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Community-Supported Agriculture

This chapter shows the overall failure of compeitiess-oriented modern agribusiness,
which produces low quality food and generates ohetntal effects on nature, human
health, and society. Community-supported agricaltpresents a major alternative to
unsustainable modern agribusiness. Ecological isadtiity and social integration

require strict limitations on both the supply amhdhnd sides of economic activities.
1 Modern Agribusiness

Modern agribusiness means large-scale, induselizvertically integrated food

production systems. It encompasses the entire cbhiagriculture-related business,
including the supply sector (seeds, agrichemialsl, machinery), the basic production
sector (crop and animal husbandry) and the foodstng/trade sector (food processing,
storage, transport, distribution, marketing, adsarny, and retail sales). The ultimate end
of corporate farming is to vertically integrate #ire process of food production, from
the development of proprietary strains of DNA tigbuhe distribution and sale of food

to consumers.

Modern agribusiness imposes dangers on both natecalsystems and social

communities. Contaminated with chemicals, the petelof industrial agriculture are of
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low quality and their dietetic value is poor. Impirtg the technologies and using higher
industrial inputs do not seem to encourage suitabletions. The root of the problem is
that modern agribusiness is - in the words of Gerolassical economigtlbert Thaer—

“a form of industry, where the goal is to make pgrofy using products of plant and
animal origin.” Striving for income maximization gultural management systems have
been created that, due to their negative envirotemh@npact and other adverse effects,
have made agriculture antagonistic to the welldpeamd the long-term interests of
society. Industrial agricultural systems focus agnlely on production and neglect the
biological and social functions of the landscape niethods and technology are selected

based solely on their efficiency, productivity gmofitability.

Modern agribusiness provides significant econonuésscale. It is criticized for its

tendency to concentrate food production throughatieption of methods designed to
maximize crop yield. At the same time, through @&cpss of vertical integration,
corporate farming results in the concentration ooty of ownership of the means of
production, but also the distribution and saleoaidf produced.

A critical consideration is whether the qualitytbé food that reaches the consumer is as
good as it would be under alternative structure®wihership and production. To the
extent that corporate farming primarily seeks toimaze profit, this is seen as adversely
impacting nutritional value, freshness and flavas, well as the range of products
available for consumers. Corporate farming prasticely also more readily involve the
use of genetically modified crops, hormones, prederes, color additives and
insecticides.

Modern agribusiness idisembeddedrom its environmental and social context and
mostly considers the natural environment and hurmparsons as mere means to
accomplish its own purposes and goals. The domigatelf-centered orientatiorof

modern agribusiness leads to decision paralystsptiwaluces ecological destruction and

human deprivation.

Perverse decisions of modern agribusiness appesarcim phenomena ascountingin
spaceandtime The general theory of discount can help us tdyaeahese phenomena.
(Zsolnai 2002)



Decision-makers usuallgvervaluethings here and now in comparison with things far

and later. This phenomenon is produced by the nmesimeof discounting.

The main regularities of discounting in space antktcan be studied in the following

decision problems.

(1) Choose between makingyain G hereandnow and making the sangain Gfar

andlater.

The majority of decision-makers prefer the firgealative (a gain here and now) against
the second one (the same gain far and later). ¥4 ibi the hand is worth two in the

bush" - peopleliscount gainghat aredistantin spaceandtime

Now let us study the inverse situation.

(2) Choose between acceptingoasL hereandnow and accepting the saness L

far andlater.

The majority of decision-makers prefer the secotidrrzative (a loss far and later)
against the first one (the same loss here and rfé@gple put off negative things till the

morrow because thediscount lossethat aredistantin spaceandtime

The next decision problem is the combination ofgddl (2).

(3) Choose between makingyain G hereandnowand, at the same time, accepting a
lossL far andlater and accepting bbssL hereandnow and, at the same time, making a
gain G far andlater.

