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 Most shocking in the modern world is the contrast between what could be and 
what is. Biologically speaking, the human species should be near the beginning of 
its evolutionary run. Tsunamis and volcanoes happen, and asteroids are a constant 
threat, but the long history of the world suggests that with average luck our species 
should last for another million years  – and then our descendants might draw breath 
and contemplate the following million. Experience and simple extrapolation sug-
gest that if we manage the world well, it is perfectly capable of supporting all of us 
to a very high standard through all that time  – the 7 billion or so who are with us 
now, and the 9.5 to 10 billion who will be with us within a few decades. Yet we are 
being warned from all sides  – not simply, these days, by professional environmental-
ists but also by popes, archbishops, scientists, and some economists, that if we go on 
as we are, then the human species will be lucky to survive the present century in a 
tolerable or even in a recognizable form. 

 All too obviously, on all sides, the world is falling about our ears. The world’s 
economies have not recovered from the collapse of the banks in 2008  – and, more 
to the point, it’s clear to everyone who does not have a serious vested interest in 
the status quo that the prevailing, neoliberal economy, taking its lead from the “de-
regulated”, maximally competitive global market, just will not do. In theory and 
demonstrably in practice it cannot deliver justice and security; yet all attempts to 
install alternatives are fi ercely resisted. Worse still, the non-renewable resources on 
which we have come to depend  – notably oil  – are all too clearly fi nite, while those 
that theoretically are renewable or recyclable  – fresh water, fertile soils, phosphorus  – 
are dissipated far faster than they can be replenished. All the world’s major habitats 
are compromised, down to and including the deep oceans. Half of all our fellow 
creatures are conservatively estimated to be in realistic danger of extinction within a 
century or so. A billion people  – one in seven  – are now undernourished. Another 
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billion suffer “diseases of excess”, or perhaps of covert defi ciency: the world popula-
tion of diet-related diabetics is now more than twice that of Russia. A billion live in 
urban slums  – almost a third of all city-dwellers. Yet still the world’s governments 
equate urbanization with progress. 

 Agriculture is at the heart of all these setbacks  – affected directly by all of them, 
and a signifi cant cause of most of them. And at the heart of all that is wrong with 
agriculture is livestock  – again the victim and a principal cause of much that is awry 
with all the rest. 

 Nothing can be put right  ad hoc . Everything depends on everything else. No 
individual mistake can be corrected without attending to all the others. We can’t 
put agriculture on a secure and stable course unless we also create an economy that 
is sympathetic to sound farming, instead of one that, as now, makes it well-nigh 
impossible to farm sensibly without going bust. Farmers cannot produce good 
food by good means and sell it for what it is really worth unless people at large are 
prepared to pay for it  – which means the world needs to restore its food cultures  – 
and unless people are able to afford it  – which brings us back to the economy. We 
cannot tackle any of the problems unless we give a damn, which is a matter of 
morality. It is very diffi cult, too, to make serious changes without the assistance or at 
least the compliance of governments  – but the world’s most powerful governments 
no longer seem to think it is their job to govern. They interfere with our lives but 
that is not the same thing at all. Certainly, Britain’s governments since the 1970s 
have as a matter of policy handed over their traditional powers to the “the market”, 
and to international agencies such as the World Trade Organization, which affect to 
oversee that market. As one professor of food policy has commented, Britain’s food 
policy these past 30 years has been, “Leave it to Tesco”. 

 Yet the world is still a wonderful place  – extraordinarily productive and obliging, 
and far more resilient than we have a right to expect. Human beings are intelligent, 
skilful and despite appearances are steeped in what Adam Smith called “natural 
sympathy”: not wanting their fellows or their fellow creatures to suffer, recognizing 
the debt that we all owe to each other. We have science, which gives us extraordinary 
insights, and ought to be one of the great assets of humankind, and technologies that 
give us extraordinary power, including “high” technologies  – the kind that emerge 
from science. We should not be in a mess. 

