980’s indicated there 

was general agreement that if four firms had 40 percent of the market, that market was no 

longer competitive” (Heffernan 1). This agreement among economists has created a “bench 

mark” to measure how the CR is evolving in agricultural markets. The CR of the top four 

firms also shows how different companies are in control of different markets (i.e. Cargill is 

the #2 Beef Packer, #1 Turkey Processor, #2 for Animal Feed Plants, #1 in Flour Milling, 

#3 in Soybean Crushing and #2 in Ethanol Production). Cargill is not the only company 

like this. Horizontal integration has helped other corporations have varied assets in 

different aspects of agricultural markets. Fewer multinational corporations are in the 

marketplace so each has a greater market share of a variety of commodities. 

Vertical integration is another aspect of global markets that is changing our food system. 

The processor or retailer becomes the producer. Vertical integration allows the processor or 

retailer to control all decisions about a commodity. A “cluster of firms” are arranged into 

an “alliance” and these form a “seamless system” where there is no “price discovery” until 

it reaches the consumer (Heffernan 3). “In a food chain cluster, the food product is passed 

along from stage to stage, but ownership never changes and neither does the location of the  



decision-making” (Heffernan 3). The farmer becomes a serf to the large corporation and 

has no ownership of the product because the corporation virtually owns the produce, 

including the intellectual property or genes that make up the product. The real cost of 

producing food is hidden in these clusters of firms, because there is no public price for the 

food along the commodity chain. 

Tyson Foods, Incorporated is one business that has vertically integrated its broiler 

production. Tyson controls all seven stages of the process for producing chicken for 

consumers. Tyson had twenty six percent of U.S. chicken production in 2003. Through 

total control of feed, breeding and technology, it now takes six to seven weeks to produce a 

5.25 pound chicken for market: in 1935 it took sixteen weeks to produce a 2.86 pound 

chicken for market (Tyson 4-5). Control speeds production and increases total income for 

the Tyson Corporation. Corporate standards are forced onto agriculture, destroying local 

ecosystems and economies because of the tight grip that vertically integrated corporations 

have on our food system. 

Retailers are also vertically integrated. Three of the top grocery retailers in the United 

States, Wal-Mart Stores, Kroger Company, and Safeway, “own and operate their own dairy 

operations. This change, in particular, causes dairy operations to focus on the retailer’s 

needs rather than those of dairy farmers” (We Are What We Eat 14). 

Horizontal integration is also part of the retail business. Consumers have fewer retailers 

to choose from and the top four retailers are increasingly entering “into agreements with 

food processing suppliers—Kroger with Excel (Cargill), Ahold USA with Suiza, Wal-Mart 

with Tyson/IBP, Farmland, Smithfield” (We Are What We Eat 14). These agreements yield  



higher consumer costs since most of what is supplied is “case-ready” items or value added 

products that have been processed and are “heat and serve” food. 

Biotechnology 

All these multinational corporations shape the global food system we currently have and 

support agribusiness and globalization. One area in particular where multinational 

corporations are shaping the food system is through biotechnology and genetics. In 1980 

the U.S. Supreme Court, in the decision of Diamond v. Chakrabarty, judged that “life was 

patentable” (Mander 134). This decision opened avenues for business to patent life-forms 

through the use of genetic engineering or modification. The Supreme Court’s decision was 

the first step in allowing companies to control nature on a new level. One example of how 

life forms are controlled involves the seed produced for agriculture. 

Seed 1s genetically modified in several different ways: 

e Herbicide tolerant crops are immune to certain herbicides that are effective 
against harmful weeds but have no effect on the crop. Globally, about 

three-fourths of the biotech crops planted in 2002 were herbicide tolerant. 

Pest Resistant crops contain a protein from Bacillus thuringiensis or Bt, a 
naturally occurring soil bacterium that wards off the European corn borer. 

Virus resistant crops are shielded from plant viruses in a similar way 
humans are protected from disease with vaccines: by being “inoculated” and 
thus building a natural defense. 

e Stacked trait crops combine these and other traits (Good ideas 3). 

The Council for Biotechnology Information says that Gregor Mendel started the 

development of genetics as a science, and Stanley Cohen and Herbert Boyer brought 

research to a new level in 1973, “launching the modern biotechnology era” (Good ideas 2). 

The biotechnology industry believes that future generations will depend on its success 

because of growing populations and a need for more food. It is said that bioengineered seed  



will increase yields and protect the environment by decreasing the amount of pesticides and 

herbicides needed to grow crops. Foods containing genetically modified organisms 

(GMOs) will be higher in vitamins and have fewer allergens. Golden rice is one example of 

a modified food that contains more beta-carotene; provitamin A, a precursor that the human 

body converts to vitamin A. Marketing of this new rice will target third world countries 

because of the peoples’ need for more vitamin A in these countries. “Every year, between 

250,000 and 500,000 children go blind because of vitamin A deficiency, according to the 

World Health Organization” (Good Ideas 10). Biotechnology companies, along with those 

regulating the industry, say that GMOs will provide better nutrition, more food, and a safe 

and secure food system. Biotechnology web sites are colorful and filled with images of 

healthy people and plants. These advertising images are what build the public perception of 

the biotechnology industry. Advertising images hold great power to build positive public 

images. 

Proponents of the biotechnology industry are stating these positive aspects, but what are 

others saying and thinking about GMOs? Fritjof Capra says “that most innovations in food 

biotechnology have been profit-driven rather than need-driven” (187). Capra voices 

concerns about the long term effects on human health and the environment’s health. “This 

massive release of genetically modified organisms (GMOs) into the environment added a 

new category of ecological risks to biotechnology’s already existing problems. 

