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Rather than treating symptoms of a destructive agri-food system, agricultural policy, research, and advocacy need both to address the root causes of dysfunction and to learn from longstanding interventions to counter it. Specifically, this paper focuses on agricultural parity policies – farmer-led, government-enacted programs to secure a price floor and manage supply to prevent the economic and ecological devastation of unfettered corporate agro-capitalism. Though these programs remain off the radar in dominant policy, scholarship, and civil society activism, but in the past few years, vast swaths of humanity have mobilized in India to call for agri-food systems transformation through farmgate pricing and market protections. This paper asks what constitutes true farm justice and how it could be updated and expanded as an avenue for radically reimagining agriculture and thus food systems at large. Parity refers to both a pricing ratio to ensure livelihood, but also a broader farm justice movement built on principles of fair farmgate prices and cooperatively coordinated supply management. The programs and principles are now mostly considered “radical,” deemed inefficient, irrelevant, obsolete, and grievous government overeach—but from the vantage, we argue, of a system that profits from commodity crop overproduction and agroindustry consolidation. However, by examining parity through a producer-centric lens cognizant of farmers‘ ability, desire, and need to care for the land, ideas of price protection and supply coordination become foundational, so that farmers can make a dignified livelihood stewarding land and water while producing nourishing food. This paradox—that an agricultural governance principle can seem both radical and common sense, far-fetched and pragmatic—deserves attention and analysis. As overall numbers of farmers decline in Global North contexts, their voices dwindle from these conversations, leaving space for worldviews favoring de-agrarianization altogether. In Global South contexts maintaining robust farming populations, such policies for deliberate de-agrarianization bely an aggression toward rural and peasant ways of life and land tenure. Alongside the history of parity programs, principles, and movements in U.S., the paper will examine a vast version of a parity program in India – the Minimum Support Price (MSP) system, which Indian farmers defended and now struggle to expand into a legal right. From East India to the plains of the United States and beyond, parity principles and programs have the potential to offer a pragmatic direction for countering global agro-industrial corporate capture, along with its de-agrarianization, and environmental destruction. The paper explores what and why of parity programs and movements, even as it addresses the complexity of how international parity agreements would unfold. It ends with the need for global supply coordination grounded in food sovereignty and solidarity, and thus the methodological urgency of centering farm justice and agrarian expertise.
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Introduction

Though globalized food and agricultural systems have been intentionally packaged as a natural and self-regulating “global food system,” cracks reveal themselves as crushing ecological and health externalities, chronic agrarian and labor crises, and unprecedented agro-consolidation, as described by the United Nations and countless others (IAASTD, 2009; UNCTAD, 2013; IPES-Food, 2022; McGreevy et al., 2022). While dominant agri-food public, private, and philanthropy sectors' responses remain neoliberal and agro-corporate-led, diverse agrarian movements around the world tenaciously cultivate and clamor for alternatives to survive. Organizing around fair farmgate prices and cooperatively coordinated supply management—a combination deemed “parity” by U.S. farm justice movements—these pillars protect agrarian livelihoods, land retention, and evasion of agro-corporate dominance. U.S.-based farm justice movements effectively transformed farm policy into a mechanism of staving off agro-industry capture of value, demanding programs to prevent the pitting of farmers against each other in a race to bottom of farmgate prices, regionally, domestically, and internationally.

Recently, the food price problem, wherein consumers and import-dependent countries cannot afford nourishing food, has garnered necessary attention and alarm. Yet, subsequent interventions often compound the parallel, but largely invisible, farmgate price problem. From the vantage of neoliberal logic, interventions toward “parity” seem a radical disruption of a naturalized, freed, self-regulated market. From many sectors, perspectives, and fields, agricultural parity policies and principles seem preposterous (Graddy-Lovelace and Diamond, 2017). The paper concurrently explores the flip side of this antipodal subject: how farmers across many places and times demand their agricultural products be valued fairly at markets. Senior co-authors Naylor, Edwardson Naylor, and Wilson provide a grassroots farmer analysis of the disconnect between what a farmer must pay for her purchases vs.s the prices she receives for her produce.

Technically speaking, calculated by the USDA (United States Department of Agriculture), the parity ratio is the relationship between “prices received vs. prices paid” for domestic farmers. Though the current dominant agricultural economic expectation is that farmers can garner income from increased exports, this paper explores how managing markets, like all big industries, is especially needed for farms. Otherwise, the secular downward pressure on farmgate prices leads to bankruptcy, land loss, rural outmigration, land concentration, and market consolidation for those trying to make a living from farming itself. At an international scale, the regulatory mechanisms of the World Trade Organization (WTO) continue to relegate price discovery to international supply and demand as determined by the speculative trading of futures contracts and eliminating tariff measures to protect domestic systems of agriculture. This penalizes domestic governance support for “parity” (price floors, supply management, quotas, grain reserves). For countries other than the dominant grain exporters, WTO governance has fostered dependencies on surplus commodity crop imports–just as farmers around the world warned in their decades of protests. The current global food crisis, reeling from disrupted supply chains, demonstrates the risky consequences of acute import dependence. From dominant agro-economic perspectives of market self-regulation, parity policies and orientations seem radical.

Methodologically, this article chronicles and contextualizes farm justice movements through community-led action-research projects with esteemed, grassroots agrarian organizations, elders, and community leaders. Durable agricultural policy requires research methodologies that are led by agrarian practitioners and coalitions struggling for social, ecological, and economic wellbeing for those working in agriculture or living in rural communities. From the vantage of those cultivating food and stewarding land, governmental interventions into the agri-food system have long been pervasive. In fact, most of these interventions over the past 70 years have favored and enabled agro-corporate consolidation that now undergirds the current extractive nature of agri-food systems. As rural economies become de-capitalized, the fabric of society begins to tear in these areas and beyond. Considering this grand tendency, of agro-capitalism unchecked driving industry consolidation, parity principles and programs—updated for racial and gender equity and climate resilience—become imperative, and from the perspective of diverse farmer livelihoods: common sense.

Shared imaginaries have been a consistent element throughout the long history of the farm justice movement. Historically, the voices of powerful figures have framed historical narratives that exclude and marginalize key activists, practitioners, and knowledge-holders who are not in positions of power. This paper seeks to shed light on the histories that have strengthened dominant hegemonies and raise awareness about the deeply entrenched inequalities and inefficiencies of dominant food systems. By educating scholars and activists about the way parity once served farmers and strengthened domestic food systems, and by connecting these histories to India's case, this research serves as an antecedent to policy action.

The interconnected agrarian histories described in this paper impact and continue to form each other, regardless of geographic distance. Policymakers have become disconnected from those who are working the land and “feeding the world”. Proposed solutions distract consumers, policymakers, and the public from the root causes of overproduction, unfair wages, and large-scale disconnect from the land. For example, shaming consumers to take individual action by shopping local, supporting small growers, visiting farmers markets, and only buying organic produce disguises the underlying issues. These individual-targeted approaches offer a solution which only wealthy individuals can access, perpetuating a culture of food waste and further cognitive dissonance. On the other hand, parity principles are inherently rooted in principles of social justice and benefit both producers and consumers. Unlike consumer-focused solutions, supply management levels the playing field and addresses inequality of access to nutritious foods. Parity is class-conscious and in solidarity with consumers, but actualizing these principles will require a structural rethinking of food systems.

Parity principles are parallel to and inextricable from the urgent need for a living minimum wage for workers at large. In a transformed agri-food system, the worker is guaranteed a fair wage, while the farmer earns and is guaranteed a fair price, thereby “lifting everyone up” (Chappell, 2020). Importantly, the cost of a fair farmgate price floor would be shouldered primarily by dominant agro-food purchasers—nearly all of whom are corporations with ample resources to remunerate farmers, and their employees, fairly. The dominant agri-food model pits farmers against consumers, but the parity movement has long asserted solidarity with workers' struggles—a key tenet of the 1980s farm justice movement and a core tenet of current iterations of parity advocacy, such as Patti Naylor's recent local op-ed (Naylor, 2022).

Parity itself remains surprisingly simple as a concept and policy orientation: minimum support price (adjusted for inflation), supply management, grain reserves. However, the logistics of its implementation must be updated for the twentifirst century, keeping in mind agrobiodiversity, climate resilience, and racial, gender and labor equity, which requires teams of skilled people coordinating quotas, grain reserves, non-recourse loans, trade parameters, and farmer outreach. Research and extension are needed for analyzing, implementing, honing, and actualizing parity at multiple scales, for multiple crops, landscapes, and agricultural contexts across the U.S. and beyond.

From an economic perspective, without a parity safeguard, agro-corporate buyers inevitably drive farmgate prices down, farmers go bankrupt, and those desperate to remain on land degrade it with overproduction. Industrial agriculture wreaks ecological havoc, so an environmental movement not unpacking root causes of agricultural overproduction misunderstands the situation: industrial agriculture is the logical result of letting markets organize agriculture. The urgency of parity is in the exporting countries. Relatedly, it is also a question of if and how countries have the right to block cheap imports to safeguard their own producers, farmers, fishers, and rural communities. Currently, an historic convergence grows around critical food studies—from environmental to labor, racial justice to climate, health, civil society, and policymaking. This paper aims to facilitate dialogue with these movements to show the primary contradiction of agriculture, which undergirds the myriad salient secondary contradictions. It describes the generations of historical grassroots agrarian movements and subsequent governmental programs that arose to address the primary contradiction of industrial agriculture's wreckage of livelihood and land.

The paper begins by defining parity, its origins, and its implementation in the cases of the United States and India, with attention to their interconnected roots. The following section explains why supply management is needed for agricultural goods, particularly given environmental and social justice impacts of the status quo, including issues of wasted food, soil degradation, hunger, and overproduction. A description of the methodological development of the community-led research agenda continues to inform broader advocacy involvement and calls for future research. The paper then outlines the role of multilateral institutions like the World Trade Organization in the erasure of parity in pursuit of market liberalization, and the direct consequences for farmers globally. A historical overview of the rise and fall of parity programs follows, describing the marginalized farmer-led advocacy and coalition building that emerged in response. These movements inform an analysis of the reliance on subsidies, helping to distinguish between holistic supply management and direct payments, which have compounded consolidation and commodity overproduction and further marginalized small, medium, and BIPOC farmers. Ultimately, the paper concludes by linking the movements through the shared threads of justice, dignity, and radical imaginaries.



The urgency of food system transformation

Agricultural parity–as a suite of programs or even as a set of principles–comprised a central tenet of the U.S Farm Bill but is currently absent from most federal or state government farm policies or goals. When vestiges of it do persist–in the case of sugar or cotton tariffs for instance (Powell and Schmitz, 2005; Beckert, 2015); – it is usually convoluted and even corrupted from the original context of countering unfettered agro-capitalism. Farmgate price floors seem peripheral in the face of worldwide monumental crises, but a deep look at global catastrophes reveals their convergence in the environmental, social, economic, and political externalities of high-input, corporate-dominated, industrialized monocultural commodity crop (over)production. An even deeper look shows how agrarian crisis drives, results from, and exacerbates these externalities.

Most notably, in 2021, the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change declared a ‘code red for humanity’ demanding immediate action and attention toward our planetary boundaries. 2022 was characterized by the continuation of a global pandemic, coupled with record amounts of unpredictable severe weather events, extreme heat, and momentous soil degradation (IPCC, 2022). The globalized food system is deeply intertwined within these climate and public health intersections, making it a critical nexus for radical transformation. Global industrial monocropping and markets contribute massively to climate change, and at the same time, are extremely vulnerable to its impacts. While dominant agri-food policies often assume and champion limited government intervention, it is pertinent to note how much calculated action and protective measures tend to uphold the agro-corporate-serving status quo, both in the United States and globally.

India serves as a real-time case study of the tussle between the forces of agro-capitalism and farmers. The Minimum Support Price (MSP) system is the sole safeguard for farmers, which offers economic dignity through fair prices. While farmers want fair price/MSP systems to be written into law, corporations are lobbying through three farms laws, to push for tax-free corporate markets, farmgate sales to corporations, the end of grain stocking limits, and the expansion of contract farming. They hoped to dismantle grain reserves and MSP, while simultaneously pushing for further market liberalizations. The MSP system, borne out of USAID (United States Agency for International Development) as a mechanism to safeguard farmers from predatory capitalism and the promotion of Green Revolution technologies, has been a cornerstone of Indian agricultural policy (Damodaran, 2020). Centuries of British exploitation destroyed India's economic and agrarian resilience. Indian farmers were forced to grow commodities like indigo, cotton, opium, and tea for British markets, which left less land for food crops. The colonial policies are directly responsible for over 30 famines during the British Raj. By the time India achieved Independence, much of its rural agrarian resources had been enervated, and the Indian government needed food aid: wheat and paddy, to ensure food security. Meanwhile, the US government had been monitoring Indian weather and crop patterns and used the PL-480 food assistance program as food diplomacy.