 One essential  – the  sine qua non  indeed  – is to ensure good food for all, produced 
in ways that do not wreck the biosphere and wipe out our fellow creatures. But is 
this really possible? 

 Yes, is the answer  – but not by the methods now advocated and foisted upon us 
by the ruling oligarchy of corporates and governments, and their chosen intellectual 
and expert advisers. We need to begin again from fi rst principles. 

 How to feed everybody well and why livestock is crucial 

 Farming has to be productive of course, but it also has to be both sustainable and 
resilient: not wrecking the rest of the world as the decades pass, and able to change 
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direction as conditions change  – which is especially necessary as the climate shifts. 
But nature itself shows how all this can be achieved. Wild nature has been continu-
ously productive through hugely turbulent changes of circumstance for 3.8 billion 
years. Farming is an artifi ce of course  – a human creation  – but if we want it to 
serve us well, and go on serving us, and not kill everything else, then we should seek 
to emulate nature. This is the principle of “agroecology”. 

 So how does nature achieve its ends? In general, it is self-renewing  – it taps in 
to renewable energy, which mainly (though not quite exclusively) is solar energy, 
and recycles the non-renewables: carbon, nitrogen, phosphorus, water, and all the 
rest. It manages all this with enviable effi ciency because it is so diverse  – millions 
of different species (we don’t know how many, but perhaps around 8 million) act-
ing in rivalry but also more importantly in concert; and it’s because the system is 
so diverse that it is also so resilient. No one disaster can destroy everything  – there 
have always been survivors through all the mass extinctions  – and over time, all the 
creatures within the system, and the ecosystems as a whole, evolve, and adapt. The 
relationship between plants and animals, which are often perceived to be “domi-
nant” because they are big and pro-active, is synergistic. The plants convert solar 
energy and minerals into carbohydrates, proteins, and the rest; and the animals plus 
the fungi, protozoans, and microbes (bacteria and archaeans) help to keep every-
thing cycling. 

 Farming that emulated nature would be the same: deriving its inputs from 
renewables, wasting nothing, diverse, low-input  – basically organic  – balancing 
crops (plants) against livestock (animals). In principle this is simple. Natural. 

 In practice, in basic structure, this is how agriculture generally has been for the 
past 10,000 years. The emphasis in most traditional farming has been on crops, 
which must be grown on the prime land. The staples, mainly cereals, are grown by 
arable techniques (on the fi eld scale), while most of the rest are raised by horticulture 
(on the garden scale). Traditional farmers everywhere commonly grew and grow 
many different crops  – often a huge variety. Except in extreme circumstances (as in 
extensive grasslands and the highest altitudes and latitudes) livestock are kept mainly 
or exclusively to supplement the crops. They too are diverse  – if not in species then 
certainly genetically. Overall, traditional farming is and was “polycultural”. 

 In the West, it has been fashionable of late to argue that livestock are a drain 
on resources  – and to suggest that they exacerbate global warming by producing 
methane gas as a by-product of rumination. In practice, in the modern world, both 
these criticisms are to some extent justifi ed  – but only because we do things badly: 
specifi cally, in general, because we have largely replaced traditional farming with 
industrial agribusiness. 

 Thus conceptually, and traditionally, livestock falls into two categories. On the 
one hand there are the specialist herbivores, both ruminants (cattle and sheep the 
main ones, with goats and deer as minor players) and hind-gut digesters such as 
horses and rabbits (which are important in some economies). Camels may be seen 
as “pseudo-ruminants”, roughly similar to cattle in the way they deal with herb-
age, but differing in some details. In a state of nature the specialist herbivores derive 
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most of their energy from cellulose  – and this is an extraordinary trick to pull, and 
an extraordinarily valuable one, for cellulose is the most common organic polymer 
in nature. It is present and usually the prime component of every plant cell wall and 
so is common to all plants, growing in all circumstances. In nature at large there are 
megatonnes of it. 