Unfortunately, these risks are often waved aside by geneticists, who often have very little 

ecological knowledge or training” (Capra 160-1).  



Miguel Altieri, who teaches agroecology at the University of California at Berkeley, 

agrees with Fritjof Capra that agricultural biotechnology is profit-driven and has risks. 

Altieri concludes from scientific information that GMOs generate the following risks: 

eo The massive use of transgenic crops poses substantial potential risks from an 
ecological point of view. 

The ecological effects are not limited to pest resistance and creation of new 
weeds or virus strains. 

Transgenic crops can produce environmental toxins that move through the food 
chain and also may end up in the soil and water affecting invertebrates and 
probably ecological processes such as nutrient cycling. 

No one can really predict the long-term impacts that will result from such 
massive deployment of such crops (Altieri 5). 

The genetic instability of GMOs is one aspect of concern. Another aspect is what legal 

implications of using GMOs do to the self-reliance of farmers in the world as a whole. 

When using GMO seed these... 

technologies...increase farmer’s dependence on products that are patented 

and protected by “intellectual property rights”, which makes the old age 
farming practices of reproducing, storing, and sharing seeds illegal. 

Moreover, the biotech[nology] companies charge “technology fees” in 

addition to the seed price or force farmers to pay inflated prices for seed- 
herbicide packages (Capra 187). 

Technology agreements are signed when seed is purchased and the corporation continues to 

own the genes inside the seed from planting to harvesting. So, farmers are dependent on 

corporations who have the intellectual property rights of the seed. The self-reliance of the 

farmer is hindered by these agreements and farmers fall into the mindset that profit is 

primary. “Farmers in our culture have been taught to subscribe to only one ethic — produce 

as much as possible regardless of the cost” (Kirschenmann 1). Corporations such as  



Monsanto, Dupont, Dow Chemical, Syngenta, and Bayer Cropscience know that if they 

control seed they can control agriculture. 

Another element of intellectual property that corporations are exploring is “terminator 

genes” or terminator technology. These genes cause the seed to be genetically sterile. In 

other words, seeds saved from these plants will not sprout and grow the next growing 

season. Once again this forces the farmer to buy seed year after year from the companies 

that control the genes of the seed. It is unknown what will happen if pollen from these 

sterile plants that have terminator technology crosses with other plants that lack the 

termination gene. Contamination of non-genetically engineered local crops is a real 

possibility (Kimbrell 34). This could cause what is known as a “suicide plant” pandemic 

with results that have far reaching consequences. It is thought that the terminator gene may 

pass into the natural grasses of the Earth causing barrenness. 

“The goal of these corporate giants is to create a single world agricultural system in 

which they would be able to control all stages of food production and manipulate both food 

supplies and prices” (Capra 187-8). It is noted on the concentration sheets (Appendix A), 

that “Monsanto & Pioneer control 60% of the U. S. corn and soybean seed market” 

(Hendrickson 3). This is considered a monopoly in economic terms but most people do not 

realize this because corporate structures often hide the fact in fine print. Only in the fine 

print of advertising is it revealed that Monsanto owns DeKalb, AsGrow, and American Seed 

Incorporated, ASI, in turn, has purchased “Channel Bro Corporation, which includes the 

Crow’s Hybrid Corn Company, Midwest Seed Genetics and Wilson Seeds” (Monsanto 8). 

Other companies like Dupont own Pioneer Hybrid International Seed, and Syngenta owns 

Northrup King, S & G, Garst, and Golden Harvest. Seed companies continue horizontal  



integration of their markets, and genetics are lost in the process because multinational 

corporations manipulate markets and genetics in order to gain control and more of the profit 

in agribusiness. 

Sustainable Agriculture — “Quiet Revolution” 

As our food system has changed, our worldview of agriculture and food production has 

also changed. Food production is influenced by weather in Brazil, NAFTA, GATT, and 

multinational corporations. Our food has become a commodity that is shipped between 

1,300 to 2,000 miles before it gets to our dinner plate. Global agribusiness has created 

increased stress on ecosystems with its increased inputs, bio-technology, and GMOs. 

Multinational corporations are quick to call attention to the sustainable agriculture and 

organic branches of their corporate structures. These corporations state that a commitment 

to sustainability and organic systems of farming is good in order to stay economically 

competitive. Multinational corporations stay aggressive in global markets by having 

branches of sustainable agriculture. Economics and technology are the basis for permitting 

these branches within multinational corporate structures. Even though sustainable 

agricultural branches are within corporate structures, environmental sustainability struggles 

to evolve in our culture and world. 

Some believe that we are entering another phase or paradigm shift in the evolution of 

agriculture and in our food system. This phase is what Fritjof Capra calls a “Quiet 

Revolution”. This revolution “is an ecological alternative, known variously as “organic 

farming”, “sustainable agriculture”, or “agroecology” (Capra 190). This ecological 

alternative is a paradigm shift that once again offers an agrarian mindset or worldview 

centered on sustainability.  



Sustainable agriculture is not easy to define, but there are elements that are required for it 

to exist. 

Sustainable agriculture: A whole-systems approach to food, feed, and fiber 

production that balances environmental soundness, social equity, and economic 

viability among all sectors of the public, including international and inter- 
generational peoples. Inherent in this definition is the idea that sustainability 

must be extended not only globally but indefinitely in time, and to all living 
organisms including humans (Gliessman 1) 

These key principles of environmental soundness, social equity, and economic viability 

carry through to any sustainable system in agriculture. If one element is missing, the system 

1s not sustainable. Sustainable agriculture is both a philosophy and a science and there is no 

one sustainability model to look to for a complete set of methods. Practices vary in 

different locations, climates, and cultural situations. Sustainable agriculture uses nature 

without harming it and it improves the self-reliance of farmers and local communities. 