The majority of decision-makers prefer the firsir e alternatives (a gain here and now
as well as a loss far and later) against the sepairdof alternatives (the same gain far
and later as well as the same loss here and noggube they undervalue gains and

losses that are distant in space and time.



Decision-makers use speciibcount ratedo value things distant in space and time. If
the distance of a thing in space or/and in timgrsat enough, then its present value
becomes extremely small. Also, the present valyemigs on the applied discount rate:
the greater the discount rate, the smaller theepteslue. The present value of a thing is

determined by the applied discount rate and itdce in space and time.

Discounting in space and time may produce negatwesequences in business decision-
making. Decision-makers who strongly discount tkiing space and time are interested
in neither the solution of long-range ecologicad @mman problems nor the global

impacts of their activities on the natural envir@mhand human communitieF.able )



Table 1 Self-centered Choices of Modern Business Orgaoizati

here and now far and later

gains favored disfavored

losses disfavored favored




The self-centered orientation of modern agribusinpsoduces profits and increases

productivity at the expense of teavironmentsocietyandhuman health

2 Community-supported Agriculture asan Alternative

Ecological sustainability requires that economic organizations interact wilie
ecosystem in a way that the health of the ecosystemot damagedSocial integration
requires that the activities of economic organaagi (i) ensure a decent livelihood for
workers, (ii) provide customers with real values) (nake fair trades with suppliers, and
(iv) establish collaboration with local communiti@hese requirements presuppose that
the aggregate demand for natural resources iselimithe technologies used are
environmentally sound and socially appropriate, #me aggregate waste of economic

entities is also limited.

The problems presented by modern agribusiness—yanmereasing dependency on
energy, fertilizer inputs and transportation; fewelbs in the countryside; increasing
levels of environmental pollution; ever-greatertdist in food by consumers, and
insecurity of farmers—can only be overcome if batbhnsumption and production
patterns are changed. The approach takesobymunity-supported agricultuadfers one
particular way of solving this problem: bringinggether producers and consumers
through a local food network.

Community-supported agriculture (CSA) representeewlogically sound and socially
beneficial alternative to the destructive modernrbaginess. The essence of CSA is that
a group of people agrees to buy, in advance, slod@$armer's harvest of food grown in
an ecologically sound manner. It is necessarilymallsscale system whose central
decision-making body is the group formed by thenfar and the consumers. CSA adopts
a long-term perspective: de-commodify food and Jaadd reject monoculture and
chemicals. CSA strives to foster trust, to buildueacommunity, and to unite people
with the land and farm. (Dyck, 1994)

Community-supported agriculture began in the eb@§0s in Germany, Switzerland, and
Japan as a response to concerns about food saf@tthea urbanization of agricultural

land. Groups of consumers and farmers in Europeaddrcooperative partnerships to



fund farming and pay the full costs of ecologicatyund, socially equitable agriculture.
In Europe many of the CSA-style farms were inspiogdhe economic ideas of Rudolf
Steiner, and experiments with community agricultuo®k place on farms using
biodynamic agriculture. In 1965, mothers in Japancerned about the rise of imported
food and the loss of arable land started the @XS®A projects, called teikeif##%) in

Japanese, which were most likely unrelated to dweldpments in Europe.

The idea took root in the United States in 1984emvBan Vander Tuinbrought the
concept of CSA from Europe to North America. Vandarin had co-founded a
community-supported agricultural project named Tapibur, located near Zurich,
Switzerland. Coinage of the term, community-supgubrgriculture, stems from Vander
Tuin and the Great Barrington CSA that he co-fouhddth Robyn Van Enits
proprietor. Since that time, community-supporteanf have been organized throughout
North America, mainly in the Northeast, along theeifRc Coast, in the Upper Midwest,
and Canada. North America has at least 1,300 C8Asfawith estimates ranging as high
as 3,000. One of the largest CSAs in the US is Am@#ganics.