 Human beings cannot derive signifi cant quantities of energy from cellulose, but 
by raising specialist herbivores they gain vicarious access to the cornucopia that 
cellulose has to offer. Not every specialist herbivore can make use of every kind of 
leaf or stem  – many plants are frankly toxic and/or protect themselves with thorns 
and whiskers and mucilage. But between them our domestic animals can derive 
nourishment from most common plants, which means that they can at least survive 
in most environments, and positively thrive in warm and rainy seasons when the 
plants are fl ourishing. So people who keep the right kinds of herbivores in the right 
proportions can survive in the most hostile landscapes. So it was that Job and his 
kin, in the Old Testament, lived very well in the desert (at least when he wasn’t being 
assaulted by various plagues) with his mixed herd of cattle, sheep, goats, donkeys, 
and camels  – the proportions spelled out in the Book of Job and still to be found 
in some African herds. 

 Even when the plants are dying and the livestock are hungry and losing weight, 
they still can be killed for meat. The food they supply doesn’t even need to be 
stored and carried. Obligingly, it moves itself around. When the plants are grow-
ing, or are about to, the animals give birth  – and then their owners live on their 
milk. Indeed, in well-run desert communities, the animals are killed for meat  only  in 
times of drought, when the vegetation languishes and they are liable to die anyway. 
Hence the Jewish edict in Leviticus: not to eat meat and drink milk at the same 
meal. (I was once told off in a Kosher restaurant for drinking milky tea with a salt 
beef sandwich.) The Masai drink the blood of their cattle, bleeding them at judi-
cious intervals. Nor are livestock kept only for food. They are the source of textiles 
(wool) and leather, of fertility, of fuel (cow dung), and their bones are used to make 
tools and furniture and even sometimes for building. In much of the world animals 
are the chief transport and pull tractors and harvesters for good measure. This is 
no anachronism. In some parts of the world and some economies animal power is 
still the best. The sacred cows of India produced calves that were castrated to make 
oxen for draught power  – and these were almost free because the cows traditionally 
were not fed: they fed themselves from wayside weeds and crop residues. In much 
of Africa cattle and sometimes goats are the principal currency; and currency in 
the form of cattle, unlike currency in the form of banknotes, or  – as is the case 
nowadays  – as fi gures in a computer, is real. In short, cattle and sheep may be a 
luxury in the middle-class West, but they are at the heart of some of the world’s 
most venerable cultures (as clearly demonstrated throughout the Bible). 

 The second category of livestock is the omnivores  – pigs and poultry. Both can 
derive some energy from cellulose  – though opinions differ on this, and the ability 
seems to vary somewhat from breed to breed. On the whole, pigs and poultry eat 
the same kinds of things that humans eat. Yet their culinary standards are not high. 
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So they are traditionally raised on leftovers  – food wastes and crop surpluses. Hence 
they supplement the overall economy. Furthermore, pigs in particular are great cul-
tivators, eating weeds and digging up the soil and fertilizing it. Indeed, they have 
often been kept for this alone, with their meat as a bonus. Chickens traditionally 
were moppers-up of wastes who offered a more or less continuous supply of eggs. 
Typically the hens themselves were eaten primarily when their laying days were 
over, in casseroles and pot roasts, while the cockerels made  coq au vin   – but only as 
an occasional treat. 

 Traditionally, then, the best land was used for growing crops  – arable and 
horticulture  – with pigs and poultry used to clear up the loose ends and for cultiva-
tion; and the fi elds beyond the cultivated area, including the uplands, which were 
often too steep or too wet or too dry to grow crops, were used for the herbivores; 
although, of course, sheep and cattle also came on to the arable fi elds in periods 
of fallow, to allow the ground to rest and to add fertility. Overall, such a system is 
highly effi cient  – not necessarily in cash terms, within the modern economy, but in 
biological terms, which matters far more. Indeed, as Kenneth Mellanby pointed out 
in his classic book of 1973,  Can Britain Feed Itself ? , if we reinstalled such a structure 
in Britain then we could certainly be self-reliant in food. Nowadays we can add 
refi nements too. Thus Martin Wolfe of the Organic Research Centre argues that all 
farming should be conceived as an exercise in agroforestry, and at Wakelyns Farm 
in Suffolk he demonstrates the principle of “alley-cropping”: growing a variety of 
valuable trees in rows with arable or horticulture in between. He would like to keep 
livestock, too, but at present there are too few stockpeople on land to look after 
them. Aquaculture also has a big part to play (and fi sh are livestock too). Indeed, 
way back in 2008 I helped to organize a conference in Oxford on national self-
reliance and concluded, as others did, that with an updated, Mellanby-style structure 
and with some modern varieties we could feed ourselves easily (Tudge, 2009). 