The program provided critical famine aid to India, providing a temporary solution to the lack of food security in the country. The aid was on a limited basis, however, as the US government used its food aid as leverage to coerce the Indian government to implement agricultural reforms that would lay the foundation for the Green Revolution. It began by funding agricultural research, setting protocols for agrarian legislation, and then introduced agrichemicals and Green Revolution seeds. Punjab was the first state to undergo this US-backed project of industrial agriculture. Agrichemicals were freely spread over the region, sometimes by fly-by-night operators (Shiva, 1989). Traditionally, farmers in Punjab grew native long stock wheat in certain areas, while rice/paddy was rare. When irrigation technology was introduced through the Green Revolution, however, Punjabi farmers were persuaded to grow paddy on a mass scale.

Minimum support prices were offered for wheat and paddy through government regulated market yards (APMC mandis) because Punjab did not have buyers for paddy and the new varieties of foreign wheat. Paddy/rice was not part of the Punjabi diet and was agronomically not suited to Punjab. It is only with the advent of electricity, tube wells and canals, that paddy cultivation was possible in Punjab. Once the MSP was set, the government stepped in as a buyer. It bought most of the produce for its food reserves and public distribution system. As years passed, food production in India increased and the food prices especially for MSP crops like wheat and rice started to fall. The case of paddy and wheat are important because they began to be grown by farmers in other parts of the country as well.

Over time, millions of Indian farming families have benefitted from this scheme. In 2022, Indian states of Punjab and Haryana where the MSP program and government grain procurement are still active, have the highest per-capita agrarian incomes (Tribune News Service, 2022). But just as corporations dismantled the parity program in the U.S., new attempts are being made to erase its living memory too. The three farm laws were one such attempt.

Within the U.S. context, Farm Bills consistently eroded market management, following pressures from WTO, and shifted price supports to subsidies, most often to the wealthiest and largest farm owners, thereby exacerbating racial and class disparities among landowners. Through chronically low global commodity crop prices, coupled with rising costs of production, farmers are pressured to “get big or get out.” Many have been forced out of agriculture altogether, while others must produce more and more just to stay afloat. This system pollutes ecosystems, destroys rural communities, and contributes to food waste, but benefits corporate agri-business. Massive corporations can cheaply buy feed grains to funnel into feedlots and Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs), thereby further contributing to overproduction of meat within the U.S. and crushing more sustainable methods of livestock production through subsequent cheap pricing. Treating food as a commodity overlooks the coercive nature of market forces guided by corporate interests.

In their argument for an updated version of supply management and parity pricing, Schaffer and Ray (2018) describe the economic characteristics of food that distinguish it from other commodities operating in a deregulated free market system. The balance of supply and demand are skewed in the case of agricultural goods because of people's fundamental need to consume them. In other words, consumer demand for food is inelastic, meaning the cost has little impact on the decision to buy. If prices decline, demand will remain relatively steady. In a free-market system guided by neoliberal priorities, downward pressure on prices leaves farmers unable to cover production costs and deprived of a decent standard of living. In the case of manufactured commodities, corporations can respond to mismatched supply and demand by reducing production, idling capital, and laying off workers, or increase demand for their products by intensifying their marketing efforts or buying up their competitors. However, a low-price elasticity of total agricultural crop supply leads farmers to respond to falling prices by producing more, to cover their fixed costs. As a result, producers flood the market and further depress prices. Supply coordination would not only allow farmers, both domestically and globally, to capture fair prices, it would reduce surplus production and supply-demand mismatch.

Overproduction coupled with little to no supply management policies also plays a significant but largely un-analyzed role in the notorious problem of wasted food. The USDA calculates that nearly 40% of the national food supply turns into waste (USDA-Food Waste, 2022). On an international scale, studies conducted by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO, IFAD, UNICEF, WFP and WHO, 2022) conclude that up to one-third of food is lost or wasted at some point in its journey from field to plate (FAO, 2022). Greater social and political consciousness surrounding the ecological impacts of discarded organic matter emitting methane from landfills, or imperfect produce never reaching supermarket shelves for aesthetic reasons, has led to consumer-side interventions that place the burden on the individual. To combat this misplaced responsibility, Gascón (2018) points to the power imbalances inherent in the “hegemonic agri-food model”. In doing so, the author shifts food waste responsibility toward a system controlled by corporate interests that marginalize producers. This is a key analytic step, but going one step further, a parity history elaborates how farm policies to curb commodity crop glut and supply-demand mismatch have been eroded, penalized, and forgotten. Interventions to reduce wasted food that overlook the systemic injustice may inadvertently perpetuate cycles of overproduction. Agricultural parity suggests policy interventions aimed at eliminating root causes of wasted food, rather than simply treating the symptoms of a wasteful and extractive food system.

Additionally, although the U.S. and India are at different levels of economic development, farmers in both countries face similar consequences of broken agro-food systems. In India, farmers struggle with rising debt, falling incomes, suicide, drug addiction, and domestic violence as a by-product of faulty economic policies (Singh, 2022). In the U.S., rural sociologists and a few journalists and analysts have chronicled the devastating social impacts of the farm crisis on rural communities (Loboa and Meyer, 2001; Walters, 2003; Chrisman, 2019; Scheyett and Bayakly, 2019), and chronicle “hollowed out heartlands” (Edelman, 2021). But more investigation is needed on how decades of farmers' financial fallout led to a cascade of land loss, unemployment, hospital closures, mental health crises, and addiction. (Naylor P. E., 2017) Iowa op-ed laments the crushing experience of farmers who cannot “make it in the game,” to quote a USDA official. Parity—as a set of principles and programs–offers an intervention to both cases of wrenching rural decline.



Methodology

This piece is informed through a decade-long practicum with graduate researchers, agri-food experts, and agrarian justice leaders at American University's School of International Service. This practicum, now in its ninth year, has generated dozens of mixed-methods, multimedia, multi-disciplinary deliverables. From documentary shorts to statistical analysis, from congressional briefings to ArcGIS maps, the practicum has also informed analyses about community-based research methodologies (Orozco et al., 2018; Fagundes, 2020; Montenegro et al., 2021; Watson and Wilson, 2021; Auerbach et al., 2022). In 2022, AU SIS “Agricultural Policy and Agrarian Justice” practicum researchers visited leaders and members of The Federation of Southern Cooperatives/Land Assistance Fund (FSC/LAF) in Alabama and Mississippi, farm justice leaders of the National Family Farm Coalition (NFFC) in rural Iowa, and Rural Coalition's member organization World Farmers, a refugee and immigrant farming group in Massachusetts. Using these methodologies as a baseline, three students, including co-author Andrea Jewett, traveled with Graddy-Lovelace (2021b) to Alabama and Mississippi to work with and learn from the FSC/LAF (O'Brien, 2017). Discussions of parity pricing and supply coordination served as throughlines of the discussions of member outreach and ground-level implementation of Farm Bill policies. Cooperative organization plays a key role in ensuring that Black farmers capture fair prices when deprived of federal assistance.

Simultaneously, Graddy-Lovelace and three student researchers, including co-author Jacqueline Krikorian, traveled to Lancaster, Massachusetts to visit Flat Mentors Farm and learn from World Farmer's founder Maria Moriera, Executive Director Henrietta Isaboke, and Policy Director Jessy Gill, with the objective of honing market-based research for program farmers to better support small farm businesses. Finally, four students, including co-authors Avinash Vivekanandan and Katherine Stahl, traveled across Iowa, and conducted interviews with farm justice leaders, including George and Patti Naylor, Brad Wilson, and Larry Ginter. These humbling and inspiring conversations with lifelong activists shed light on the socioeconomic decline of rural and small-town America, the deep pain of losing the family farm, and how parity offers a chance at a more holistic and healing farming future. In addition, India agricultural policy expert Devinder Sharma spoke on the fight for a minimum support price (MSP) in India (Sharma, 2021), bringing an international perspective for the global fight for farm justice. Together with the valuable guidance, support, and editing expertise of community partner and co-author Indra Shekhar Singh, the Iowa research team produced a 42-min documentary intended to make the story and economic underpinnings of parity more broadly accessible to all, rather than just those in academia. Included are first-hand accounts of the environmental impacts exacerbated by the “get big or get out” mindset farmers had to adopt as price floors fell and eventually disappeared altogether (Naylor G., 2017). Parity, as discussed in the film, emerges not as a utopian vision, but as a pragmatic and precedented policy alternative with the potential to reduce rural poverty by revitalizing farming communities, reverse biodiversity loss stemming from fencerow-to-fencerow farming of GM crops, reduce agriculture-related environmental pollution, and bring people back to the land.

This article is most closely influenced by the lessons and histories passed down from farm justice leaders and legends and exists within the broader context of the decade-long research. Their commitment to the movement, tenacity to work the land, and selfless leadership informs understandings of intersectional agricultural policy. Importantly, resistance to the global food system has not historically been documented with plentiful or honest visibility. As a result, oral histories, historical archival analyses, and intuitive learning through relationship with land can support the formation of intersectional agricultural policy. Most of the knowledge that practitioners have is stored within their own selves and shelves, in their lived experiences, movement-held home and office archives, and communal oral histories rather than written, published literature (Riley and Harvey, 2007). Faced with a system that has commonly discouraged the participation and value, BIPOC, immigrant, and marginalized farmers worldwide have grown distrustful of agri-food systems to provide them with fair and dignified treatment. Researchers, farmers, practitioners, and experts have come together to co-design and co-author this open access article, despite differences in perspectives and experience. This paper represents months of dialogue and co-creation which has converged as an antecedent to largescale policy research and design, rooted in pillars of agro-economic justice.



Farm justice in a globalizing world

With fair wages for farmers being a seemingly ‘common sense’ solution, what obstacles lie between its implementations? For one, parity principles of supply management and price floors are effectively criminalized by the WTO. These measures are considered highly trade-distorting, and as such, are subject to reduction. The world price is “sacred” for the WTO, as domestic price floors set too high above the world price must be reduced in accordance with Agreement on Agriculture (AoA) regulations. Importantly, the world price is effectively set by massive agricultural corporations, and this control generally keeps the world price for products at a level below the cost of production (Ritchie and Dawkins, 1999, 2000). AoA regulation prevents nations from implementing domestic price floors at parity levels, hampering the ability of domestic policy to adequately support small and family farmers. Supply management programs are also considered market distortion by the WTO, and the last vestiges of US supply management were eliminated in the 1996 Farm Bill to be in line with WTO regulations (Murphy et al., 2005). The result has been US farm policy that hurts both US and non-US farmers alike. As Murphy et al. (2005) explain, this result occurs because supply management programs “helped to correct a structural flaw in agricultural markets:” too many sellers and not enough buyers – commodity buyers hold too much power, and sellers (farmers) too little. In 1996, agribusiness lobbyists (and neoliberal economic philosophy) were finally successful in eliminating government intervention, which had helped foster an allegedly free market. Following this, “US agricultural prices went into free fall,” creating a situation where commodity buyers could purchase products under the cost of production. Since the mid-twenteeth century, the U.S. has been accused of commodity crop ‘dumping’: exporting surplus commodity crops below cost of production and/or below farmgate prices of importing countries; undermining small-scale farmer viability globally. Since the 1996 Farm Bill, levels of dumping have risen across the board, harming producers around the world (Murphy et al., 2005; Murphy and Hansen-Kuhn, 2020). Only growers with large economies of scale garner reliable income from export markets, and the profit margin remains razor-thin and vulnerable to trade stand-offs.

Problematically, the WTO similarly discourages grain reserves through its insistence that domestic support does not distort trade. Grain reserves pull excess supply off the market to prevent prices from falling too low, and release supply into the market when prices rise too high. Reserves are an important tool to combat food shortages and protect human health; a mechanism to ensure more stable commodity prices, thereby benefiting consumers and producers; and a means to limit private sector control of agriculture (Murphy, 2009). A lack of reserves can exacerbate country-level vulnerability to supply chain disruptions, volatile commodity prices, and climate shocks that affect crop yield (Wright, 2009). The logic behind reserves is ancient, and the idea of stockpiling supply in good crop years, to safeguard against famine in bad years, is seen across ancient civilizations (Murphy, 2009). However, WTO regulations make public reserves difficult to establish and operate. Although the WTO does not outright ban reserves, it makes them tricky to even conceptualize. Reserves are key for effective price supports (Murphy, 2010; Murphy and Lilliston, 2017), exemplified by India's case. Cutting production without reserves places societies in vulnerable positions, heightening food insecurity. The WTO is not the only barrier to public grain reserve success – grain reserves require the public to place a great deal of trust in their government's ability to manage them adequately and equitably, and that trust is often, for good reason (authoritarian regimes, state-sanctioned racism, corporate corruption), lacking. More research is needed on reserve viability given this lack of trust.