CSA generally is the practice of focusing on thedpiction of high quality foods for a
local community, often using organic or biodynarfaoming methods and a shared-risk
membership/marketing structure. This kind of famgnioperates with a much-greater-
than-usual degree of involvement by consumers dmer stakeholders — resulting in a
stronger-than-usual consumer-producer relationshine core design includes
developing a cohesive consumer group that is wiltonfund a whole season’s budget in
order to get quality foods. The system has maniatirans on how the farm budget is
supported by the consumers and how the producers deliver the foods. By CSA
theory, the more a farm embraces whole-farm, wbaolgget support, the more it can

focus on quality and reduce the risk of food wastBnancial loss.

In its most formal and structured European and INérnerican forms, CSAs focus on

having the following:

® a transparent, whole-season budget for produ@nspecified wide array of

products for a set number of weeks a year;



(i) a common-pricing system where producers ancisomers discuss and

democratically agree to pricing based on the aecegt of the budget; and

(i) a “shared risk and reward” agreement; i.a,umderstanding that the consumers

accept what the farmers grow despite the vagafisgasonal growing.

Thus, individuals, families or groups do not pay fopounds or kilograms of produce,
but rather support the budget of the whole farm wewegtive weekly what is seasonally
ripe. This approach eliminates the marketing rigakgl costs for the producer and an
enormous amount of time (often manpower, too), alhows producers to focus on
guality care of soils, crops, animals, co-workersanrd on serving the customers. There
is financial stability in this system, which allovigr thorough planning on the part of the

farmer, and emotional investment on the part oinleenbers.

Some farms are dedicated entirely to CSA, whilexgttalso sell through on-farm stands,
farmers' markets, and other channels. Most CSAswred by the farmers, while some
offer shares in the farm as well as the harveshsGmers have organized their own CSA
projects, going as far as renting land and hiraxgniers. Many CSAs have a core group
of members that assists with CSA administratioom&aequire or offer the option of

members providing labor as part of the share price.

Some CSAs have evolved into social enterprises @ymg a number of local staff,
improving the lot of local farmers and educatinge tthocal community about
organic/ecologically responsible farming. Australi&food Connect is a unique social

enterprise that is now competing with the majoresaparkets.

Typically, CSA farms are small, independent, laindensive, family farms. By
providing a guaranteed market through prepaid drsalas, consumers essentially help
finance farming operations. This allows farmersi¢d only focus on quality growing, it
can also level the playing field somewhat in a fowatket that usually favors large-scale,

industrialized agriculture over local food.



Vegetables and fruit are the most common CSA crivfasy CSAs practice ecological,
organic or biodynamic agriculture, avoiding pestes and inorganic fertilizers. The cost
of a share is usually competitively priced when pamed to the same amount of produce
conventionally grown, partly because the cost sfritiution is lowered.

Method of distribution is a distinctive feature@8A. In the US and Canada, shares are
usually provided weekly, with pickups occurring ardesignated day at a given time.
CSA subscribers often live in neighboring towns aitks, so local drop-off locations,
convenient to a number of members, are organifeeh at the homes of CSA members.

Shares are also usually available on-farm.

CSA is different from buying clubs and home delweservices, where the consumer
buys a specific product at a predetermined pric@A @Gembers purchase only what the
farmer is potentially able to grow and harvestessence, CSA members share some of
the growing risk with the farmer. If the strawbennop is not successful, for example,
the CSA member will share the burden of the crolpria by not receiving strawberries
for the season or receiving lower quality strawiestr CSA members are also more
actively involved in the growing and distributioropess, through shared newsletters and
recipes, farm visits, farm workdays, advance puwebaf shares, and picking up shares.
(Wikipedia 2009)

What advantages can CSA provide for the producasisfar the consumers? The circle
of constant buyers means a secure income for th@uper. Based on the financial and
moral support of the buyers, the farmer can comagnton production and the food-
making process. There is no need for agents oededh addition, a personal, close
connection can be established between farmers andumers who regularly give
feedback and between the farmers themselves. (sdend Van En, 1999; Pilley,
2001)