 The methane problem also is hugely diminished if we farm in this traditional, 
commonsensical way. Cattle do indeed exhale methane (it comes out the front end, 
not the back end), but if they are fed only on grass, then of course they can exhale 
only the carbon that the grass itself has acquired from the atmosphere by photosyn-
thesis. So the excretion of methane could be viewed merely as a form of recycling. 
There is no net increase in atmospheric carbon. Furthermore, if the grazing is 
controlled, then much of the carbon dioxide that the grass fi xes by photosynthesis 
fi nishes up in the roots rather than the leaves and remains uneaten, and as the roots 
die so the carbon content of the soil is increased, so that a well-grazed fi eld can be a 
net carbon  sink   – the very thing the world needs. Thus, grazing livestock (in a con-
trolled way) should be win–win. Livestock becomes a menace only when, as now, 
we feed half the world’s cereal and most of the world’s soya to animals that should be 
getting the bulk of their nutrient from grass and leftovers. We burn vast quantities 
of oil to grow that cereal and fell forest to grow the soya  – and so contribute twice 
over, and prodigiously, to global warming. Yet the cereal and soya we feed to the 
animals need not be grown at all  – or if it is, then we could be eating it ourselves. 
Again we fi nd it is not the animals that are at fault but the system. 



14 Colin Tudge

 We can extend Kenneth Mellanby’s principle. If all countries reinstalled the tra-
ditional structures, then almost all of them could be self-reliant  – and without 
wrecking their own environments or the climate. Thus in November 2011 Profes-
sor Hans Herren, President of the Millennium Institute in Washington, DC, told a 
special meeting at London’s House of Commons that the world already produces 
enough to provide food energy and protein for  14 billion  people  – twice the present 
world population and 40% more than we should ever need. 

 The truth of this is evident from readily available statistics (as found on Google). 
Thus the world produces 2.5 billion tonnes per year of the major cereals: wheat, rice, 
and maize. One tonne of any of these provides enough food energy and protein 
to sustain three people  – so 2.5 billion tonnes is enough for 7.5 billion. But the 
major cereals, important though they are, provide only half the world’s food. The 
other half comes from minor cereals and other grains, pulses, nuts, fruits and veg-
etables, fungi, and all the products of animals including fi sh. In addition to energy 
and protein, vegetables, fruit, livestock, and the rest also provide all the vitamins, 
minerals, and cryptonutrients that we need. So the total adds up to  at least  14 bil-
lion. Nowadays a billion people are hungry not because the world cannot produce 
enough food but because the food is not produced in the right places; crops are 
raised as commodities to be sold abroad for cash, rather than as food for the local 
population; and a huge amount is wasted. Indeed it is estimated that a third or more 
of crops in the Third World are lost in the fi eld or in harvest, while in the rich world 
at third at least is thrown away after it reaches kitchen. We also feed about a third 
of our grain to livestock  – which is mostly unnecessary. Finally, for good measure, 
perfectly wholesome crops are grown these days simply be burnt for “biofuel” 
which governments tell us is good for the planet but in truth is a giant scam. Crops 
grown specifi cally for animal feed or for fuel have nothing to do with real need 
and everything to do with short-term profi t. In general, the more you can produce, 
the greater the possible return. So although we already have more than enough, the 
emphasis still is on more and more production. 