The issue of self-reliance is one of the fundamental differences between sustainable 

agriculture and agribusiness. Through economical viability, a farmer has the opportunity to 

become more self-reliant. Because of globalization and the monopolies of corporations, 

agribusiness does not allow self-reliance to develop and strengthen local farmers, their 

communities and their local economies. The corporation’s bottom line is more important 

than being socially responsible for the economic welfare of small farmers and the rural 

communities where they live. Sustainable agriculture, on the other hand, makes room for 

all aspects that encourage self-reliance and the economic welfare of small rural towns. 

The practice of sustainability helps to enhance an agrarian mindset or agrarianism within 

present day culture. For Wendell Berry, agrarianism is needed to counter the current 

industrialism that has filtered through every aspect of life. “The fundamental difference 

between industrialism and agrarianism is this: whereas industrialism is a way of thought  



based on monetary capital and technology, agrarianism is a way of thought based on land. 

Agrarianism, furthermore, is a culture at the same time that it is an economy. Industrialism 

is an economy before it is a culture” (Berry 238-9). Agrarianism is very practical. It takes 

what exists in the natural world on the local level and expands outward to other ecosystems. 

“It is...a deliberate and intentional way of living and thinking that takes seriously the 

failures and successes of the past as they have been realized in our engagement with the 

earth and with each other” (Wirzba 4). Agrarianism considers the health of everything. It 

“is not simply the concern or prerogative of a few remaining farmers, but is rather a 

comprehensive worldview that holds together in a synoptic vision the health of land and 

culture” (Wirzba 5). Agrarianism becomes the glue that holds land and human cultures 

together in a more sustainable fashion. 

With this concept of agrarianism, sustainability becomes a system that has a means or 

method that is responsive to living systems, and does not ignore the living networks of the 

material world (Capra 112). Humans work in relationship with ecosystems. Sustainable 

agriculture uses an agrarian mindset to create symbiotic relationships. The goal of creating 

sustainable relationships helps focus on the long term effects of current agricultural 

practices and includes discussions on how current practices affect the environment and 

human culture. 

Human culture influences sustainable relationships. Agribusiness has a tight hold on 

industrialized nations and influences culture and food choices. In his book, Agri-Culture: 

Reconnecting People, Land and Nature, Jules Pretty states that “As food has become a 

commodity, most of us no longer feel a link to the place of production and its associated 

culture” (2). Since food travels further distances and is valued only as a commodity, food  



loses its connection to human culture. “The rapid modernization of land-scapes in both 

developing and industrialized countries has broken many of our natural links with land and 

food, and so undermined a sense of ownership, and inclination to care, and a desire to take 

action for the collective good” (Pretty 2). We as humans lose connection to place, we lose 

a connection with the culture of the people who produce the food, and because of these 

losses our food system becomes dysfunctional. Dysfunctional food systems create a 

dysfunctional culture. We become so disconnected, and as food and farming have been 

separated from nature and culture this disconnectedness has been accelerated (Pretty 3). 

“Re-culturizing Agriculture” 

How then do we “re-culturize” our agribusiness food system to bring an agrarian culture 

or worldview back to society? What are the cultural perspectives that are evolving in the 

“Quiet Revolution”? How do we reconnect people, land, and nature so that our food system 

values nature and cultures? These questions need to be pondered, discussed and acted upon 

to assist in a shift toward an agrarian paradigm. 

It 1s important to address the impact agriculture has on culture and nature. Our culture 

comes to us in varied ways, and produces a “people who understand more than they know. 

[Culture] sort of [happens] like osmosis” (Wirzba 56). In agrarian cultures, people “just 

know” about soil, weather, how crops grow locally, and that all these factors are linked 

together. Culture knows that “To be is to be in place” (Wirzba 87). There is an innate 

understanding that is learned through time while being in one place. “As living beings we 

cannot simply be spectators of a world, as if we did not breathe its air, drink its water, ingest 

its material nutrients, or consume its goods. Our lives are literally and figuratively drawn 

from the earth through our bodies” (Wirzba 87-8).  



This innate knowledge of local agricultural systems is sometimes called indigenous 

knowledge. Indigenous knowledge is maintained through time in one bio-region, and this 

knowledge changes from one region to another. Because of indigenous knowledge, the 

landscape “penetrates all cultures, archaic and modern. The land gets inside us; and we 

must decide one way or another what this means, what we will do about it” (Lopez 411). 

Indigenous knowledge nurtures a “long-term intimacy with a landscape” (Lopez 411). 

The landscape and culture of the place shape the food system, and the food system 

shapes the culture and landscape of a bio-region. In old agrarian systems, cultures were as 

diverse as the food grown, but in today’s agribusiness system, monocultures are encouraged. 

“A monoscape of highly controlled and large-scale farming has no room for wild foods of 

native societies or their cultural significance” (Pretty 20). The landscape and food produced 

by the land plays a vital role in the vitality of the local culture. As societies lose their 

cultural diversity, biodiversity is also lost. “Biodiversity slips away, and only the local 

indigenous people notice. But they are powerless in the global scheme of things. Their 

intimate spiritual and physical connection with nature is under threat; yet, we on the outside 

may never notice it disappear” (Pretty 21). 

What we are seeing in farming communities is loss of local culture as small family farms 

are disappearing and only the people indigenous to those regions notice. One example of 

cultural loss is the closing of local dance halls in rural America. Dance halls were once 

places where people gathered and shared life and knowledge. Culture was communicated 

through dancing, family stories and discussions about weather, soil, and crops. As 

industrial farming pushed farmers to farm more land, they had less time for social activities 

and cooperation. Competition in the marketplace took the place of dances on Saturday  



nights, and only the local people noticed the void when dance hall doors closed for the last 

time. 