Although the AoA fails to benefit farmers in the U.S. and abroad while pouring benefits upon wealthy multinational corporations, the WTO heavily favors highly industrialized nations of the Global North (Díaz-Bonilla et al., 2003; Clapp, 2006; Wise, 2009; Burnett and Murphy, 2014). Structural Adjustment Programs, introduced by International Financial Institutions, encouraged the production of commodity crops for export, neglecting local food baskets, and “made poor countries dependent on a volatile global market for their food” (Shattuck and Holt-Gimenez, 2010). Economically poor countries evolved from net food exporters to net food importers because of SAPs and influxes of low-priced Northern foodstuffs (Joseph, 2011).

Although all member nations were required to reduce “trade-distorting” support (by 20% for developed countries or 13% for developing), reduction commitments were tied to support levels between 1986 and 1988 – a period when US and EU farm support was very high compared to the rest of the world. Thus, developed nations account for 95% of current global “total aggregate measure of support” (AMS) entitlement, creating an artificial comparative advantage for developed country agricultural producers, and displacing farmers in developing countries (Sharma et al., 2021).

It is pertinent to note that farmers and peasants in the global movement La Via Campesina (LVC) have been calling for the WTO to get out of agriculture altogether, to dismantle the Agreement on Agriculture, and to remove agriculture from all Free Trade Agreements. Food production must meet the needs of local and territorial consumption first, protecting farmer livelihoods and the natural environment. LVC calls for governments “to build public food stocks procured from peasants and small-scale food producers at a support price that is just, legally guaranteed and viable for the producers,” reflecting the principles of parity (LVC, 2022). Importantly, the WTO is not part of the United Nations system. It has emerged as an unduly powerful global institution, yet unaccountable to governments, elected officials, or democratically selected representative bodies. Rather, governments must adhere to WTO regulations or face steep punitive retribution. Updating agricultural parity policies requires multi-scalar, integrative, and responsive international supply, pricing, and trade coordination, aiming for agrarian wellbeing and diversity among all trading partners, as well as agroecological, labor, and health safeguards (Fakhri, 2020). In short, international parity policies, be they bilateral, multilateral, or regional, would need to be grounded in agrarian solidarity (Graddy-Lovelace and Naylor, 2021).

Although the stated intention of the AoA is to allow countries flexibility in designing and implementing domestic agricultural policies, the reality is a system that favors big agribusiness and highly industrialized countries. Family and smallholder farmers across the globe, including in the U.S., fail to benefit from domestic policies that offer a band-aid, rather than a solution, to the problem of low commodity prices (as explained by such agricultural policy analysts as Ritchie and Ristau (1987) in their “Crisis by Design” report in 1987). Despite well documented rising farmer debt, for decades U.S. farm policy has “patched together emergency fixes” (Hansen-Kuhn, 2020) while upholding the status quo. Fair prices for agricultural products, reliably maintained at a level above the cost of production, have the potential to radically change our global food system. For parity pricing to occur, however, the regulations of the AoA need updating to reflect how markets fail farmers and consumers through encouraging over-production and environmental externalities, prices that routinely fall below the cost of production, and relatively cheaper Northern products outcompeting local goods in foreign markets. Farm parity policies, in all their diversity, have the potential to offer alternatives to the dominant neoliberal paradigm. In the case of agriculture, the pressure for countries to submit to an allegedly self-regulating “free” market forces producers to sacrifice ecosystems and rural communities for the sake of global competitiveness. On a micro-scale, this hegemonic paradigm requires that farmers reject their personal belief systems just to maintain their livelihood.

Our global system and the many powerful multilateral institutions and entrenched belief systems that uphold it create an obvious barrier to parity principles being incorporated in domestic agricultural policy. Less obvious, however, is the unintentional role that even environmental movements for agri-food systems reform can play in upholding the status quo. These movements often frame farmers as the rich and powerful beneficiaries of massive subsidies, bank-rolled by the poor American taxpayer. In doing so, these movements turn the public against farmers and obfuscate the truth: farmers are not “subsidized”. Rather, massive multinational agro-corporations are subsidized and profit greatly from the entire system that has made subsidies necessary in the first place. Many food and environmental movements pin the blame for overproduction on U.S. agricultural subsidies, which also creates the illusion that farmers actively choose to overproduce and engage in farming practices with significant ecological externalities. This framing falls short analytically. Many scholars are following the lead of civil society, which follows the lead of frontline communities in lambasting agro-corporate consolidation and impunity. For instance, Davis Stone Glenn (2022) recent book describes the agri-food corporations' systemic appropriation of value (2022). Going further, however, a farmer-centric perspective reveals how “subsidies” remain symptoms of the political economic problem. Getting rid of subsidies is frequently framed as a fix-all but fails to address the root cause of so many agriculture-related issues: chronically low prices upheld by a global regime of corporate behemoths. Fixing the multitude of issues within our global agri-food system will require radical solidarity within and between various movements, and it is critical for these movements to advocate for policy solutions that will support and diversify farmers – and a whole new generation of growers, agricultural cooperatives, and coalitions.



US farm justice through parity

Prior to the invention of the parity market management programs in the 1930s, there were six decades of market failure and cheap farm prices, with occasional brief exceptions (Schaffer and Ray, 2006). The failure to protect farmer livelihoods spurred widespread mobilization from coalitions of family farmers, especially in the Midwestern United States, who coordinated advocacy efforts, political mobilization, and built alternative systems (Schutz, 1986; Krebs, 1992). Importantly, the Farmers' Alliance rose in the 1880's, and shortly after welcomed women members, supporting the creation of the Colored Farmers' National Alliance by African American farmers in the South (Ness, 2004), signaling the beginning of inter-racial collaboration and a broader social movement. In addition, one of the major proposals of the Farmers' Alliance and the People's Party was the Subtreasury Plan, which would set up government warehouses to store a farmer's crop on which 80% of its value could be borrowed from the government to be paid back within a year (Ness, 2004). This would avoid having to sell at the disastrously low prices at harvest. The Subtreasury Plan provided a model for subsequent Non-Recourse Loan price support mechanisms of the New Deal. The groups also formed cooperatives for self-help, a strategy that continues to strengthen rural communities today. After the turn of the century, farmers formed the National Farmers Union, the Non-Partisan League, and the Farmers Holiday Association, which confronted Congress and the President on the need for fair prices (Graddy-Lovelace, 2019).

U.S. parity programs were designed to address a chronic failure of markets: “the lack of price responsiveness” of both the supply and the demand for aggregate agriculture (Schaffer and Ray, 2006). The programs managed farm markets through two main mechanisms: minimum farm price floors, backed up by supply reductions as needed, and maximum price ceilings, which triggered the release of strategic reserve supplies, balancing supply and demand (Ray, 2004). Chronically low prices were not just a problem during the Great Depression, when the programs were invented, but had occurred, with occasional exceptions, for six decades prior (Schaffer and Ray, 2006). The lack of price responsiveness for agricultural products has continued with few exceptions ever since (Schaffer and Ray, 2005), and the USDA and the Congressional Budget Office project continuations of low farm prices for another 10 years (USDA-Office of Chief Economist, 2022).

The parity programs achieved fair farmgate prices and reduced overproduction when well managed. The peak of the program occurred from 1942 to 1952, when price floors for “basic” and “nonbasic commodities” were set at 90 or 85% of parity (Bowers and Rasmussen, 1984). U.S. agriculture achieved 100% or more of the parity standard, also known as the parity ratio, calculated by dividing prices received by prices paid (USDA-NASS, 1955). During these years 100% of parity prices were generally achieved for most of the crops covered, including fruits and vegetables (USDA-NASS, 2022).

The following metrics further showcase how parity programs supported farmers and increased their chances of success. Farm sector debt, which peaked at $185 billion in 1932, was cut in half (down to $89 billion) by 1952. National net farm income rose from $35 billion in 1932 to $129 billion in 1952 (USDA-ERS, 2022e). Return on equity, measured as net farm income divided by equity, increased from 6% in 1932 to 12% in 1952 (USDA-ERS “Value Added”, US Census, 1949 and Gardner, 2006a,b). This brought it more in line with that of other industries, such as farm implement manufacturers, food processors, food chains, restaurants, and tobacco and beverage companies, each of which also tended to be in the double digits (Letter, 1958). Average cash receipts for food grains, feed crops, and oil crops increased by 133% (1920-32 average vs. 1942-52 average, adjusted for inflation in 2020 dollars). Fruit, vegetable, melon, and nut cash receipts increased by 99%. Livestock, poultry, and related products cash receipts increased by 136% (USDA-ERS, 2022b). Between 1940 and 1950, the percentage of full and part owner farms also increased by 6% nationwide (USDA-NASS, 1969). For nonwhite farms in the South the increase was 12%, and this was the only increase in ownership between 1920 and the 1990s (USDA-NASS, 1969).

Tragically, the rise to the parity years was followed by a 40-year period of lowering minimum farm price floors (“loan rates”), after which the programs were eliminated (Ward, 1976 and Ray, 2004). For example, price floors for corn were lowered incrementally, from 90% of parity in 1942 to just 31% in 1995, after which they were totally dismantled (Sumner, 2006) (Figure 1).
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FIGURE 1
 As parity eroded, price floors for corn were gradually reduced until finally being eliminated in 1996. This graph shows declining prices for corn, as they relate to declining government support.


The erosion of parity resulted in decades of socioeconomic decline for US farmers and rural communities. The progress shown above by major economic indicators was quickly reversed. Farm market prices closely followed the drops in price floors (USDA-NASS, 2022). The combined market income from 8 major crops fell below full economic costs every year but one from 1981 through 2005 (USDA-ERS, 2022a “Commodity Costs”, USDA-NASS, 2022 “Historical Track Record”). Critically, although yields increased dramatically over these years, annual net farm income quickly dropped and generally remained low (Figure 2). With lower net farm income and greater debt (Figure 3), return on equity from current income quickly fell, from 22% during the parity years to just 3.7% as of 2019 (USDA-ERS, 2022c “Balance Sheet” and “Value added”). As farm prices fell, profitability rose for the agribusiness buyers of farm products, U.S. and foreign, who were buying below full costs. Return on equity for food processing companies and food chains rose to double and triple the rate for farmers (Krebs, 1992). For example, by the 1980s Ralston Purina and Kellogg's averaged 33.6% and 38.9% returns on equity, and each had five-year averages of 43% or more (Krebs, 1992). Meanwhile total return on equity for U.S. farmers fell below zero for 5 years in a row, and for the corn belt, double digits below zero for 6 years (USDA-ERS, 2022d “Farm sector financial ratios”).
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FIGURE 2
 Average net farm income throughout decline from parity. As price floors were gradually reduced, net farm income generally fell (USDA, ERS, Income and Wealth Statistics).
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FIGURE 3
 As parity was gradually eroded through agricultural policy changes, US farm sector debt rose, and currently farm sector debt is over $400 billion (USDA-ERS, Balance Sheet).


While farmers received cheap prices for feed grains, livestock and poultry CAFOs buying those grains profited, both from the ability to cheaply raise huge numbers of livestock, and from the subsequent comparatively cheap sale of that meat. Farmers raising livestock sustainably on pasture were unable to compete with CAFOs and so lost their value-added livestock. This loss led to a massive decline of farms with a diversity of sustainable livestock crops: grass pastures, hay, and oats. For example, in the five corn belt states (Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Missouri and Ohio) while 61% of farms were lost between the 1950 and 2017 Censuses of Agriculture, 84% of farms with cattle were lost, 98% of hog farms, 99% of farms with dairy sales, and 97% of farms with poultry sales (USDA-NASS Census of Agriculture, 1954). With the loss of livestock diversity, crop sustainability patterns followed suit: 76% of farms with hay were lost, 95% of farms with pasture on cropland, and 99% of farms with oats (USDA-NASS Census of Agriculture, 1954), signaling broad trends of biodiversity loss and ecological destruction.