 In fact, the oligarchs who determine agricultural policy are still in thrall to the 
demographic theory of Thomas (known as “Bob”) Malthus who in the late 18th 
and early 19th centuries predicted that the human population would be bound 
to outstrip its food supply and would grow and grow until it collapsed. His ideas 
inspired Ebenezer Scrooge in Charles Dickens’s  A Christmas Carol  to speak of “the 
surplus population” (that was in 1843). Now we can see that Malthus was wrong. 
The UN demographers tell us that human numbers will level out of their own 
accord around 2050 to approximately 10 billion, and we already produce more than 
enough. But the experts continue to sing from the Malthusian hymn sheet because 
that is more profi table. It’s surprising how much “modern” thinking, including 
modern science, is rooted in centuries-old ideas which, to a large extent, have long 
since been discredited. People, even intellectuals, or perhaps especially intellectuals, 
believe what they fi nd convenient. 

 Now we come across a huge serendipity  – or rather, two huge serendipities. To 
be sure, if we fed livestock only on grass or leftovers and (genuine) surpluses, then 
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we would not produce as much meat as we do now. We might indeed produce 
far less, at least in some places. People in high places, keen to maximize profi ts by 
maximizing output, are wont to tell us therefore that if we did not grow many mil-
lions of hectares of soya and maize for cattle, pigs, and poultry, our diets would be 
intolerable  – all lentils and garlic bakes. Again our rulers display their ignorance. 
They clearly know nothing about food. For the kind of farming that really could 
feed us all focuses on arable and horticulture with livestock in supporting roles and 
so produces “plenty of plants, not much meat and maximum variety”: and these 
nine words  – “plenty of plants, not much meat and maximum variety”  – summarize 
all the most worthwhile nutritional theory of the past three decades. 

 Now for the second serendipity: these nine words also summarize the basic 
structure of all the world’s greatest cuisines  – of Provence, Italy, Turkey, Persia, Leba-
non, Indonesia, India, China. All of them are plant-based, using meat and fi sh only 
sparingly  – for fl avour and texture, as a garnish, for stock, and eaten in bulk only on 
the occasional feast day. Even in normal climes, where the growing season is shorter, 
people traditionally fared well on relatively little meat. Britain traditionally made as 
much use as almost anyone of  all  parts of the animal (though we never quite got into 
chicken’s feet as the Chinese did), the basis of endless root-rich stews, and is or was 
very strong on bakery  – pies, puddings, cakes of all kinds, variations on a theme of 
fl our. These cuisines are unsurpassed  – the basis of all worthwhile  haute cuisine . But 
they are not the cuisines of the elite. They are rooted in peasant cooking, devised 
by ordinary people from whatever grew around  – which basically was what farmers 
found easiest to grow. It all works beautifully. To eat well and sustainably, we don’t 
even have to be austere. We just have to grow what grows best and take cooking 
seriously. In truth, the future belongs to the gourmet. 

 So we should be heaving a great sigh of relief. Instead we are panicking, resort-
ing to ever more exotic technologies  – and are told from on high that we need to 
 double  food output by the end of the century or we will all starve, or at least a lot 
more people will, and that only high tech can save us (the fl avour of the month 
is GMOs). As things are, we are practising agriculture that seems designed to do 
the precise opposite of what is required  – and the oligarchs in charge are planning 
simply to do more of the same. It is all the grossest nonsense  – and at the heart of 
this grossness, as always, is livestock. Livestock (like all of science) should be one 
of the great assets of humankind; but again (like science) it has become one of our 
principal threats. 

 What are we doing wrong? 

 Just about everything, is the short answer. “Modern” industrialized farming of the 
kind that is anomalously called “conventional” has rejected diversity in favour of 
monoculture. It does not recycle all inputs as traditional systems did and nature 
does. It relies on non-renewables  – notably oil  – as if there is no tomorrow, which 
indeed is becoming the case, and the manure that once was a prime reason for keep-
ing livestock is routinely dumped (Kennedy, 2005). 
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 In “modern” systems, livestock is not kept to balance and supplement the crops. 
Increasingly, animals have become the  raison d’être . Ruminants are still fed on grass 
and browse of course, but they are also fed increasingly on concentrates, meaning 
cereals and soya. Animals raised in traditional ways  – on grazing, browse, surpluses, 
and leftovers  – add to our food supply; they augment and reinforce whatever the 
plants provide. Animals fed on staples that could be feeding us are not supplement-
ing our diet. They are competing with us. 