“Agricultural systems develop as a result of the co-evolution that occurs between culture 

and environment, and truly sustainable agriculture values humans as well as the ecological 

components ...” (Mclsaac 22). Today, indigenous knowledge is held by the family farmer, 

and each family on the farm has its own culture. These people form communities and 

neighborhoods that are under extreme pressure to change. They are pressured to change by 

the advertising of multinational corporations, shifting markets, and the declining numbers of 

family farms. “Since 1945, the number of farms has declined by two-thirds in the United 

States” (Mander 127). Some of the pressures facing the family farmer can be seen by just 

looking at some of the advertising in farm journals. (See photographs of collage panels in 

Appendix B) Advertising messages clearly emphasize that: 

Bigger is better. 

Inputs will bring you bigger and better yields. 

Farming is war. 

Having no weeds is the ideal. 

No till or reduced tillage is the way to go. 

Farmers will not be needed in the future because of technology. 

These are the messages being sent to a fragile agrarian culture. Because of these messages, 

family farmers and small town communities are facing immense cultural, economic and 

ethical challenges. 

Farmers are being given the message to disconnect from their local culture and to go 

global. When farmers separate themselves from local communities, they culturally isolate 

themselves. Isolationism binds them economically and ethically to corporations and global 

markets rather than to nature and people. The face of the farmer disappears along with self- 

reliance as “farming has become product, rather than process oriented” (Jackson 210).  



Reculturizing agriculture begins with holistic goals that envision an agriculture that is 

guided by sustainability and an agrarian mindset. Farmers do have choices because 

“agricultural sustainability is a goal rather than a specific set of farming practices or 

methods... (and)...sustainable systems must be individualistic, site-specific, and dynamic” 

(Ikerd 6). Farmers can determine how the land they farm is used by developing goals that 

they set and by observing how implementing these goals affect the land. Farmers can 

choose through good observation skills to be a part of the commons and part of the natural 

community that connects ecosystems to food systems. 

The key behind good observation is to look at something without allowing 
preconceived notions to interfere. It’s not just looking at the land in a 

different light, it’s looking at it in a clear light unadulterated by attitudes 
that what worked in the past will work again, or that the next 
“silver-bullet solution” is just around the corner. 

....Observation is accepting that natural processes work best when disturbed 

as little as possible. The result can be farms that are ecological treasures, as 
well as generators of a good standard of living (Jackson 84). 

One of the first places where observation begins is with the condition of the soil. The 

health of land can be measured by the health of the soil. “The presence of worms and other 

biological activity in their soil says a lot ultimately about their farm’s profitability, 

environmental sustainability, and even the family’s quality of life” (Jackson 88). Healthy 

soil grows healthy and diverse plants which in turn promote populations of other wildlife 

such as birds and small animals. “Wildlife biologists consider grassland bird species to be 

good biological barometers in farm country because they respond so quickly to changes in 

land use — good and bad” (Jackson 90). Soil condition impacts the very life of the 

ecosystem and sustainable agriculture protects soil through the methods practiced by 

farmers. Conservation tillage, rotational grazing, diverse crop rotations, and use of green  



and animal manures are some ways that sustainable agriculture cares for the soil. Good soil 

is a first step to a more diverse and healthy ecosystem. 

Allan Savory’s holistic management methods offer a guide to farmers and ranchers. The 

Holistic Management Model starts with a holistic goal which takes into consideration 

ecosystem processes. The following is an outline of the Holistic Management Model. 
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(Savory 51) 

In the Holistic Management Model, whole systems are connected together allowing people 

to look at land problems in new and creative ways. Feedback loops from all components 

help to reshape the holistic goal as time progresses and create new ways of managing 

ecosystems. Savory believes that “any changes brought about above ground are likely to 

cause even greater changes underground, simply because there is generally more life 

underground than above ground” (129).  



Savory’s method is process and systems oriented. Feedback loops are important as are 

the tools used for managing and testing guidelines. Human creativity helps in shaping the 

management plan. Society and culture are also part of the whole. The Holistic Management 

Model can be modified to help solve many different environmental problems. This model 

was developed for grazing land but the tools can be changed in order to fit the needs of any 

situation within the ecosystem. 

Farmers have options for helping to change their practices and for envisioning the future 

of agriculture. “Agriculture is a creation of human society that can be destroyed by human 

society. An agriculture which fails to sustain a society will not be sustained by that society” 

(Ikerd 1997-3). As an ecological alternative, the Quiet Revolution evolves out of a 

sustainability rooted in a social and natural community. “It is important to monitor and 

control the social stress an agricultural system places on farm families, and others in rural 

communities, the economic stress agriculture puts on food and fiber consumers, and the 

ecological stress agriculture puts on its natural environment” (Ikerd 1997-3). 

The Quiet Revolution as a new paradigm is “measured against the goal of sustainable 

economics, ecological, and social progress, rather than profits and growth. The ultimate 

objective is to sustain a desirable quality of life” (Ikerd 1997-5). “Holistic management is a 

complex process” (Ikerd 1997-5), but the Quiet Revolution needs a collective vision of 

sustainability in order for agriculture to shift away from an industrial paradigm. “In fact, 

the human mind may be the only mechanism capable of coping with the multitude of 

complexities implied by this new paradigm for agriculture. Success of the new paradigm 

for farm decision-making may well depend on success in empowering people with the 

information and knowledge needed to manage holistically” (Ikerd 1997-5).  