Joining a CSA farm has many advantages for consu@emwell. They can often get
fresh, healthy, secure food cheaper than in shidpey are fully aware of the advantages
of seasonal food consumption. They know the farchfarmer they buy their food from,
and as part of a community, they directly suppddcal farmer. The main guarantee for
getting secure and healthy food is that CSA farsesecological or biodynamic methods



(Henderson and Van En, 1999). Often this meansngawificially controlled, certified
biofarming that standardizes the environment-frigrfdrming methods. This makes it
easy for biofarmers to get up-to-date informatiand especially in the case of new
members, it can help to build trust. (Henderson ¥ath En, 1999) Many farmers,
however, disregard the official certification, besa the consumers trust them even

without an external control.

To sum up, the main features of CSA are as follows:

® Consumers know the farmer(s) producing theadf@and have access to the field

where their food is grown;

(i) Farmers produce for a known group of consuna&s can be sure to sell at least a

part of their products to them (in certain casésfahe products);

(i)  Food production and consumption is kept lo¢aus food miles are reduced and
the local economy is strengthened;

(iv)  Generally organic methods of production aredjsand levels of environmental

pollution are greatly reduced,;

v) The risks inherent in agriculture are share@agnproducers and consumers.

It needs to be emphasized that CSA is an appr@dbhrrthan a single and fixed method,
and it is always important to adapt its principtesthe particular local context and

circumstances.

It is worth having a look at the motivations of t@mmunity when analyzing the social
concerns of CSA. Members of the community who aegxeholders, clients or occasional
supporters of the farm are generally well-educasedjronmentally conscious families
with small children, or elderly people longing fitre “good old tastes.” Although the
members belong to different income levels, theimown feature is that they are

committed to healthy (bio)food, for which they aviling to pay a higher price.

The motivation of the farmer lies in the fact tha$tead of participating in the global

market, he or she is responsible for satisfyingieds of his or her own circle of clients.



This is probably the main reason the CSA farm lem@¢tain greater satisfaction from

their work than farmers running conventional farisliey, 2001)

Often the CSA farms undertake an educational tole, This can be accomplished in
many ways, such as by teaching volunteers or aocgptainees, but the methods
employed can also be incorporated into school pirogr A great advantage of the CSA
farms is also that they offer new workplaces, beeacological farming requires a larger
workforce than conventional farms. Very often, espléy in the case of biodynamic

farms, they offer government-subsidized work opaties for people who possess a

variety of capabilities.

As CSA farms are based on the relationships betfaerers and consumers, the quality
and continuity of contact is extremely importanter if in the form of newsletters or
letters attached to the weekly product boxes. Elaat communication is becoming
more and more popular, which is important not oimyfurthering communication
between farmers and consumers, but also in hethmg@ SA farms create a community.
(Henderson and Va En, 1999)

The profitability of CSA farms is also an importdattor. The profits associated with
this kind of farming are not as high as those afustrial agriculture, but at the same
time, due to the pre-financing arrangements, th@da has a relatively constant income.
The community often helps with financial supportobrarity donations to develop the
farm. Sometimes the land, the buildings, or the maeaf production are owned by the

community.

Since the majority of CSA farms employ ecological modynamic farming, many
positive impacts on the natural environment areeadgred. An important one is that
using the local varieties helps sustain biodivgraind the variation of landscape. Also,
due to the environmentally friendly pest controlthoels, the accumulation of toxins in
the soil decreases. Finally, as food production emsumption are carried out on the
local level, the so-called food kilometers becom&mshorter; that is, the energy needs
and the level of harmful environmental impacts @woted with transportation also
decrease. (Pretty et al., 2005)



3 Principles of Community Economy

Aristotle made an important distinction between "oikononaiad "katalaxia. Oikonomia
involves the activities that satisfy the materiaéds of the family whil&atalaxiameans
to produce goods, especially food for trade out$itee community. Oikonomia has a
limiting principle since the material needs of faenily are finite. Contrarily, katalaxia
has no limiting principle because it is driven blet commercial activity of
moneymaking. While oikonomia concerns sufficienciatalaxia concerns the

maximization of monetary gains.