 Meat output continues to increase so that by 2050, on present trends, livestock 
will be consuming enough of our own staple foods to feed 4 billion people. The 
additional 4 billion is roughly equivalent to the world population in the early 1970s 
when the United Nations held its fi rst world conference to discuss what it saw as 
the global food crisis. At the same time, of course, the more livestock we raise the 
greater the problems they bring  – excess greenhouses gases, destruction of forest, 
consumption of water. In such large numbers, in intensive units, they also become 
stewpots of infections, including several with the capacity to cause pandemic among 
human beings (see Greger,  Chapter 12 , this volume). Goodness me. 

 In short, if we are seriously interested in our own survival, and the future of the 
rest of the world, then the agriculture we have now is the grossest nonsense, ill-
conceived and getting worse. 

 What’s to be done? 

 Those now in power are wont to argue that the free market economy could still 
solve our problems, given time. After all, the market can succeed only by meet-
ing the demands of its consumers: and consumers can change market practice by 
their spending patterns. Many consumers have objected to various forms of inten-
sive livestock production and in response, some supermarkets are now seeking to 
improve animal welfare  – buying only from farmers with high welfare standards. 
This is indeed encouraging, but there is cause to wonder how far this can be taken, 
and how quickly. Would it really be possible to reform the corporates who now 
control the world’s food supply and the governments who support those corporates 
(because they are presumed to promote “economic growth”), just by exerting such 
consumer pressure? 

 No, is the short answer. If we are ever to solve the world’s food problems, we  – 
humanity  – need to rethink farming from fi rst principles: what it is for, how to do 
it, and who should be in charge. I have been thinking about all this for more than 
40 years, ever since I attended the fi rst ever World Food Conference in Rome in 
1974 and saw how badly governments and big business handle the world’s agri-
culture: how they fail to attack the obvious environmental, economic, and political 
problems head-on and instead do battle among themselves for power and wealth. 
The twin essentials of common morality and common sense sink beneath the 
politicking. But since that World Food Conference things have got worse. The 
immediate problem of mass famine has largely been solved (or at least it could have 
been) for which we should be grateful. But the political and economic framework 
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has become less and less conducive to good and sensible farming that can feed us 
all well and go on doing so. 

 In fact, right now, two quite contrasting philosophies lie behind world agri-
culture. The fi rst is that of “Enlightened Agriculture”, an expression I coined in 
a 2004 book titled  So Shall We Reap . “Enlightened Agriculture” is informally but 
adequately defi ned as: 

 Farming that is expressly designed to provide everyone, everywhere, with 
food of the highest standard, without cruelty or injustice and without wreck-
ing the rest of the world. 

 Since “Enlightened Agriculture” has a lot of syllables, it is sometimes shortened to 
“Real Farming”. Either way, it’s a simple, commonsensical idea, intended to achieve 
what governments claim they want to achieve. What else is farming for, if not to 
provide us all with good food and to look after the biosphere? And why should it 
not be kind, to people and to animals? 

 But this is not the prevailing view. In the 1970s I fi rst heard people in high 
places say, “Farming is just a business like any other”. Well, farms ought in general 
to be businesses  – if we conceive business in the sense that many traditional busi-
nesspeople understood it: as the natural underpinning of democratic society. But 
all businesses are different, and as George Orwell said in a slightly different context, 
some are more different than others  – and none is more different than farming. 
Farming stands at the heart of all the world’s affairs, human and otherwise. We 
 have  to get it right. We cannot let it sink or swim in the way that we allow corner 
shops to sink or swim, or indeed entire factories (or indeed, in recent decades, entire 
industries). Agriculture can operate day to day according to the methods of busi-
ness, but it isn’t  just  a business. 