New Urbanization 

Rural people are not the only people who shape agricultural food systems. Urban people 

can shift paradigms by the food decisions they make. Dollars spent on food act as a vote 

about what kind of food and agricultural systems we want. “Sustainability should be seen 

as a process of social learning” (Pretty 156). What better place for social learning than in 

urban centers? “If we are to develop sustainable agricultural and food systems — even 

sustainable economies and societies at large — then we will need to develop new forms of 

social organization and ecological literacy” (Pretty 169). 

In urban settings, one social organization that needs to be addressed is that of the 

neighborhood. “New Urbanists have observed, all traditional human settlements, from 

cities to villages, are made up of similar atoms: neighborhoods” (Wirzba 193-4). 

Neighborhoods are self-sufficient in many respects and satisfy most human needs within the 

boundaries of the neighborhood. “If the growth of the city is well planned, new 

neighborhoods can be added in such a way that fingers of farmland and parkland penetrate 

deep into the city” (Wirzba 196). These fingers of farmland could increase urban food 

security and promote urban gardening, truck farms, Community Supported Agriculture 

(CSA’s) and other options for a local food system. 

Urban gardening offers food security “but for most people, it is primarily a matter of 

psychological well-being and improved social relations, supplemented by the bonus of 

nutritious and healthy food” (Pretty 185). “In the US, the National Gardeners Association 

estimates that 35 million people grow food in their back gardens and allotments, annually 

producing 6 billion kilogrammes of food worth US$12 billion to US$14 billion per year”  



(Pretty 185). Economics plays a role in choosing to grow a garden, but the non-economic 

benefits of gardening tend to bring greater satisfaction and enjoyment. 

Backyard gardens, community gardens, and small truck farms are often considered 

niches with small markets. “In a natural ecology the more niches that are filled, the more 

efficiently the ecology uses the energy it has at its disposal and the richer it is in life and in 

having the means to support that life” (Andrews 14). Sustainable agriculture creates and 

supports these niches. Niches support the ecological networks of diversity allowing for 

richer ecologies and economics. 

Admittedly, the market today for sustainably produced food is a niche 

market. Compared to sales by factory farms and giant food companies, 
it’s a very small wedge of the economic pie. However, the potential for 

growth, and the impact growth could have on rural economies and 
landscapes, 1s enormous. Consumer demand for food produced 

sustainably and strong advocacy for a regional food system from all 
stripes of conservationists/environmentalists will take us a giant step 

closer to restoring a better relationship between agriculture and nature. 

(Jackson 259) 

Social Alternatives of Food 

For Wendell Berry, “eating is an agricultural act” (321). We need to become aware of 

the way we think of food and how we are persuaded to eat the way we do. If growing our 

own food is not an option, we can choose to become part of a CSA or purchase food from a 

farmers market or from a small grower. By doing this we are choosing to “slow” our food 

down. By choosing to prepare our own food rather than purchasing prepared or fast food, 

we rethink how we approach food. 

“Consumption of food is 50% of the food system” (Hendrickson). How we think about 

the food we eat holds great power toward shifting paradigms in the agricultural system.  



“Slow food” can build relationships and build strong social and cultural structures because 

“eating is physical, social and cultural” (Hendrickson). 

Eating 1s an agricultural act and it is an ethical act as well. “The first step in eating 

ethically is to eat together...such meals honor the material from which they are made” 

(Kimbrell 283-4). “Slow food” creates a healthy respect for family, community and nature 

by the very act of eating together. “Polls tell us that in the United States today, something 

like 57 percent of the nation’s children never regularly share meals with their families” 

(Kimbrell 285). During family meals, culture and ethical values are passed on to children. 

Culture suffers, families suffer, and nature is devalued and suffers when convenience and 

speed become the only part of food that children experience. 

The physical, social, and cultural benefit of eating together reconnects people with food 

systems. Nature is brought back into eating and culture is reconnected to everyday life. By 

choosing “slow food” the whole aspect of “feeding the village” becomes important. In 

feeding the village, we approach food as our ancestors did. Food becomes a physical right 

of all members of the village. Everything is shared and everyone has enough to eat. Our 

focus is not feeding the world so much as feeding the spirit of the local culture and economy. 

Anytime we choose to buy from local sources we localize the economy and replace 

corporate food with local food (Mander 130), and we reconnect with the local people who 

are growing food and living in the local community. 

Some practical actions are listed in Appendix C. These were compiled by Mary 

Hendrickson for the National Catholic Rural Life Conference (NCRLC). This list offers 

some small lifestyle changes that help create some bigger changes in local food systems.  



“So one of the challenges we face today is to develop a vision for agriculture that will 

enable citizens to perceive it, once again as a public good” (Kirschenmann 3). This is not a 

simple task. Industrial agribusiness has tarnished the image of agriculture. Sustainable 

agriculture not only needs to help heal the Earth, but it also must heal culture. “Fully 

integrated food systems are a way of putting the culture back in agriculture and giving 

consumers and farmers a new attitude toward food and toward life” (Kimbrell 294). 

Lifestyle changes that move toward sustainability create a new vision for agriculture. 

Connections are made between lifestyle and the treatment of ecosystems. We can move 

from alienation to relationship and integrated food systems (Kimbrell 294). Integrated food 

systems have integrity. Through this integrity, agriculture will once again be seen as a 

public service rather than a public problem. 

Farming provides more than just food and fiber. Farming also provides “a wide range of 

public services” (Wirzba 117). Public policies need to support sustainable practices in 

farming so that farmers can continue to provide “properly managed soil ... improved water 

quality ... habitat for wildlife ... biodiversity ... and ... recreational space for hunting and 

fishing” (Wirzba 117). Public policy support given to farmers who work toward 

sustainability allows farmers to “be in the forefront of providing all of society with clean 

water, clean air, quality soil, vibrant communities, and a host of other services” (Wirzba 

117). 