Following Aristotle's distinctiorKarl Polanyi formulated his substantive theory of the
economy. He distinguished between the formal aadsthbstantive meanings of the term

"economic." (Polanyi 1977)

Theformal meaning of "economic” springs from the logical relzéer of the means-ends
relationship, as in economizing or economical; frdms meaning springs the scarcity
definition of economic. Contrary to this, teebstantiveneaning of "economic” points to
the elemental fact that human beings, like all otheng things, cannot exist for any
length of time without a physical environment thastains them; this is the origin of the

substantive definition of economic.

The substantive meaning stems from man's patergndepce for his livelihood upon
nature and his fellows. Man survives by virtue ofiastitutionalized interaction between
himself and his natural surroundings. That procgske economy, which supplies man
with the means of satisfying his material needsirSilve substantive sense "economic”
denotes nothing other than bearing reference toptbeess ofsatisfying the material

needsof thecommunity

The norm logically implied in the formal meaning @onomic is tanake the best of
one's meandt refers to situations where choice is inducgdb insufficiency of means,

a condition of affairs, which is justly describeslascarcity situation.

Community-supported agriculture and other modelthefcommunity economy belong

to the realm obikonomia.They represent substantive economic activitiesn@anities



of producers and consumers are formed to meetabdsnof both of them at the lowest

cost and minimized risk by a long-term arrangement.

Studying dozens of working modeRichard Douthwaitecharacterizes community

economy as follows: (Douthwaite 1996)

Community economy basically uskxcal resourceso meet the needs ddcal people
rather than the wants of a market far away. Worldeg do not determine what will be
produced and the key production processes need tarbentirely without inputs from

the world system.

Community economy is based on the ideaself-reliance which is closely linked to
ecological sustainability. Practically speakingjrig within limits and sustainability are
one and the same thing. Every community shouldeaehecological sustainability by
exploiting the ecological niche available. Idedlys entails meeting some basic targets

as follows:

(A)  Every system used in the community should ble &b be continued, and every
production cycle repeated, without environmentatederation in the next
hundreds years.

(B) The size of the community should be stabilizédan appropriate level. The
community economy cannot depend on economic grdovtthe maintenance of

employment and prosperity.

(C)  The community must produce at least enough towtiraw materials to enable its
members to live simple, comfortable lives whileystg within the limits of their
environment and not exploiting their parts of therid.

(D)  All energy used in the community should conanirrenewable resources.
(E)  The community could have its own currency aadKking system to avoid being

exploited or disrupted from outside. Capital shondd allow flowing in or out,

and interest rate, if any, should be determineetiaily.



Characteristics (A),...,(E) define the ideal type odmmunity economy. In the
contemporary world it is not easy to approach dawaver, there are many practical
working models of the community economy all arotimel world, especially in the USA,

Australia, Britain, and Ireland.

Achieving ecological sustainability probably reeasrmoresubstantive organizational
formsthat radically alter the underlying structure afrently dominating configurations
of formal economizing. This means de-emphasizingfipmaximization and market
systems and introducing small-scale, locally adaptaculturally diverse modes of

substantive economic activities.

It is not possible to achieve ecological sustailitgfand social integration by large-scale
companies, which aim to maintain their internatlom@ampetitiveness and speed
economic growth. It can be achieveddmgall-scale communitiglat, rather than trading
across the globe, run their own economic affaira substantive way to meet or make
most of their requirements from local resourcess Happens if communities develop
economic cultures that enable them to live a gafdwithin the limits of their own
locales, while at the same time maintaining thegnty and stability of the natural

world.
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