 But worse was to follow. In the 1980s the world’s economy as a whole was over-
taken by the Chicago-born philosophy of neoliberalism, offi cially adopted fi rst by 
Margaret Thatcher in Britain and then by Ronald Reagan in the US. The whole 
global economy was reconceived as one great “de-regulated” market in which all 
traders of all kinds were invited or obliged to compete to maximize profi t in the 
shortest time, and grab the biggest possible market share, or go to the wall. Agricul-
ture was caught up in the melee, particularly in the neoliberal strongholds of Britain 
and the US. Now, despite a lot of high-fl own rhetoric (“feed the world”, “war on 
poverty”, and all the rest) farmers the world over are encouraged or obliged not 
simply to make a profi t (we all have to earn more than we spend somewhere along 
the line) but to compete ruthlessly to maximize their profi ts. That is a different 
mindset. 

 This different mindset requires farmers to do the very things that we and they 
should not be doing if we truly seek to provide everyone with good food, sustain-
ably, in a rapidly changing world, and to provide good jobs which are among the 
keys to social justice, and take care of wild creatures, and ensure that whatever live-
stock we decide to keep live as well and comfortably as can be managed. The real 
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task is not to maximize output but to acknowledge that enough’s enough  – and we 
already produce enough. When you think it through, you see that agriculture that 
really was designed to deliver all need and to go on delivering requires mixed farms, 
basically organic, with plenty of skilled farmers  – all of which leads us to favour 
farms that are small to medium sized. But in the neoliberal economy farms are 
required to maximize production irrespective of need, at minimum cost. With the 
global price of oil adjusted to ensure that it undercuts all alternatives, and a mind-
set geared to short-term profi t, maximum output at minimum cost requires huge 
inputs of agrochemistry and heavy engineering, with minimum and preferably zero 
labour, and with simplifi ed  – monocultural  – husbandry because machines can’t 
handle complexity, all practised on the largest possible estates to achieve economies 
of scale (there are one-crop “farms” in the Ukraine and Brazil bigger than English 
counties). All this, the antithesis of what the world really needs, is called “progress”. 

 With these thoughts in mind, my wife Ruth (West) and I, along with some good 
friends, set up our Campaign for Real Farming in 2008, and with it a website that 
has been a springboard for further activities. First of these was the Oxford Real 
Farming Conference (ORFC), which has met every January since 2010. It was 
conceived as an antidote to the Oxford Farming Conference which has been meet-
ing for the past 60 years to extol the virtues of industrial farming and government 
policy. For the past several years Compassion in World Farming has partnered with 
us in mounting the ORFC programme. 

 At the 2012 ORFC we launched Funding Enlightened Agriculture (FEA), which 
helps farms and related businesses that are in line with enlightened thinking to get 
off the ground. 

 In 2016 we launched our College of Real Farming and Food Culture (CRFFC), 
which aims to bring together all the big ideas that are being developed worldwide 
to further the cause of Enlightened Agriculture. 

 The grand aim is to bring about an Agrarian Renaissance, an across-the-board 
shift in the practice, organization, and control of agriculture, and in the underlying 
science, and in our attitude towards it. Nothing less will do. Not the least of the 
requirements is to reintroduce the fundamental principle of morality, of which the 
principal component, so all the great religions agree, is compassion. 

 But the existing powers, the oligarchy of governments, corporates, banks, and their 
chosen intellectual and expert advisers, are wedded to the status quo. They will not 
lead the Agrarian Renaissance. Indeed they will oppose it. So we, people at large, the 
global regiment of Ordinary Joes, have got to make it happen for ourselves. The task 
is huge, but it’s exciting, and millions of people worldwide are already on the case. 
There is scope for everyone to join in. The more who do, the greater the chances of 
rescuing the world. 
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  Websites  

 The Campaign for Real Farming: www.campaignforrealfarming.org. 
 The College for Real Farming and Food Culture: http://collegeforrealfarming.org/. 
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 The Oxford Real Farming Conference: www.oxfordrealfarmingconference.org. 
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