The long history of mass activism from family farmers, while oft overlooked and untold, speaks to the persistence of discontent. Importantly, this historical analysis requires layers of international contextualization, starting with how tribal and Indigenous nations were excluded from the programs, and moving on to how such federal farm policy excluded growers in the territories and neo-colonies of Puerto Rico, Guam, Mariana Islands and elsewhere. This international contextualization would also situate U.S. Farm Bills and farm justice movements within Cold War geopolitics and amidst the liberatory but convoluted dynamics of decolonialization. For instance, PL-480 provided an outlet for the vast surpluses in the post-World War II excesses of production. Over time PL-480 became a powerful agro-economic tool (Ruttan, 1993; Diven, 2001; Clapp, 2012; McMichael, 2021), reaching to India and beyond, that helped to achieve U.S. foreign policy goals. U.S. wheat, corn, rice have been as critical as the military in spreading U.S. hegemony across the world (Morgan, 1979). Further research is needed to uncover deeper relationships between supply management, surplus disposal, and PL-480 food aid programs. Throughout the 1900s, farmers formed new national and state organizations and alliances (Wilson, 2016). In 1955 the National Farmers Organization (NFO) was formed, eventually forming state organizations in 48 states. During the 1960s, NFO rallies reached 10,000, then 20,000, to an overflow crowd of 34,400 farmers (Krebs, 1992; Rowell, 1993). NFO protests were often geared toward collective bargaining, fighting against withholding actions such as milk dumping. At one point, NFO mobilized a million farmers to come to meetings in 19 states within a six-month period (NFO Reporter, 1963). As the decline from parity continued, the American Agriculture Movement (AAM) rose up vigorously during the 1970s, “with some 600 offices scattered throughout the United States, and with rallies of tens of thousands of farmers, and “tractorcades,” including one in which farmers planted themselves on the National Mall in Washington D.C. for months, with tractors (De Graaf et al., 1982; Krebs, 1992). The Farmers Union (NFU) also played a major role. During the 1980s, the abovementioned groups and others formed alliances at state, national and international levels, with additional support from labor and church groups (North American Farmer, various issues). They all came together in support of proposals for restoration of parity farm programs, for example, at the United Farmer and Rancher Congress of 1986 (Naylor, 1986). The National Family Farm Coalition (NFFC) and NFU each developed proposals for restoration of price floor programs (NFFC, 2007, 2021; Schaffer et al., 2012; Wilson, 2012).

Overall, few scholars have addressed agricultural parity programs, though the topic merits substantial multidisciplinary, mixed-methods investigation, from archival history to agricultural economic statistical regression. Winders (2009) analysis focuses largely on the way different commodity associations lobbied Congress, with important historical and geographic descriptions. Yet, the claim of differences among corn, cotton, wheat, and other major commodity crop growers, based on Congressional records, conflates lobbying with what happens on the ground for farmers themselves: largely two separate realities. For example, Congress reduced core farm program benefits in every Farm Bill from the early 1950s until the programs ended in 1996 (Hansen-Kuhn, 2020), and yet those voting for those reductions referred to these Farm Bills as good for farmers. Despite geographical and agricultural differences among corn, cotton, and wheat farmers, these producers forged improbable but important coalitions throughout the twentieth century based on the shared struggle for fair farmgate prices, such as during the United Farmer and Rancher Congress in the 1980s, which united farm justice demands from more than 1,000 delegates representing all the lower 48 states (Naylor, 1986). The price issue was the top priority, affecting most other issues in major ways.

The Family Farm Movement, like any movement, was not monolithic. Indeed, what makes it historic was that such divergent constituents comprised it, following intensive and extensive outreach, pre-internet knowledge sharing, political education, pre-cell phone communications, dialogue, debate, consensus-building, community organizing, and travel—to rural places across the Midwest as well as to D.C., by tractor no less. This movement deserves its own paper, books, and documentaries, well beyond the scope of this paper, which aims merely to introduce the topic and instigate such research. Of note, Jesse Jackson and the broader Rainbow Coalition featured prominently in these farm justice movements, as did the leadership of Ralph Paige and other Federation of Southern Cooperatives/Land Assistance Fund leaders and members, who deliberately united racial justice, farm justice, labor justice, and land justice movements (Slotnik, 2018). Drawing upon her 2017 Practicum research trip to Iowa to study home archives of the family farm movement, Tracy Watson co-authored with Brad Wilson “Two hidden histories of rural racial solidarity movements” (Watson and Wilson, 2021), chronicling how Black farmers and community leaders worked with white counterparts to stop racist militias feeding off the 1980s rural farm crisis.

Farm justice movements have largely dwindled, alongside the overall percentage of the population who farms for a living. Yet, vestiges remain and are merging and growing, through such projects as Disparity to Parity. In 2019, drawing on 7 years of collaboration with National Family Farm Coalition and member and ally farm justice organizations, and in the wake of NFFC director Kathy Ozer's and Federation's director Ralph Paige's untimely deaths, Graddy-Lovelace co-initiated a public research project to archive and pool farmer knowledge on parity policies. Working with NFFC, as well as FSC/LAF, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy, Food and Water Watch, Farm Aid, and others, this expanded to become Disparity to Parity (D2P) (disparitytoparity.org), a community-led action research collaboration to recenter parity and to update it for racial/gender equity and ecological resilience. Nevertheless, many food, environment, and agricultural groups do not focus on or even mention market management, yet. While advancing alternative agri-food systems remains vital, reforming—and even transforming—the dominant agricultural system remains foundational to human and planetary survival.



Parity for whom? Rethinking supply management through a racial justice lens

Between the parity years of the 1940s and the ensuing decline from parity in the following decades, the number of farm owners changed dramatically. After the increases described above, the number of farm owners dropped 26 and 20% for the 1950s and 1960s (USDA-NASS, Census of Agriculture, various years). The reversal from the parity years was more impactful for nonwhite farm owners in the South, where 37 and 48% were lost in the 1950s and 1960s. The loss of tenant farmers increased dramatically as well, with an 85% reduction between 1950 and 1990, and, unlike the parity years, these reductions did not lead to an increase in the number of owners. For nonwhite tenants in the South, 96% of those surviving to 1950 were lost by 1970. The following subsection will describe some experiences of Black and immigrant farmers throughout parity years and beyond, highlighting the need for more inclusive supply management policy, the resilience of rural communities, and the power of agrarian voices.

Internationally, the US was emerging as an agricultural technology leader. Green Revolution technology created higher surpluses in the US, causing a central contradiction in US policy: on one hand managing supply to prevent glut, on the other hand disposing of that surplus for geopolitical gain. As parity systems were active, most farmers growing parity crops received price supports. A historical overview of Agricultural Adjustment Act (AAA) programs examines the inequitable distribution of benefits in the U.S. South (Pennick, 2011). Non-recourse loans, price supports, grain reserves, and acreage set-asides, outlined above, were implemented throughout the region. However, these programs were tailored to white landowners and systematically excluded Black farmers (Sligh, 2021). In the face of institutional racism and subjugation by white officials, the collective mindset allowed Black families and cooperatives to strengthen rural communities and pursue land and farm-based economic development (White, 2018). However, the continuing farm justice movement in the South persists only because of the steadfast commitment of our community partners and countless others (Barnes, 1987). Cornelius Blanding, Executive Director of the Federation, argues that although the concept of fair prices is an urgent priority.

The word [parity] does not speak to the needs and lived experiences of our members. For a select few farm elders who recall the cotton, peanut, or tobacco quota programs from a generation or two ago, like Mr. Ben Burkett, the concept of price-floors and supply management make sense. But for middle-age or younger farmers, the concept is historic and improbable. Moreover, for those struggling to hold on to land, or who have suffered the trauma of racist dispossession, “parity” seems too abstract and removed from the urgency at hand. They are ready, however, to resume prior activism around fair prices—alongside the struggle against broader racisms in agriculture and land policies (Blanding, 2020).

Jerry Pennick chronicles the racism of this injunction amidst the long history of USDA anti-Blackness, from slavery and sharecropping to Jim Crow racial terrorism and coordinated land dispossession (Banks, 1986): “let us put to rest the argument that the Black farmers' [Pigford] discrimination settlement against the USDA should be enough. That argument too is steeped in racism. The fact is that, even though the USDA admitted that it actually did discriminate based on race, the Black farmers who could individually prove that they experienced race-based discrimination, on average received < $50K from the settlement—or even enough to buy a good tractor and no Black farmer was made whole” (Grant et al., 2012; Tyler and Moore, 2013; Pennick, 2021 on Pigford civil rights class action lawsuit against the USDA). This trend continued into 2022, when the Inflation Reduction Act included $2.2B to farmers and ranchers who have faced “discrimination” and $3.1B for debt relief to “disadvantaged” growers; but this casts too broad a net to ensure restitution for Black farmers, who have, as documented extensively, faced acutest bias (Pennick, 2021; Rappeport, 2022).

Ben Burkett remembers growing up during parity years and farming with his father on their land in Petal, Mississippi. He explains that cotton allotments regulated how much each farmer could plant, which helped manage supply and reduce overproduction. However, the system favored larger landowners, most of which were white (Burkett, 2021). According to census data from the USDA, Black farmers have for the last few decades operated about one third of the national average of acres farmed, and this number may have declined since the most recent 2017 census, given rising farm debt and land loss for African Americans (Economic Research Service, 1986 and National Agriculture Statistics Service 2019). Despite the racist implementation of allotment and other supply management programs, Black farmers did benefit from solid price floors. For small and medium-sized farmers, a guaranteed fair price might determine whether they can cover their costs of production. With the erasure of supply coordination, farmers are unable to predict or prepare for rock-bottom farmgate prices.

While acknowledging the inequity ingrained in New Deal AAA programs, Pennick and Gray (2006) also conducted interviews with Black farmers about their experience with cotton programs in post-parity years (in the early 2000s). The cotton program discussed in the text involved counter-cyclical payments (often called subsidies) (USDA, Farm Service Agency, 2003), which supplement farmer income given low global cotton prices. Black farmers in the program acknowledged their dependence on the payments to continue farming, though they still struggled to cover the rising costs of production (Pennick and Gray, 2006). Respondents also revealed that they consistently received less money than neighboring white farmers. One participant stated, “The government should investigate those agencies on how the price support programs are determined. Whereas, whites get a high base on land, when blacks lease the same land their payments are lower” (Pennick and Gray, 2006). Finally, when asked about the impact of cotton prices on the producer experience, “in virtually every instance they said that a fair price would solve the problem and the cotton subsidies, therefore, would not be necessary (Pennick and Gray, 2006). To conflate counter-cyclical payments as in this study with price supports is incorrect: subsidies reinforce farmer vulnerability and dependence, while well-designed, just, and equitable supply management policy guarantees a fair price and a stable income.

The Federation, along with ally organizations and coalitions across the US and around the world, works to ensure secure markets and fair prices for their products to revitalize rural communities. Blanding explains that cooperatives allow small-scale farmers to aggregate not only tools and resources but production: “farmers with limited resources. Can buy collectively and gain economies of scale, then lower the costs of production. And the more you can lower the cost of production, the easier it becomes to get to that fair price” (Blanding, 2020). The Federation brings together cooperative networks and state cooperative associations to broaden the impact of aggregation and knowledge-sharing. Additionally, alternative systems are bolstered by activities such as institutional purchasing from facilities like schools and hospitals, which secure fair prices and reliable demand in the absence of mandated price floors. The work of Black farming cooperatives in the South does not stand alone. The following case shares an ethos of survival within an exclusionary agro-industrial system and offers crucial lessons in the power of practitioner-led solutions to structural problems.

Given the volatility of largescale policy initiatives within shifting administrations, changes in farm policy tend to fall short of systemic reevaluation. Fostering a cooperative mindset as a core principle of alternative systems facilitates locally controlled supply management as a tool of survival. Coalition-building among farmers is offering an alternative to the exploitative culture of competition and racism while reimagining the country's traditional agrarianism. We see this principle come to life when factoring in the experiences of Rural Coalition's member organization World Farmers. Based in rural Massachusetts, their mission is to honor the dignity and passion of immigrant and refugee farmers to grow food vital to their culture and communities, and to provide support to each farmer in their endeavors to do so (Krikorian et al., 2022). Their programming first began because of the bravery of a refugee farmer in asking for land when her family and community had a great need, and the kindness of an immigrant farmer who offered land because they knew what it was like to lack (Freedoms Way 2020). That land became known as Flats Mentor Farm (Cox and Krikorian, 2022). Now, World Farmers supports farmers along every step of the learning process, facilitating mentorship spaces across farmers and cultures, cultivating a shared space among individuals of like-backgrounds so that farmers can learn together and from each other, and can be inspired by those who have come before them. The Flats Mentor Farm land site serves as an example of this, where seeds are shared across cultures, produce grown without boundaries, and families made from differing mother tongues and traditions.