Women’s Role 

Women have a vital role in changing the food system and restructuring global 

agribusiness. Women are linked to food around the globe. They nurture their families with 

food using whatever means they have available. A recent article in Heifer International’s  



Publication, focused on Women’s Work and how women, when given the education needed 

to better themselves, often use it to better the lives of their children. 

...women’s role in the household, while not remunerated, influences 

the well-being of the entire family. The World Bank reports that as 
the education level of women increases so does their children’s 

enrollment in school, and that women are more likely than men to use 
their income to improve the nutrition, health and education of their 
children. (Wilcox 9). 

Women are more likely to strive to give good food to their children. They have an innate 

interest in the well being of those around them, and culturally, women have for centuries 

been food providers for the family units in which they live. 

Women living and working in rural areas do have an enlarging “grassroots” base which 

could influence the status quo of agriculture. “The female proportion of the rural work force 

rose from 28% in 1976 to 43% in 1996, and the 1994 Agricultural Census showed that 50% 

of the 44,600 farms with one or more working owners, had at least one female working 

owner” (Burborough 1). Women who live and work in rural areas are becoming more 

aware of sustainable agricultural methods. In a 1992 Minnesota study of farm women, it 

was found that: 

eo Women see sustainable agriculture as one of the manifestations of their 
philosophy of life. 

e Women’s goals, values, and beliefs are intimately bound up with their 
notion of sustainable agriculture. They want to increase the quality of life 

of their families, support their local communities, be stewards of their land, 

live in balance with nature, and preserve family farms. In addition, they are 
striving for personal autonomy and control over the way they farm. 

Women experience the creation of sustainable farming systems as a long- 

term endeavor which may involve several generations. They are aware that 
learning how to manage ecosystems takes a great deal of time. Those who 

have introduced sustainable farming practices after farming with 
conventional methods perceive positive changes in their farming systems 
and believe that their goals are gradually being met.  



e Rural communities are of vital importance if the women are to maintain 

their sense of identity. Networking with other farmers who share similar 

goals and concerns provides fulfillment and satisfaction. 

Women play an active role in farming operations, although there is 
considerable variation in the type of activities they participate in and the 

amount of time they spent on those activities. 

Women consider themselves active participants in the decision-making 
processes within their families (Chiappe 1-2). 

This study, though narrow or small in scope, does point out some significant aspects 

regarding women and agriculture. It points out that women do contribute to the promotion 

of sustainability in many different ways in rural communities. Women have the networking 

ability to find the support systems needed. They have goals, values, and beliefs that balance 

human needs and nature’s needs. When making changes, women tend to be more holistic in 

their motivation for providing for their families by keeping their communities in mind. 

Women are vital bridge-builders, in many ways, linking nature back to culture. They 

become healers and mentors to Earth and one another. Women know what it means to 

struggle for acknowledgment and can be a voice for a struggling Earth. 

Conclusion 

The production of food and food systems have a vital role in how the Earth has been 

treated in the past and in the present. How the Earth will be treated in the future and how 

food is grown in the future depends on the decision of humans. Sustainable food systems 

and sustainable agriculture must be linked to an agrarian mindset in order for the potential 

of these systems to be fully realized. 

The Green Revolution and Globalization are not going to go away anytime soon. The 

damage to the Earth that is occurring because of industrial agriculture is also not going to  



mend itself. Humans need food to survive just as all creatures of this Earth need food to 

survive. We are so incredibly connected. 

Sustainable Agriculture, no matter how it is named, has the ability to mend some aspects 

of the Earth and at the same time reconnect nature and culture. Sustainability will not 

magically occur. It is a process of assessing ecosystems and the impact that humans have 

on all the systems making up the whole Earth. 

As humans, we vote with every food dollar spent on the kind of food we eat and how the 

Earth will be sustained. Sustainable agriculture needs to be economically viable, 

ecologically sound, and socially responsible. For culture to be connected once again with 

nature or agriculture, farmers need improved self-reliance. They need to work with 

ecosystems using holistic goals, and they need to network more with their local 

communities rather than the global community. Sustainability helps the local economy and 

culture to grow. 

The Earth, family farmers, women, and the poor within society today are the 

marginalized. Sustainability can help the marginalized find new life. It respects the 

diversity which is found in the environment and in the culture. 

Sustainability is, in view of all this, a process with a beginning but no end; 

and in considerable measure, it is a social construct. It requires, absolutely, 

recognizing and respecting ecological integrity. It also requires a human 
vision ... It is thus a matter of human imagination and dreaming as well as 
concrete technologies, tasks and policies (Rasmussen 171). 

A sustainable agricultural food system does promote ecological and cultural integrity and 

diversity. In our culture, we need to change our way of thinking about food. Food gives 

life, and is a basic right of all who need it to sustain life. Food is an integral part of the big  



circle called Earth. All connects together. The integrity of the Earth as a whole depends on 

all the local systems and their connections to each other. For Thomas Berry, working 

towards this 1s the Great Work, and all are a part of this work. 

Helping people understand that the wholesomeness of our food and how it is grown has a 

multi-generational, ecological, and cultural impact is a hope of this research. Food that is 

grown with integrity gives the Earth, and the culture of its people, wholeness. The 

production of wholesome food begins with sustainable methods. The saying “we are what 

we eat” has new meaning when biodiversity and diversity of cultures meet and are bonded 

by an agrarian mindset. We do not need to settle for the dysfunctional food of an industrial 

and global food system. We can choose to be better eaters and in the process save the Earth 

and the diverse human cultures. 
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CR4 is the concentration ratio (relative to 100%) of the top four firms in a specific food industry. 
  