Unfortunately, organizations like Rural Coalition members groups and the Federation of Southern Cooperatives, who aim to support small Black and immigrant farmers at the community level, work within a vacuum of established supports for growers of color. With a majority of dominant food system tailored to large corporate interests, rural communities continue to band together around what could be seen as basic principles of parity through supply coordination, collective bargaining, and market control on small levels, even when national policies disempower and discourage them to continue farming (Ray et al., 2003; White, 2018). With USDA's goals focused on all-out production for the benefit of agribusiness input sellers and grocery buyers, federal farm support remains inadequate and counterproductive. These programs are typically underfunded, understaffed, unequipped and often misguided. Thus, communities that should benefit from real agrarian policies must rely on each other for support. Especially as history has brutally misrepresented and excluded immigrant farmers and farmers of color, a growing distrust in the institutions makes learning from grassroots practitioners even more crucial.

On a macro-level, learning from immigrant and Black farmers is crucial to redefining our understanding of agricultural policy here in the United States. The United States global food system is informed, upheld, and led by the work of BIPOC and immigrant farmers who have contributed to a system that does not value, acknowledge, or support them often enough. The use of confusing, roundabout diction and policy is intentional to keep the white-focused status quo (Conrad, 2020). However, as discussed throughout this article, we must center diverse agrarian voices, as they have continuously paved the way for revolution and agrarian viability throughout a (neo)colonial oppressive state (White, 2018). In the work of updating parity programs and expanding them explicitly for racial justice, this would also require centering Black leadership in agricultural policies of supply management, quota governance, farmgate price calculations, outreach to farmers, program assessment and evaluation, and which crops to prioritize.

This direction would also require an anti-racist international agricultural policy orientation and commitment—moving from racialized feed-the-world geopolitics or a competitive farmer-vs-farmer zero-sum game paradigm to a transnational solidarity with farmers around the world.



India farmer uprising

The historical import of the India Farmer Uprising eluded U.S. journalism, scholarship, and even food and agricultural civil society, for many reasons: from media urban bias to a misunderstanding of the crux role of farmgate prices, to, we argue, a geopolitical racial bias. India has twice the population of the continent of Europe, and over five times the linguistic and (agri)cultural diversity. If the same numbers of people were occupying the capital city in Europe for over a year, it would have dominated the news. Accordingly, we position the Indian Farmers Movement (called a Revolution on the ground in India) as of world-historical importance, both for the scale and diversity of its mobilization and due to its content: the universal need for fair farmgate price floors so farmers can live and grow on the land.

After years of agrarian distress, falling incomes, growing rural debt, and landlessness that had taken the lives of over 300,000 farmers (Thomas and De Tavernier, 2017) farmers throughout India were hit by a global pandemic and subsequently, large-scale lockdowns. The restrictions crippled a majority of the agricultural sector as many small to medium sized farmers lost access to crucial food markets. Subsequently, three farm laws were introduced by the Indian government in 2020 during the lockdowns to forcefully open the previously protected agriculture sector to privatization and corporate takeover, referred to by the government as “agricultural marketing reforms.” These laws aimed to end stocking limits for agro-processors, allowed corporations to create tax-free market-yards, and gave legal validity to corporate contract farming. The claim made by the ruling Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) and its Prime Minister Narendra Modi was that these reforms would increase farmer incomes, broaden their marketing choices, spur technological investment that improved farm productivity, and attract foreign direct investments to Indian agriculture (Agarwal, 2020; Varghese, 2020, 2021).

However, farmer unions in Punjab and Haryana–the two main breadbasket regions of the country – expressed fears that the laws threaten to dismantle the existing minimum support price (MSP) system that provides farmers with price floors for twenty-three crops. Their fears were justified, as the government had a detailed plan to create tax-free corporate market-yards to procure grains while the government owned market yards–also known as mandis–were taxed. This naturally favored corporate buyers who could now procure the grain below market price without taxation. What concerned the farmers was the fact that similar reforms were introduced in the Indian state of Bihar in 2006 and had failed miserably (Januzzi, 2011). Instead of investment, corporations and big traders used the laws to squeeze farmers, significantly reducing the incomes of farmers well below the state average. Meanwhile Bihari farmers' grain, wheat, and rice were being carted to Punjab and Haryana by traders and corporations to be sold in government mandis (market-yards) at minimum support price (MSP) rates.

Many argued that dampening the influence of the MSP over the market would allow for increased corporate expansion through market liberalization–which has been creeping into India since the early 1990s through neoliberal policies pushed through the implementation of the New Economic Policy in 1991 (Martin, 2017).

Beginning in November 2020, over 250 million workers across 10 central trade unions joined farmers in protesting the anti-farm laws. Thousands of Indian farmers made the difficult, yet brave decision to leave behind their precious land and march to Delhi's borders to voice their concerns to the central government. It was an arduous journey, as many farmers had to endure water cannons, baton charges and roadblocks (Singh, 2021). Despite seemingly insurmountable obstacles, however, most farmers managed to not only set up camp near Delhi, but established fully functioning communities within them (Sud, 2021). Through collaborative efforts, the encampments transformed into mini-temporary cities that were supplied with food, milk, water, and other necessities by the neighboring villages. The various camps had also established regular supply lines for villages deep in the hinterlands of Punjab, Haryana, and Uttar Pradesh.

Meanwhile the police and paramilitary guarding the roads were supplied with assault rifles, tear-gas, and surveillance drones, to keep the farmers in-check. At various times during the year, the government utilized disinformation campaigns to smear the movement—labeling farmers as insurgents and terrorists, slapping fake cases on protesters and using police intimidation to break up the encampments. Farmers persisted, and eventually formed the Samyukta Kisan Morcha (SKM), a coalition made up of over 500 organizations including farmers unions and workers unions across a spectrum of differing ideologies. After almost a year and a half of struggle, the movement broke ground as the central government announced the repeal of the controversial laws.

Although there were celebrations to be had, farmers also understood that the repeal of the three laws was incomplete without the implementation of a parity price system for crops. Currently, the movement is demanding that the government enforce the MSP for 23 crops as a legal right for farmers (Agarwal, 2022). This would mean that no buyer, whether government or private, would be allowed to buy below the regulated sale price, thereby ensuring that the MSP would then become the minimum, not the maximum support price. Increasingly, more farmers are resonating with the message of parity amid falling incomes, rising debt, and a price-cost squeeze that has pushed the small farmers toward destitution.

The success of the Indian Farmers' Uprising has become a convergence point for agro-justice, proving to be a pivotal point in the fight for parity in India. Importantly, the movement's success sets a precedent for international agricultural policy's future. Amid a broader neoliberal push for the removal of key price supports in the Global South, the victory of the Indian farmers and their push for a parity price system provides a strong foundation for the reinvigoration of farm justice movements globally (Soni, 2022).



Analysis of parity amnesia: Subsidy conflations and distractions

For whom and in what contexts are parity policies illogical—not just improbable, but not even worth struggling for? When, where, and by whom have fair farmgate prices been a central rallying cry? When, where, and by whom have they been considered irrelevant? This paper makes room for these questions, so instrumental to agricultural governance and agri-food systems, and yet so rarely asked.

The allegedly free market depends upon governmental deregulation of industry, regulation of supports, and multiple enabling state-infrastructures that work to subsidize the profits and stability of industry, particularly in the agri-food sector. The inquiries guiding this research reveal an overall erasure of the very histories, movements and programs falling under the umbrella of parity and supply management. Most of those who have survived the gauntlet of chronic agrarian crisis and continue to farm earn their livelihood not from farming but from off-farm income (Figure 4) and/or assets of land ownership—and from payments from the government, deemed “subsidies,” such as Direct Payments, Countercyclical Payments, or Trade Payments. Confusingly, the term used to describe these checks from USDA, “subsidies,” has been conflated with price floor, supply management, and parity programs, in the absence of which such payments are needed. There is understandable social and political frustration that these checks-from-the-government flow to the richest, whitest, most landed farm owners. Yet, this frustration has further compounded the misrepresentations of this slippery term, “subsidy.”
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FIGURE 4
 Farm households typically receive income from both farm and off-farm sources. Median farm income earned by farm households is estimated to increase in 2021 to $210 from - $1,198 in 2020, and then forecast to decline to -$986 in 2022. Many farm households primarily rely on off-farm income: median off-farm income in 2021 is estimated at $82,809, an increase of 22 percent from $67,873 in 2020, and to continue increasing by 6.3 percent to $88,034 in 2022. The increase in 2021 was mainly due to higher earned income—income from wages, salary, and nonfarm businesses—which rose 54 percent from $32,428 in 2020 to $50,000 in 2021. Unearned income—income from interest, investments, pension and retirement accounts, unemployment compensation and other public transfers—also increased by 7.2% between 2020 and 2021. Since farm and off-farm income are not distributed identically for every farm, median total income will generally not equal the sum of median off-farm and median farm income (USDA ERS 2022).


“Subsidies” have become the nemesis of agri-food policy analysts, from civil society, from climate activists to public health officials, from the WTO itself, to biodiversity accords seeking to just switch “environmentally harmful subsidies” (complete with their own acronym EHS) to environmentally helpful subsidies. As co-authors in this paper have researched, explained (Naylor P. E., 2017; Wilson, 2018), and experienced, this conflation leads to a large-scale distraction from the reality that systemic commodity crop overproduction itself subsidizes the agro-corporate buyers, who profit mightily off the falsely cheap glut, be it feed for industrial livestock or flex crops for ethanol production or other industrial agri-food stuffs (palm oil, soy, etc.). Here the broader trend of capitalism unfettered to cheapen commodified goods, products, services, labor (Patel and Moore, 2018) applies directly to agricultural farmgate prices. This phenomenon has had cascading detrimental effects, particularly for farmers of color, who face this chronic agrarian crisis atop viciousness of systemic racism—particularly anti-Black discrimination in USDA lending, programs, and overall agri-food sector. Black-owned farmland plummeted in the second half of the twenteeth century, even faster than it did for mid-size white farmers. Concurrently, farms grew in size and became more “specialized,” with larger and more monocultural fields of one crop. The number of farms with livestock and poultry fell faster than the loss of farmers themselves, even as number and scale of CAFOs grows exponentially with their feed grain input so cheap and plentiful.

If agriculture defies dominant supply-meets-demand market logic, and produces such systemic market failures on micro-economic level, does it work at macro-economic scale? It depends on what one means by “work.” Food systems scholars decry the social, ecological, and rural economic externalities of land consolidation (Hendrickson et al., 2020) even as dominant development paradigms champion or at least naturalize de-agrarianization. Yet, divergences within agricultural economics show how fraught these economic interpretations are. The Agricultural Policy Analysis Center, commissioned by the National Family Farm Coalition for the landmark 2003 “Rethinking Agricultural Policy,” continues to analyze and report on “the price problem” (Schaffer and Ray, 2020a) and even, reflexively (Schaffer and Ray, 2020b), on how dominant agricultural economics evades the paradox that other industries manage supply and even markets routinely. Another prominent evasion is the lack of economic analysis of what overproduction and export-fixes cost the US government and US farmers. Environmental Working Group fastidiously tracks how much the US government spends on checks to rich, massive white landholders, in important sleuthing, but where are investigations into how much money the central government is losing on exports due to its policies? As Naylor (2011) has written “without clarity on parity, all you get is charity”, and direct payments, often to wealthy landowners not involved in farming. Indeed, the misunderstanding about the root causes of agrarian crisis demand attention, as George and Patti Naylor (Naylor et al., 2018; Naylor, 2020), among others, have chronicled persistently (NFFC, 2021).



Radical imagination

Preserving and defending the true accounts of these movements, linked through the thread of love for a land-based life, illuminates the scale of a greater movement that can 1 day re-enter the mainstream. As discussed throughout this paper, the irony of intersectional agricultural policy being a radical idea is deafening. As the number of farmers decreases (< 1% of the population here in the United States) (USDA-NASS, 2017), the number of people related to or friends with farmers decreases. The memory of diverse farmer organizations and mobilizations for fair farmgate prices wanes collectively. The American Farm Bureau Federation, critiqued for their anti-labor stance, racism, and agro-corporate leanings, comes to stand in for “the farmer” which becomes a patriotic myth (Ayazi, 2018; Graddy-Lovelace, 2019).