BEEF PACKERS CR4=83.5%"* 

1. Tyson (formerly IBP Inc.) Historical CR4 

2. Cargill (Excel) on i 1 Ey 

3. Swift & Co. 5 6 b 0 
  

4. National Beef Packing Co. 

Source: *Cattle Buyer's Weekly: Steer & Heifer Slaughter reported in Feedstuffs 6/16/03. 
Note: Smithfield Foods is the 5" largest beef packer after a series of recent acquisitions. 
  

BEEF FEEDLOTS 

One-time Capacity 
1. Cactus Feeders Inc. 500,000 

2. ContiBeef LLC 450,000 
3. ConAgra Cattle Feeding Co. 440,000 
4. Caprock Cattle Feeders 290,000 

Source: Feedstuffs 9/17/03 
  

= o/ * PORK PACKERS CR4 =64% Historcel CRY 

1987 1989 1990 1992**  2001*** 
1. Smithfield Foods 37% 34% 40% 44% 59% 
2. Tyson Foods (formerly IBP Inc.) 
3. Swift & Co. as & Stockyards Programs, GIPSA, USDA; 

ebruary, 1996 
4. Hormel Foods *** Foedstuffs Reference Issue 2001. 

Source: *Feedstuffs 9/22/03 (includes the Smithfield acquisition of Farmland Foods) 
Note: Including Cargill (Excel) and Premium Standard Farms creates a CR6=77%. 
  

PORK PRODUCTION CR4 =49%* Nes ir Sonora: 
* umber of Sows In a 

vn Number of Sows* Smithfield Foods 710,000 
. Smithfield Foods 825,000 PSF 211.100 

. Premium Standard Farms 225.000 Seaboard 185.000 

. Seaboard Corporation 213,600 Triumph 140,000 
: Prestage Farms 129,000 ** Successful Farming Pork 

Powerhouses (October 2001) 

Source: * Successful Farming Pork Powerhouses (October 2003)  



BROILERS CR4 =56%"* 

1. Tyson Foods Sa 
Historical CR4 

2. Pilgrim's Pride 19861990 1994 1998 2001 
3. Gold Kist 35% 44% 46% 49% 50% 
4. Perdue 

Source: *Feedstuffs 12/1/03 
  

TURKEYS CR4=51%"* 
Historical CR4 

1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 2000 1. Cargill Turkey Products 
31% 33% 38% 38% 40% 48% 2. Hormel Foods (Jennie-O Turkey Store) 

3. ConAgra (Butterball Turkey Co.) 
4. Carolina Turkeys 

Source: *National Turkey Federation (2003) 

ANIMAL FEED PLANTS CR4 = 34%* ANNUAL CAPACITY* 

1. Land O’Lakes LLC/Purina Mills 12.5 million tons 

2. Cargill Animal Nutrition (Nutrena) 9.0 million tons 

3. ADM Alliance Nutrition 3.2 million tons 

4. J.D. Heiskell & Co. 2.8 million tons 

Source: *Feedstuffs 3/1/04 and Feedstuffs Reference Issue 2003 
** If the U.S. total production is 80 million tons as it was in 1999 (Census of Manufacturing 1999) 
  

FLOUR MILLING CR4=63%"* 
Daily Milling Capacity* Sa 

1. Cargill/CHS (Horizon Milling) 293,000 cwts naa 
2. ADM 288,800 cwis 40% 44% 61% 

3. ConAgra 250,100 cwts 
4. Cereal Food Processors 93,100 cwts 

Source: * Milling and Baking News 9/7/04 

** Total US 24-Hour Milling Capacity is 1,477,000 cwts (Milling and Baking News 3/2/04) 

SOYBEAN CRUSHING CR4 = unknown 

1. ADM Historical CR4 

: - 1977 3982 1007 
2. Bunge + CR3=71%" 54% 61% 71% 

3. Cargill 
4. Ag Processing Inc. Census of Manufacturing 

Source: *Wall Street Journal 7/22/02  



ETHANOL PRODUCTION CR4=41% 

Million Gallons Per Year 

1. ADM 1070 Historical CR4 
2. Cargill 128 1987 1995 1999 2002 
3. Aventine Renewable Energy Inc. 100 73%. 13% = 67% 
4. VeraSun Energy Corporation 100 

Source: http://www.ethanolrfa.org/eth_prod_fac.html 
Note: Farmer owned ethanol plants accounted for 1.276 billion gallons per year or 37.3% of total capacity. 
  

DAIRY PROCESSORS 

Annual Sales * 

1. Dean Foods $8,260 Million 
2. Kraft Foods (Majority owner is Philip Morris) $4,300 Million 
3. Land O’Lakes $2,969 Million 

4. Schreiber Foods, Inc.** $2,200 Million 

Source: *Dairy Foods: Dairy 100 (2004) 
Notes: ** Saputo Inc. actually is listed as the number four processor in North America, but over 70% of its 

plants are in Canada. Dairy Farmers of America has slipped out of the top four processors with sales of 

$1,392 Million. However, DFA also owns 50% of the sixth largest firm, National Dairy Holdings, which at 
the time of the merger of Dean and Suiza acquired the joint holdings of DFA and Suiza. Dean controls 
30% of the fluid milk market in the United States (Feedstuffs 1/19/04). DFA produces 33% of the US milk 

supply (Hoover's Company Profiles, 9/1/04). 

  

  

INPUT MARKET NOTES 

Monsanto and Pioneer control 60% of the U.S. corn and soybean seed market, which is 
estimated at $5 billion. (New York Times, 1/6/04). 