The action of farming is a practice of continual hope. To plant something in the soil, you cultivate a belief that there is space, nurturing resources, and a future in which this seedling will sprout. Much like the action of farming, the movement for intersectional agricultural policy is starting to sprout, because of the care and nurturing activists before us gave while planting these ideological seeds. These blooms toward farm justice signify a radical success against the current system which has unrelentingly destroys the livelihoods of farmers, whose very existence in this space is an act of resistance. Like sprouts growing through cracks in pavement, swaths of humanity are rising up to speak for rural livelihoods Through the influence of geopolitical racism, many policymakers remain blinded to the huge significance of these movements including India farmer uprisings, coupled with the devaluation of agrarian expertise and the “non-modern” understanding of farming. However, despite our current systems, the case studies discussed above, as well as many others occurring throughout the globe, serve as beacons of hope, resilience, and a platform to learn from rather than fight against.

The fight for parity has made its way into analysis and advocacy for the Green New Deal (Naylor, 2019; Patel and Goodman, 2020). If actualized, parity will empower farmers to cultivate food in a non-industrialized, sustainable way. Updating parity policies will be complex, dynamic, crop-specific, place-specific, and require layers of intercultural, interdisciplinary research, outreach, coordination, and extension that are beyond the scope of this paper. Yet, farmers and nonfarmers have a responsibility to each other (Graddy-Lovelace, 2021a), to collectively design and ensure supports that allow a diverse new generation of agriculturalists to grow nourishing food and steward land and water (Uyeda, 2021). Millions of people are risking and losing their lives, with full swaths of humanity mobilizing in India and beyond. To view agrarian crises as micro-movements in poor rural areas from an American perspective perpetuates geopolitical bias that underpins the global industrial agri-food system, as critiqued by LVC and by such scholar-activists as Shiva (2016). However, when we draw together the perspectives of elders, advocates, and practitioners globally, we see an immensely powerful movement against injustice, unsustainable development models, and talons of corporate control. Parity allows a path which centers the voices of farmers in land management, research, and governance, honoring these farmers' historic insistence for a fair price for their work and protection from competition.

Recentering agrarian knowledge and lived experiences within our research and shared imaginaries precedes holistic policy action that recognizes the intersections between land tenure, global health, and broader food sovereignty. As we approach our planetary limits and feel the effects rippling throughout human societies, we cannot ignore the potential of food and agriculture to empower farmers, nourish broader humanity, and sustain our global environment. Significant, multidisciplinary longitudinal research is needed on how parity pricing, cooperative supply management and coordination, and corresponding grain reserves, non-recourse loans, and quota systems could be updated to serve the needs of a new generation of diverse growers and their communities, to prevent the economic and ecological fallouts of commodity crop overproduction and agrarian crisis. This research needs to be multi-scalar, international, inter-local, and comparative over time and space. It needs to plumb the archives, from state official USDA collections to movement archives (such as the Amistad Archive of FSC/LAF) to movement elders' basement files yet undigitized. The research also needs to communicate inquiries and findings across languages and places, starting with the Indian farmer uprising with its massive scale and political potential. As the Collective of Agrarian Scholar Activists from the South (2021) and others conclude, the Farmers Protests in India are glaring and telling “manifestations of rural crisis” (Saha et al., 2021) and, following their victory and continuity, crucial precedents for ways out of this crisis.



Conclusion

This paper lays the groundwork for a radical recovery, reclamation, and updating of the parity program. It began by introducing the need for intersectional agrarian policy due to ongoing humanitarian, environmental, and labor crises. At the intersections of wasted food, historical racial and gender injustices, and the overall devaluation of agrarian knowledge, this paper weaves together histories of US-based grassroots fights and the parallel though so much vaster and more diverse India Farmer Uprising. Through discussing the regulatory trade mechanisms and policies that have led us here, we saw how agrarian livelihoods have been dismissed from serious policy consideration, giving producers no other choice but to scale up or exit. However, communities around the globe, for decades, have been actively fighting for their rights to fair wages, pricing protections, and a spirit of collective bargaining. Informed through farm justice leaders and practitioners, this work ties together the cases of agrarian uprisings to showcase that they are not isolated events. Rather, in combination, these grassroots movements within their own socio-cultural and geographic contexts are forging strategies and relationships to overcome the hardships created by neoliberal economics while forging parity-based radical and revolutionary imaginations. Though the grassroots movements discussed above may express their causes with different language, the authors seek to cultivate a meaningful dialogue. This article serves as the first iteration of these stories and is intended to become an antecedent for future synthesis and research and policy decisions. Deeper analysis into parity economics, lived histories of individual leaders, and social theories are beyond the scope of this work but serve as potential avenues for additional analysis.

The authors that have come together to tell this story remain hopeful. We focus on the massive revolutionary success of the Indian farmer uprisings, on the spirit of social change and love-for-neighbor present in agrarian communities, on the recent breakthroughs of labor rights movements, and on the paradigm-shifting power of collective bargaining. We see the roots of agrarian justice solidarity taking hold, uniting those who steward land and water, who cultivate nourishing food, and those movements who seek social, environmental, and political change. Farmers are a crucial element of social good, and they must be valued for their work, critical as it is to human and planetary survival. We argue that this valuation needs to be policy-based. By bringing farmers into the agricultural policy space, updated and expanded parity principles and programs can lay the foundation for repairing rural communities, expanding agroecological practices, preventing glut and wasted food, and making farmer viability possible for a greater number and diversity of farmers.1



Data availability statement

The original contributions presented in the study are included in the article/supplementary material, further inquiries can be directed to the corresponding author.



Ethics statement

Written informed consent from the participants was not required to participate in this study in accordance with the national legislation and the institutional requirements.



Author contributions

GG-L, JK, AJ, KS, and AV were involved in original drafting of this project, conducting research, and authoring sections. BW created original figures as well as authored text sections. IS and EP also contributed original text sections. GN and PN contributed wonderful edits and comments to this work. All authors contributed to the article and approved the submitted version.



Funding

This June 2022 research travel to Iowa, the Delta, and Massachusetts was funded by the American University School of International Service Graduate Practicum Office. Over the course of writing this article, in late summer and early fall 2022. JK, KS, AJ, and AV affiliated with the NSF RECIPES grant on wasted food (GG-L is Senior Personnel and co-chair of AgriFood Policy Research Cluster), where they were partially funded as research assistants. The travel portion of this research collaboration was funded by School of International Service. The research was also funded by National Science Foundation Grant #2115405.



Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.



Publisher's note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.



Footnotes

1https://www.iatp.org/sites/default/files/2020-11/Delegate%20Approved%20Resolutions.pdf (accessed October 10, 2022).



References

 Agarwal, K. (2020). India's Farm Protests: A Basic Guide to the Issues at Stake. The Wire. Available online at: https://thewire.in/agriculture/indias-farmers-protests-guide-issues-at-stake-reforms-laws-msp (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Agarwal, K. (2022). Farmer Leaders Form New Front to Make MSP a National Issue. Times of India. Available online at: https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/farmer-leaders-form-new-front-to-make-msp-a-national-issue/articleshow/90406763.cms (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Auerbach, J., Muñoz, S., Affiah, U., Torre, G., Börner, S., Cho, H. (2022). Displacement of the scholar? Participatory action research under COVID-19 and a Re-imagining of University Support. Front. Sust. Food Syst. 6, 762065. doi: 10.3389/fsufs.2022.762065

 Ayazi, H. (2018). ‘So god made a farmer’: the US agrarian imaginary and the lived assemblages of settlement and empire. Comp. Am. Stu. Int. J. 16, 43–65. doi: 10.1080/14775700.2019.1642587

 Banks, V. J. (1986). Black Farmers and their Farms. Economic Research Service, U.S. Washington, DC: Department of Agriculture. Rural Development Research Report

 Barnes, D. A. (1987). Strategy outcome and the growth of protest organizations: a case study of the southern farmers' alliance. Rural Sociol. 52, 22.

 Beckert, S. (2015). Empire of Cotton. Harlow, England: Penguin Books, 434-438.

 Blanding, C. (2020). Secure Land Tenure: First Step toward Racial Justice and Agricultural Parity. Interview by Garrett Graddy-Lovelace. Disparity to Parity (blog). Available online at: https://disparitytoparity.org/secure-land-tenure-first-step-toward-racial-justice-agricultural-parity/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Bowers, D. E., Rasmussen, W. D., Baker, G. L. (1984). History of Agricultural Price-Support and Adjustment Programs, 1933-84. Economic Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture. Agriculture Information Bulletin No. 485, 16–19. Available online at: http://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/aib-agricultural-information-bulletin/aib485.aspx (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Burkett, B. (2021). Parity and Supply Management through a Racial Equity Lens. Interview by Garrett Graddy-Lovelace. Disparity to Parity (blog). Available online at: https://disparitytoparity.org/parity-and-supply-management-though-a-racial-equity-lens/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Burnett, K., Murphy, S. (2014). What place for international trade in food sovereignty? J. Peasant Stu. 41, 1065–84. doi: 10.1080/03066150.2013.876995

 Chappell, M. J. (2020). COVID, food, and the Parable of the Shmoo. Agric Hum Values 37, 593–594. doi: 10.1007/s10460-020-10107-8

 Chrisman, S. (2019). Warren and Sanders Think This Farm Policy Will Help Rural America Rebound. Does It Stand a Chance? Civil Eats. Available online at: https://civileats.com/2019/08/26/elizabeth-warren-and-bernies-sanders-both-think-this-farm-policy-will-help-rural-america-rebound-does-it-stand-a-chance/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Clapp, J. (2006). WTO agriculture negotiations: implications for the global South. Third World Q. 27, 563–77. doi: 10.1080/01436590600720728

 Clapp, J. (2012). Hunger in the Balance: The New Politics of International Food Aid. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

 Conrad, A. (2020). Research Brief: Identifying and Countering White Supremacy Culture in Food Systems. Duke Sanford World Food Policy Center. Available online at: https://wfpc.sanford.duke.edu/reports/identifying-and-countering-white-supremacy-culture-in-food-systems/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Cox, A., Krikorian, J., Buseo, G. (2022). World Farmers: Building Farmer Capacity Since 1984. Available online at: https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/6c1f59208bd6466f8c70413ab7f023b7 (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Damodaran, H. (2020). The Men Behind APMC, MSP, and Procurement: The Idea of a Minimum Support Price for Crops Came First From a Visiting US Soil Scientist and Fertilizer Expert. The Indian Express. Available online at: https://indianexpress.com/article/opinion/columns/the-men-behind-apmc-msp-and-procurement-6617277/ (accessed January 3, 2022).

 Davis Stone Glenn (2022). The Agricultural Dilemma: How Not to Feed the World. London: Routledge.

 De Graaf, D., Anthony, J., Lehman, E., Mulligan, K. J. (1982). Dairy Queens (film). New Front Programming Services, Minnevideo.

 Díaz-Bonilla, E., Thomas, M., Robinson, S. (2003). Trade, Food Security and WTO Negotiations: Some Reflections on Boxes and Their Contents. Agricultural Trade and Poverty: Making Policy Analysis Count. Paris: OECD.

 Diven, P. (2001). The domestic determinants of US food policy. Food Policy 26, 455–474. doi: 10.1016/S0306-9192(01)00006-9

 Economic Research Service (1986). Farm Household Well-being: Farm Household Income Estimates. Washington, DC

 Edelman, M. (2021). Hollowed out heartland, USA: How capital sacrificed communities and paved the way for authoritarian populism. J. Rural Stud. 82, 505–517.

 Fagundes, C. (2020). Ecological costs of discrimination: racism, red cedar and resilience in farm bill conservation policy in Oklahoma. Ren. Agric. Food Syst. 35, 420–34. doi: 10.1017/S1742170519000322

 Fakhri, M. (2020). The Right to Food in the Context of International Trade Law and Policy. United Nations General Assembly: A/75/219. Available online at: https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/3879225?ln=en (accessed October 10, 2022).

 FAO (2022). Voluntary Code of Conduct for Food Loss and Waste Reduction. Rome: FAO.

 FAO IFAD, UNICEF, WFP and WHO. (2022). The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the World 2022. Repurposing Food and Agricultural Policies to Make Healthy Diets More Affordable. Rome: FAO.