Mosaic, created by a merger between Cargill and ICM with Cargill owning 67% of the 
new company, will produce 14.4% of the world’s phosphate, and 15.5% of the world’s 
potash. (Chemical Week Associates 2/4/04) With this merger, the International 

Fertilizer Development Center estimates the company will have 50-60% share of the 
U.S. fertilizer market. (Feedstuffs 2/4/04) 

Global Phosphate, Nitrogen, Potash and Feed Phosphate Fertilizer Companies 

. Yara (Hydro Agri) $4.9 Billion 
. Mosaic (Cargill owns 67% with ICM owning 33%) $4.1 Billion 

. PCS $2.6 Billion 
. Agrium $2.4 Billion 
. Terra (Does not include acquisition of Mississippi Chemical)$1.3 Billion 

Source: Feedstuffs 9/6/04 

49% 

 



FOOD RETAILING CR5=46%"*   

Historical CRS 

* Supermarket Grocery Sales* 1997 2001 
24% 38%     . Wal-Mart Stores $66.465 Billion 

. Kroger Co. 46.315 Billion 

. Albertsons, Inc. 31.962 Billion 

. Safeway, Inc. 29.572 Billion 

. Ahold USA, Inc. 25.105 Billion 

  

Source: * Progressive Grocer’s Super 50 (5/1/04) Progressive Grocer reports only grocery sales from 
supermarkets, and does not report general merchandise, drug or convenience sales. In the 4/15/04 

issue, it reported that total 2003 supermarket sales were $432.8 Billion in the US. 
  

WORLD’S TOP GROCERY RETAILERS 2004 

Wal-Mart Stores (United States) $244.5 billion annual sales 
Carrefour (France) $64.7 
Ahold (The Netherlands) $59.2 
Kroger (United States) $51.8 
Metro (Germany) $48.5 
Tesco (United Kingdom) $39.5 
Costco (United States) $38.0 
Albertsons (United States) $35.6 
Rewe (Germany) $35.2 

0. Aldi (Germany) $33.7 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
1 

Source: Supermarket News 12/29/03 

TOP FOOD PROCESSING COMPANIES: 

Company 2003 Food Sales 2002 Food Sales 
(Fiscal year in parentheses if different from calendar year) ($ millions) ($ millions) 

1 Kraft Foods Inc. 21,907 21,485 

2 Tyson Foods Inc. (9/27/03) 21,894 21,285 

3 Pepsico Inc. 18,293 17,363 
4 ConAgra Foods Inc. (5/25/03) 16,927 22.521 
5. Nestle (US & Canada) 13,798 13,110 

6. Anheuser-Busch Cos. Inc. 10,984 10,574 
7. Mars Inc. 10,000 9,300 

8. Sara Lee Corp. (6/28/03) 9,778 9,219 

9. General Mills (5/30/04) 9,520 9,206 
10. Dean Foods Co. 9,185 8,992 

Source: Food Processing, Vol. 65(8), August 2004.  



Appendix B: Advertisement from Various “Farm” Journals 
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Appendix C 

E-mail: NCRLC@AOL.COM 

25 Ways to Be a Good Steward of Creation 
Compiled by Mary Hendrickson* 

Buy Local! 
1. Spend $10/week on locally produced foods. 

2. Ask your supermarket manager to stock locally produced fruits and vegetables in 

season. 

3. Seek out foods processed locally. 

4. Buy as much of your food as you can from a farmer whose face you can see, 

whose farm you can visit. 

Community Supported Agriculture 
5. Become a member of a Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) farm and get 

wonderful local, seasonal produce from May through October. 

6. Buy a CSA membership for a friend's birthday or Christmas present. 

7. Encourage your parish to subsidize CSA shares for families with limited 
resources. 

Show Your Thanks! 

8. Be thankful for your food and reflect on the goodness of creation before eating 
any food. 

9. Lead your parish in organizing a garden to produce food for fellowship meals and 
donate the surplus to a local food pantry. 

10. Plant a garden and experience the wonder of growing life.  



11. Take "local" food to your church dinner. 

Educate Self & Others 
12. Educate yourself about how our food system presently works so you know 

where your food comes from. 

13. Tell all your family and friends why you eat food that is healthy for you, your 

community and creation. 

14. Help create links between your child's school lunch program and local farmers. 

Choose Wisely 
15. Eat seasonally and regionally and get in touch with your local environment. 

16. Buy only meat that you know has been produced humanely and sustainably. 

17. Ask your waitress for specials featuring locally, sustainably produced food. 

Offer What You Can 
18. Donate land at your church to help those without space to grow their own food. 

19. Help protect local water quality by using pesticide-free agriculture and food 

products. 

20. Give freely of your expertise in growing food to whoever needs it. 

Learn New Ways to Cook 
21. Learn how to freeze, can and store seasonal fruits and vegetables produced in 
your local area. 

22. Teach others about preserving local food by organizing canning and preserving 
sessions at the parish hall or in your home. 

23. Learn how to cook using whole or less-processed food to save on packaging, to 
be healthy and to become more self-reliant. 

Eat Well! 
24. Educate yourself about the benefits of eating a diet that includes lots of fresh 
produce and whole grains. 

25. Accept responsibility for making sure that all members of your community have 
access to an adequate supply of wholesome food. 

* Mary Hendrickson is an assistant research professor at the University of Missouri- 

Columbia and works closely with the Food Circles Networking Project. The goal of  



the project is to develop community-based, sustainable food systems by reshaping 

the relationships that surround food. 
To learn more about the network, visit http://foodcircles.missouri.edu 

Quick-Search 

www.NCRLC.com 

 