 Gardner, B. L. (2006a). Balance sheet of the farming sector: 1940–1998. Table Da1312-1322 in Historical Statistics of the United States, Earliest Times to the Present: Millennial Edition. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

 Gardner, B. L. (2006b). Historical Statistics of the United States. Electronic Resource. Cambridge. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

 Gascón, J. (2018). Food waste: a political ecology approach. J. Poli. Ecol. 25, 119. doi: 10.2458/v25i1.23119

 Graddy-Lovelace, G. (2019). U.S. farm policy as fraught populism: tracing the scalar tensions of nationalist agricultural governance. Annal. Am. Assoc. Geograph. 109, 1–17. doi: 10.1080/24694452.2018.1551722

 Graddy-Lovelace, G. (2021a). Farmer and non-farmer responsibility to each other: negotiating the social contracts and public good of agriculture. J. Rural Studies 82, 531–541. doi: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.08.044

 Graddy-Lovelace, G. (2021b). The Dangers of Agricultural Parity Amnesia: Lessons From the US. The Wire. Available online at: https://thewire.in/agriculture/the-dangers-of-agricultural-parity-amnesia-lessons-from-the-us (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Graddy-Lovelace, G., Diamond, A. (2017). From supply management to agricultural subsidies—and back again? The U.S. farm bill and agrarian (in)viability. J. Rural Stud. 50, 70–83. doi: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2016.12.007

 Graddy-Lovelace, G., Naylor, P. (2021). Disparity to parity to solidarity: balancing the scales of international agricultural policy for justice and viability. Development: 64, 259–265. doi: 10.1057/s41301-021-00321-0

 Grant, G., Wood, S., Wright, W. (2012). Black farmers united: the struggle against power and principalities. J. Pan-Afr. Stu. 5, 3–23.

 Hansen-Kuhn, K. (2020). Revisiting Crisis by Design: Introduction. Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy (IATP). Available online at: https://www.iatp.org/sites/default/files/2020-04/Revisiting_Crisis_By_Design_web_0.pdf (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Hendrickson, M. K., Howard, P. H., Miller, E. M., Constance, D.H. (2020). The Food System: Concentration and its Impacts: A Special Report to the Family Farm Action Alliance. doi: 10.13140/RG.2.2.35433.52326

 IAASTD (2009). International Assessment of Agricultural Knowledge Science and Technology for Development (IAASTD) and United Nations Environment Programme. Agriculture at a Crossroads: Synthesis Report. Available online at: https://wedocs.unep.org/20.500.11822/7862 (accessed October 10, 2022).

 IPCC (2022). Climate Change 2022: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability. Contribution of Working Group II to the Sixth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

 IPES-Food (2022). Another Perfect Storm? How the Failure to Reform Food Systems Has Allowed the wAr in Ukraine to Spark a Third Global Food Price Crisis in 15 Years, and What can be Done to Prevent the Next One. IPES-Food. Available online at: https://ipes-food.org/_img/upload/files/AnotherPerfectStorm.pdf (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Januzzi, T. (2011). Agrarian Crisis in India. University of Texas Press. Available online at: https://www.google.com/books/edition/Agrarian_Crisis_in_India/3eKADAAAQBAJ?hl=enandgbpv=1 (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Joseph, S. (2011). “The WTO and the Right to Food,” in Blame it on the WTO? A Human Rights Critique. Oxford: Oxford Academic.

 Krebs, A. V. (1992). The Corporate Reapers: The Book of Agribusiness. Washington, DC: Essential Books.

 Krikorian, J., Moriera, M., Gill, J., Buseo, G. (2022). World Farmers. DisparitytoParity.org.

 Letter, M. (1958). Business and Economic Conditions. New York, NY: First National City Bank.

 Loboa, L., Meyer, K. (2001). The great agricultural transition: crisis, change, and social consequences of twentieth century US farming. Ann. Rev. Sociol. 27, 103–24. doi: 10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.103

 LVC (2022). Geneva Declaration: End WTO! Build International Trade Based on Peasants' Rights and Food Sovereignty! Via Campesina. Via Campesina English. Available online at: https://viacampesina.org/en/geneva-end-wto-build-international-trade-based-on-peasants-rights-and-food-sovereignty/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Martin, A. (2017). Please Mind the Gap: Winners and Losers of Neoliberalism in India. E- International Relations. Available online at: https://www.e-ir.info/2017/03/11/please-mind-the-gap-winners-and-losers-of-neoliberalism-in-india/ (accessed March 14, 2023).

 McGreevy, S. R., Rupprecht, C. D., Niles, D., Wiek, A., Carolan, M., Kallis, G., et al. (2022). Sustainable Agrifood Systems for a Post-Growth World. Nature Sustainability. Available online at: https://www.nature.com/articles/s41893-022-00933-5 (accessed October 10, 2022).

 McMichael, P. (2021). Political Economy of the Global Food and Agriculture System. Rethinking Food and Agriculture. London: Woodhead Publishing, 53–75.

 Montenegro Wit, M., Shattuck, A., Iles, A., Graddy-Lovelace, G., Roman-Alcalá, A., Chappell, M. J., et al. (2021). Operating principles for collective scholar-activism: early insights from the agroecology research-action collective. J. Agric. Food Syst. Commun. Dev. 10, 1–19. doi: 10.5304/jafscd.2021.102.022

 Morgan, D. (1979). Merchants of Grain. New York, NY: Viking Press.

 Murphy, S. (2009). Strategic Grain Reserves in an Era of Volatility. Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy (IATP). Available online at: https://www.iatp.org/documents/strategic-grain-reserves-era-volatility (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Murphy, S. (2010). WTO Rules and Food Reserves. Trade and Food Reserves: What Role Does the WTO Play? Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy (IATP). Available online at: https://www.iatp.org/documents/wto-rules-and-food-reserves (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Murphy, S., Hansen-Kuhn, K. (2020). The true costs of US agricultural dumping. Renew. Agric. Food Syst. 35, 376–90. doi: 10.1017/S1742170519000097

 Murphy, S., Lilliston, B. (2017). Food Reserves, Climate Adaptation and the World Trade Organization. Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy (IATP). Available online at: https://www.iatp.org/documents/food-reserves-climate-adaptation-and-world-trade-organization (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Murphy, S., Lilliston, B., Lake, M. B. (2005). WTO Agreement on Agriculture: A Decade of Dumping. Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy (IATP). Available online at: https://www.iatp.org/documents/wto-agreement-agriculture-decade-dumping (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Naylor, G. (1986). Strengthening the Spirit of America. The United Farmer and Rancher Congress, Ames, Iowa: North American Farm Alliance. Available online at: https://www.iatp.org/sites/default/files/2018-01/United%20Farmer%20%26%20Rancher%20Congress.%20Strengthening%20the%20Spirit%20of%20America_1.pdf (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Naylor, G. (2011). Without Clarity on Parity, All You Get is Charity. Food Movements Unite: Strategies to Transform Our Food System. Oakland, CA: Food First.

 Naylor, G. (2017). Land Justice: Re-imagining Land, Food, and the Commons in the United States. Oakland, CA: Food First.

 Naylor, G. (2019). Old New Deal shows path to Green New Deal. Clarity on Parity (blog). Available online at: https://www.clarityonparity.com/blog/2jusu7ck8gwm0udfb4xxer0bktst2q (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Naylor, G. (2020). Parity Basics: What Parity Is and Is Not. Disparity to Parity (blog). Available online at: https://disparitytoparity.org/parity-basics-what-parity-is-and-is-not/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Naylor, P. E. (2017). “Stress of the game' takes toll on Iowa farmers' mental health”. Des Moines Register. Available online at: https://www.desmoinesregister.com/story/opinion/columnists/iowa-view/2017/09/07/suicide-iowa-farmers-mental-health/638786001/ (accessed March 14, 2023).

 Naylor, P. E. (2022). Food Insecurity is a Societal and Political Issue. Jefferson, IW: The Jefferson Herald.

 Naylor, P. E., Naylor, G., Kruzic, A. (2018). Parity and farm justice: recipe for a resilient food system. Food First Backgrounder 24, 2.

 Ness, I. (2004). Encyclopedia of American Social Movements, 1st Edn. Routledge. p. 1443–1453. doi: 10.4324/9781315704784

 NFFC (2007). Food from Family Farms Act: A Proposal for the 2007 U.S. Farm Bill. NFFC: Washington, DC. Available online at: https://inmotionmagazine.com/ra08/FFFA2007.pdf (accessed October 10, 2022).

 NFFC (2021). From the Grassroots Up, not From the Money Down. Gap Productions (video). Available online at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-ywo1PX9VYIandlist=PL7K_XwGI3jVS4AMDeEdFfHALIOYnoWg53andindex=4 (accessed October 10, 2022).

 NFO Reporter (1963). Over a Million at NFO Meetings. The NFO Reporter. Ames, IW: National Farmers Organization.

 O'Brien, M. J. (2017). The Federation of Southern Cooperatives/Land Assistance Fund: 50 Years of Courage, Cooperation, Commitment, and Community. East Point, Georgia: Federation of Southern Cooperatives/Land Assistance Fund.

 Orozco, A. A., Ward, A., Graddy-Lovelace, G. (2018). Documenting USDA discrimination: community-partnered research on farm policy for land justice. ACME J. Crit. Geograph. 17, 999–1023.

 Patel, R., Goodman, J. (2020). The Long New Deal. J. Peasant Stu. 47, 431–463. doi: 10.1080/03066150.2020.1741551

 Patel, R., Moore, J. (2018). A History of the World in Seven Cheap Things A Guide to Capitalism, Nature, and the Future of the Planet. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

 Pennick, E. J. (2011). The struggle for control of america's production agriculture system and its impact on african american farmers. Multidiscip. Global Contexts 5, 113–20. doi: 10.2979/racethmulglocon.5.1.113

 Pennick, E. J. (2021). White Farmers Opposition to POC Farmer Relief Motivated by Racism. Minnesota Spokesman Recorder. Available online at: https://spokesman-recorder.com/2021/06/24/white-farmers-opposition-to-poc-farmer-relief-motivated-by-racism/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Pennick, E. J., Gray, H. (2006). U.S. Cotton Program and Black U.S. Cotton Farmers: History, Findings, Analysis, and Recommendations. Exploratory Study. Federation of Southern Cooperatives/Land Assistance Fund. Available online at: https://federation.imagerelay.com/fl/9ed36182b52945f19df6b547fa1246d0 (accessed October 10, 2022)

 Powell, S. J., Schmitz, A. (2005). The Cotton and Sugar Subsidies Decisions: WTO's Dispute Settlement System Rebalances the Agreement on Agriculture. Available online at: http://scholarship.law.ufl.edu/facultypub/27 (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Rappeport, A. (2022). Climate and Tax Bill Rewrites Embattled Black Farmer Relief Program. The New York Times. Available online at: https://www.nytimes.com/2022/08/12/business/economy/inflation-reduction-act-black-farmers.html (accessed January 6, 2023).

 Ray, D., Ugarte, D., Tiller, K. (2003). Rethinking U.S. Agricultural Policy: Changing Course to Secure Farmers Livelihoods Worldwide. Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy (IATP) and Agricultural Policy Analysis Center. The University of Tennessee. Available online at: https://www.iatp.org/documents/rethinking-us-agricultural-policy-changing-course-to-secure-farmers-livelihoods-worldwide (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Ray, D. E. (2004). Agricultural Policy for the Twenty-First Century and the Legacy of the Wallaces. Agricultural Policy Analysis Center. Available online at: http://agpolicy.org/publication/RayLecture2004FromGretchen1st.pdf (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Riley, M., Harvey, D. (2007). Oral histories, farm practice and uncovering meaning in the countryside. Soc. Cult. Geograph. 8, 391–415. doi: 10.1080/14649360701488823

 Ritchie, M., Dawkins, K. (1999). WTO Food and Agriculture Rules: Sustainable Agriculture and the Human Right to Food. Minnesota Journal of Global Trade. Available online at: https://www.iatp.org/documents/wto-food-and-agriculture-rules-sustainable-agriculture-and-human-right-food (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Ritchie, M., Dawkins, K. (2000). WTO food and agricultural rules: sustainable agriculture and the human right to food agricultural trade symposium. J. Global Trade 9, 9–40.

 Ritchie, M., Ristau, K. (1987). Crisis by Design: A Brief Review of US Farm Policy. Minneapolis, MN: Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy.

 Rowell, W. (1993). National Farmers Organization: A Complete History, Ames, Iowa: Sigler.

 Ruttan, V. W. (1993). Why Food Aid? Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

 Saha, D., Nanduri, K., Das, R. (2021). Farmers' Protest in India: A Manifestation of Rural Agrarian Crisis. Collective of Agrarian Scholar-Activists from the South (CASAS). Available online at: https://casasouth.org/farmers-protest-in-india-a-manifestation-of-rural-agrarian-crisis/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Schaffer, H. D., Hellwinckel, C., Ray, D. E., La Torre Ugarte, D.G. (2012). An Analysis of a Market-Driven Inventory System (MDIS). Knoxville, Tennessee, University of Tennessee: Agricultural Policy Analysis Center. Available online at: http://www.agpolicy.org/publication/NFU-April2012-FinalReport-AsSentToNFUApr2-2012.pdf (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Schaffer, H. D., Ray, D. E. (2005). Policy Premise Correct Three Times a Century. Policy Pennings, Knoxville: APAC. Available online at: http://agpolicy.org/weekcol/268.html (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Schaffer, H. D., Ray, D. E. (2006). Are the Five Oft-Cited Reasons for Farm Programs Actually Symptoms of a More Basic Reason. Policy Pennings, U. Tenn.: APAC. Available online at: http://agpolicy.org/weekcol/325.html (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Schaffer, H. D., Ray, D. E. (2018). Protecting Crop Farmers and Corn Users with a Corn Reserve. Agricultural Policy Analysis Center. Available online at: http://agpolicy.org/weekcol/356.html (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Schaffer, H. D., Ray, D. E. (2020a). Agricultural supply management and farm policy. Renew. Agric. Food Syst. 35, 453–62. doi: 10.1017/S1742170518000595

 Schaffer, H. D., Ray, D. E. (2020b). The Bruce Gardner Precept. Policy Pennings. Available online at: http://agpolicy.org/weekcol/2020/1040.html (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Scheyett, A., Bayakly, R. (2019). Characteristics and contextual stressors in farmer and agricultural worker suicides in Georgia from 2008–2015. J. Rural Mental Health 43, 61–72. doi: 10.1037/rmh0000114

 Schutz, M. N. (1986). Plowing up a storm: the history of midwestern farm activism. Annals 48, 206–13. doi: 10.17077/0003-4827.9152

 Sharma, D. (2021). They Too Are an Aspiring India. Ground Reality Understanding the Politics of Food, Agriculture and Hunger (blog). Available online at: https://devinder-sharma.blogspot.com/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Sharma, S. K., Dobhal, A., Agrawal, S., Das, A. (2021). Demystifying blue box support to agriculture under the WTO: implications for developing countries. Econ. J. 22, 161–85. doi: 10.1177/13915614211035852

 Shattuck, A., Holt-Gimenez, E. (2010). Moving from food crisis to food sovereignty comment. Yale Human Rights Dev. Law J. 13, 421–34. doi: 10.1080/03066150.2010.538578

 Shiva, V. (1989). Staying Alive: Women, Ecology and Development. London: Zed Books.

 Shiva, V. (2016). Who Really Feeds the World? The Failures of Agribusiness and the Promise of Agroecology. Berkeley, CA: North Atlantic Books.

 Singh, I. S. (2021). Op-Ed: What the Farmers' Revolution in India Says About Big Ag in the US and Worldwide. Civil Eats. Available online at: https://civileats.com/2021/03/01/op-ed-what-the-farmers-revolution-in-india-says-about-big-ag-in-the-us-and-worldwide/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Singh, I. S. (2022). The India Farmers' Revolution Lives On! Confronting Unjust Power in the Food System. A Growing Culture (blog). Available online at: https://agrowingculture.medium.com/the-india-farmers-revolution-lives-on-d204a2c336d7 (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Sligh, M. (2021). The New Deal's Impacts on Sharecropping and Tenant Farming in the US South: A History. Disparity to Parity (blog). Available online at: https://disparitytoparity.org/the-new-deals-impacts-on-sharecropping-and-tenant-farming-in-the-us-south/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Slotnik, D. E. (2018). Ralph Paige, Champion of Black Farmers, Dies at 74. The New York Times. Available online at: https://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/06/obituaries/ralph-paige-who-fought-for-black-farmers-dies-at-74.html. (accessed January 6, 2023).

 Soni, D. K. (2022). Reflecting on the World's Largest and Longest Protest: Parity as the Unifying Call. Disparity to Parity (blog). Available online at: https://disparitytoparity.org/parity-as-the-unifying-call/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Sud, H. (2021). Washing Machines and Libraries: What Life Is like in Indian Farmers Protest Camps on Delhi's Outskirts. CNN. Available online at: https://www.cnn.com/2021/02/05/asia/indian-farmers-camp-dst-intl-hnk/index.html (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Sumner, D. A. (2006). Selected commodity program provisions - corn, wheat, rice, and upland cotton: 1933-1999. Table Da1368-1385 in Historical Statistics of the United States, Earliest Times to the Present. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

 Thomas, G., De Tavernier, J. (2017). Farmer-suicide in India: Debating the role of biotechnology. Life Sci. Soc. Policy. 13, 8. doi: 10.1186/s40504-017-0052-z

 Tribune News Service (2022). Punjab Second in Income Per Agricultural Household. Available online at: https://www.tribuneindia.com/news/punjab/punjab-second-in-income-per-agricultural-household-462074. (accessed January 3, 2022).

 Tyler, S. S., Moore, E. A. (2013). Plight of black farmers in the context of USDA farm loan programs: a research agenda for the future. Prof. Agric. J. 1, 6. Available online at: https://tuspubs.tuskegee.edu/pawj/vol1/iss1/6

 UNCTAD (2013). Trade and Environment Review 2013. United Nations. Available online at: https://unctad.org/system/files/official-document/ditcted2012d3_en.pdf (accessed October 10, 2022).

 US Census (1949). Statistical Abstract of the United States. p. 637. Available online at: https://www.census.gov/library/publications/1949/compendia/statab/70ed.html (accessed October 10, 2022).

 USDA Farm Service Agency. (2003). Fact Sheet: Direct and Counter-cyclical Payment Program. Available online at: https://www.fsa.usda.gov/Internet/FSA_File/dcp03.pdf (accessed October 10, 2022).

 USDA-ERS (2022a). Economic Research Service, Commodity Costs and Returns. Available online at: http://ers.usda.gov/data-products/commodity-costs-and-returns.aspx (accessed October 10, 2022).

 USDA-ERS (2022b). Economic Research Service, Data Files: U.S., and State-Level Farm Income and Wealth Statistics, Annual cash receipts by commodity (condensed), U.S., and States, 1910-2022F. Cash receipts by selected commodity, 1910-2022F Nominal. (2022 dollars).

 USDA-ERS (2022c). Economic Research Service, Data Files: U.S., and State-Level Farm Income and Wealth Statistics: Balance Sheet. Farm sector balance sheet, 1960-2022F Real. (2022 dollars). Available online at: https://data.ers.usda.gov/reports.aspx?ID=17835 (accessed October 10, 2022).

 USDA-ERS (2022d). Economic Research Service, Data Files: U.S., and State-Level Farm Income and Wealth Statistics: Farm Sector Financial Ratios. Farm Sector Financial Ratios, 1960-2022F Real. (2022 dollars). Available online at: https://data.ers.usda.gov/reports.aspx?ID=17838 (accessed October 10, 2022).

 USDA-ERS (2022e). Economic Research Service. 1910-2022F Real (2022 dollars). Data Files: U.S., and State-Level Income and Wealth Statistics. Value Added to the U.S. Economy by the Agricultural Sector. Available online at: https://data.ers.usda.gov/reports.aspx?ID=17830 (accessed October 10, 2022).

 USDA-Food Waste (2022). Food Waste FAQ. Available online at: https://www.usda.gov/foodwaste/faqs#:~:text=How%20much%20food%20waste%20is,percent%20of%20the%20food%20supply (accessed October 10, 2022).

 USDA-NASS (1969). Number of Farms by Color and Tenure of Operator, and Land in Farms by Tenure of Operator: 1880 to 1969. Census of Agriculture Vol. 2, Part 1, Table 5. Available online at: https://agcensus.library.cornell.edu/wp-content/uploads/1969-Farm_Management_Farm_Operators-TABLES-574-Table-05.pdf (accessed October 10, 2022).

 USDA-NASS (2017). Census of Agriculture. Available online at: https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2017/#full_report (accessed March 14, 2023).

 USDA-NASS (2022). National Agricultural Statistics Service. Crop Production: Historical Track Records. Available online at: https://usda.library.cornell.edu/concern/publications/c534fn92g?locale=en (accessed October 10, 2022).

 USDA-NASS Census of Agriculture, (1954). Census of Agriculture, various years and tables. Available online at: https://agcensus.library.cornell.edu (accessed October 10, 2022).

 USDA-NASS. (1955). Agricultural Statistics: Crops- Field Crops-US Total. Available online at: https://www.nass.usda.gov/Quick_Stats

 USDA-Office of Chief Economist (2022). USDA Agricultural Projections (Various Years). Available online at: https://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/#!topicid=andsubtopicid=andseries=OCEandauthorid=andpage=1andsortfield=dateandsortascending=false (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Uyeda, R. L. (2021). Could Price Parity, Supply Management Change the Game for BIPOC Farmers? Civil Eats. Available online at: https://civileats.com/2021/04/14/could-fair-prices-supply-management-change-the-game-for-bipoc-farmers/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Varghese, S. (2020). India at a Turning Point: The Indian Farm Bills to Force Farmers to ‘Get Big or Get Out.’ Minnesota: Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy.

 Varghese, S. (2021). India's Historic Farmers Strike Scores a Win against Modi Government on Its One-Year Anniversary. Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy (blog). Available online at: https://www.iatp.org/blog/202111/indias-historic-farmers-strike-scores-win-against-modi-government-its-one-year (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Walters, C. (2003). Unforgiven: The American Economic System Sold for Debt and War. Acres USA.

 Ward, J. S. (1976). Compiler, Farm Commodity and Related Programs, Agriculture Handbook 345, USDA, ASCS. Reprinted, revised. US Government Printing Office. Available online at: https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=uc1.b4381263andview=1upandseq=11 (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Watson, T., Wilson, B. (2021). Two hidden histories of rural racial solidarity movements. J. Rural Stu. 82, 606–13. doi: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.06.022

 White, M. M. (2018). Freedom Farmers: Agricultural Resistance and the Black Freedom Movement. Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press.

 Wilson, B. (2012). Primer: Farm Justice Proposals for the 2018 Farm Bill. ZSpace (blog), Revised. Available online at: https://zcomm.org/zblogs/primer-farm-justice-proposals-for-the-2012-farm-bill-by-brad-wilson/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Wilson, B. (2016). Missing Food Movement History: Highlights of Family Farm Justice: 1950-2000. Family Farm Justice. Available online at: https://familyfarmjustice.me/2016/05/25/missing-food-movement-history-highlights-of-family-farm-justice-1950-2000/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Wilson, B. (2018). Mainstream Media Misunderstands the Farm Bill. Family Farm Justice (blog). Available online at: https://familyfarmjustice.me/2018/04/27/mainstream-media-misunderstands-the-farm-bill/ (accessed October 10, 2022).

 Winders, B. (2009). The global context of the us farm bill in 2018: world markets, instability and policy preferences in agriculture. Renewable Agric. Food Syst. 35, 367–75. doi: 10.1017/S1742170518000303

 Wise, T. A. (2009). Promise or pitfall? The limited gains from agricultural trade liberalisation for developing countries. J. Peasant Stu. 36, 855–70. doi: 10.1080/03066150

 Wright, B. (2009). International Grain Reserves and Other Instruments to Address Volatility in Grain Markets. Policy Research Working Papers. Washington, DC: The World Bank. 903354056





OPS/images/fsufs-07-1066465-g003.gif
LRI





OPS/images/fsufs-07-1066465-g004.gif
Median farm income, off-farm income, and total income of farm

housaholds, 2018-23F

[—

wme mow maw  emee waze

w0
oo

o
! ] IIIIII

to0

Voo fomreane Vet oRmincoms Wedam i oo |

e o ey oy . T i wh
e USE oo Rrsson Shn ard ot Agrsr i
e R e S e e 1 ot

s sanee,






OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Parity as radical pragmatism: Centering farm justice and agrarian expertise in agricultural policy



		Introduction



		The urgency of food system transformation



		Methodology



		Farm justice in a globalizing world



		US farm justice through parity



		Parity for whom? Rethinking supply management through a racial justice lens



		India farmer uprising



		Analysis of parity amnesia: Subsidy conflations and distractions



		Radical imagination



		Conclusion



		Data availability statement



		Ethics statement



		Author contributions



		Funding



		Conflict of interest



		Publisher's note



		Footnotes



		References

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems

Parity as radical pragmatism:
Centering farm justice and
agrarian expertise in agricultural
policy





OPS/images/fsufs-07-1066465-g001.gif
|United States CORN
]

$25.00, e
$20.00.

$15.00. S~
$10.00/ -=

vl





OPS/images/fsufs-07-1066465-g002.gif









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
(®) Check for updates





OPS/images/logo.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems





