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The town that food saved? Investigating the promise of a local
food economy in Vermont
Kathryn A. Olson

Sociology Department, Boston College, Chestnut Hill, MA, USA

ABSTRACT
Proponents of the local food movement point to its environmental,
economic, and social benefits, yet there is little research on the extent to
which particular local food projects live up to these promises. Vermont
leads the country in farm stands, direct-to-consumer sales, and farmers’
markets per capita and the town of Hardwick, Vermont has received
substantial media attention for its growing economy based on new food
and agriculture businesses, including being the subject of a book
entitled The Town that Food Saved. Using interviews with local food
participants and analysis of US Census data, the paper assesses the
impact of the local food economy in Hardwick using environmental,
economic, and social outcomes. The paper also examines how the
agricultural renaissance there has been accepted, resisted, and shaped
by local actors. Using Census data, the paper finds that between 2000
and 2016, the unemployment rate in Hardwick remained steady, mean
incomes increased, and 296 new jobs have been retained. In addition,
the percentage of families in Hardwick with income below the poverty
level decreased between 2000 and 2016, and the percentage of families
accessing supplemental nutrition assistance program (SNAP) benefits
increased. The paper also finds that many participants in the Hardwick
food economy have concerns about the accessibility, affordability, and
inclusivity of the newer food-based projects there. The paper concludes
with a discussion of the ways in which Hardwick fulfils some of the
hopes and concerns of the local food movement, and the potential for
place-based agricultural development.
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Introduction

In the opening pages of his book The Town That Food Saved: How One Community Found Vitality in
Local Food, Ben Hewitt proposes that the local food movement, or “renaissance,” in Hardwick,
Vermont could be an example of how to reinvent agriculture, while preserving small town commu-
nities and landscapes. Though advancing a healthy skepticism at times, Hewitt frequently finds
himself swept up in the beauty and promise of what he encounters in Hardwick:

There was nothing to argue here. There was only health and bounty and promise. This was what a food system
should look like. Of course the world would take notice; of course people would come from all its corners to see
this wonderful thing being created in this wonderful little town. Who could resist? (Hewitt 2011, 16, italics in
original)

Although definitions of local food vary, local food is often defined as food that is grown and dis-
tributed regionally, via direct sales to consumers or, “the unification of food production and
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consumption within the same physical and social space” (Feenstra 1997; Fonte 2008; King 2010;
Lyson 2004; Martinez 2016; Trivette 2017, 530). The local food movement is particularly strong in
the state of Vermont, which leads the country in per capita direct-to-consumer farm sales, farmers’
markets, community supported agriculture, organic farms, food hubs, and hospitals serving local
food (“Locavore Index” 2017). Hardwick, Vermont, in particular, has been widely promoted as an
example of the potential of local food in local and national media outlets (Burrios 2008; Charles 2011).

Hardwick is known for being the home of several successful food and agriculture-based
businesses, an unusually high number of local food producers, and a non-profit connecting the
dots between schools, food banks, businesses, farmers, and job-seekers. Located in Vermont’s North-
east Kingdom, the most impoverished part of the state, Hardwick’s economy has gone through a
number of boom and bust cycles (Hewitt 2011; Sessions, Potash, and Sherman 2004). The town
saw an influx of back-to-the-landers in the 1970s attracted to the area’s agricultural history and
affordable land. But in the late 1990s, Hardwick was considered a place to be avoided, with a weath-
ered main street and few signs of prosperity. In the mid- 2000s, newer food-based businesses formed
in Hardwick. The leaders of these businesses, profiled in the book, promote a vision of Hardwick’s
tightly knit food economy as the next wave of rural economic development and are often credited
with reviving the once downtrodden place. Today, Hardwick is considered an example of how the
private sector, the public sector, and the community can work together to create jobs and address
rural challenges such as development of agricultural lands, food insecurity, and environmental degra-
dation (Hewitt 2011).

The local food movement is situated within a greater critique of the social, political, and economic
distancing of industrial agriculture and globalisation (Guthman 2008; Hendrickson and Heffernan
2002; Ikerd 2011). The re-localisation of food production represents possibilities for production
and distribution networks and practices that minimise this distance through smaller scale, less envir-
onmentally destructive practices, and through more democratic and emancipatory social practices
and networks. Many local food advocates believe that local food systems cultivate communities
with common social and ecological values, such as equity, trust, and environmental health (Macias
2008; Seyfang 2006; Trivette 2017).

For many, local food systems provided an early lever for righting the wrongs of global capitalism,
through a realisation of community, equity, and ecology by virtue of the re-embedding of food pro-
duction, distribution, and consumption (DuPuis and Goodman 2005; Kloppenburg, Hendrickson, and
Stevenson 1996). The local, as the foil to the global, has become an appealing site to resist, remake,
and reinvent as the concept and practice of local food has grown in popularity. Yet scholars have
warned of the dangers of “un-reflexive” localism (DuPuis and Goodman 2005; See also Hinrichs
2003, 36 for specific attributes applied to global and local). DeLind (2011) argues that, as local
food projects have become more common, they risk diluting the once holistic goals of community,
democracy, and ecology for more narrowly-defined economic and consumer goals. Indeed, DeLind
has expressed concern that we may be “hitching our wagons to the wrong stars” (Ibid, p. 279).

Recently however, others have suggested that the critical backlash against local, based largely on
accusations of naïve, if not exclusionary, practices of localism, has itself become reductionist in its
characterisation of local food. Obach and Tobin (2014) maintain that, although valid, critiques of
food politics can sometimes be so loyal to ideals that they fail to acknowledge real gains, particularly
“relative to the social relations fostered by the conventional food system to which this movement is
reacting” (Ibid, p. 310). Schnell (2013) argues that foodie caricatures and lack of empirical analysis of
local food have contributed to extending the limitations and failures of some local food ideas to be
representative of all local food projects.

Hardwick, Vermont presents an opportunity to assess the impact of a widely-known local food
project on the community. Hardwick is frequently put forth as an example of how food re-localisation
can lead to broader changes in communities, such as more jobs, mitigation of environmental con-
cerns, and greater inclusivity and civic engagement. In other words, Hardwick is considered the
embodiment of a successful local food project, where a healthier economy, environment, and
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society are realised through local food. The central question this paper asks is: What is the social,
economic, and environmental impact of the Hardwick local food project on the community?

Drawing on interviews with local farmers, food-business owners and employees, non-profit
employees, and town officials, as well as analysis of U.S. Census data, this case study examines the
changes in social, environmental, and economic indicators over time to consider the effect of the
local food project on the community. The results suggest that, while some of the concerns about
exclusionary tendencies of local food described above have been observed in Hardwick, at the
same time, food re-localisation has contributed to tangible economic, environmental and social
gains. Though imperfect, the evolving project in Hardwick articulates many of the promises of
local food.

The many promises of local food

Enthusiasm for the potential of the local food movement is rooted in the belief that the re-localisation
of agriculture can be a vehicle for, among other things, a lighter environmental footprint, a stronger
economy, and more democratic, equitable communities (Hinrichs and Charles 2012). Literature on
the local food movement both elaborates on these ideals and raises some of the contradictions
inherent in “local,” yet more research is needed that draws from both empirical assessment of com-
munity-wide impacts of local food development, as well as in-depth interviews with participants to
understand varying viewpoints and experiences of local.

Environmental benefits
One of the hopes embodied in the local food movement is that local food systems are more envir-
onmentally sustainable than the conventional food system. Our current industrial food system is a
major contributor to global climate change, chemical use associated with water pollution and
decline of bee populations, and land use changes including deforestation and desertification (FAO
2017; US EPA 2015). Small-scale, local food systems, in contrast, often use sustainable production
practices, such as drip irrigation, fewer chemical inputs, crop rotation, low or no-till methods, and
waste reuse (Martinez 2010). Intuitively, shortening the distance food travels from point of production
to point of consumption would lessen transport-associated GHG emissions of food, but this has been
challenged by research demonstrating the relative inefficiency of local deliveries in smaller, regional
delivery trucks versus larger scale supply chain delivery systems, as well as the emissions associated
with consumer driving to purchase local foods (Cleveland et al. 2011; Coley, Howard, and Winter
2009; Hauwermeiren et al. 2007). Moreover, the majority of food-associated GHG emissions are
from production, not transportation, and GHG emissions is only one narrow measure of overall
environmental impact (Weber and Matthews 2008). More holistic measures of food production, pro-
cessing, and transportation suggest that the question of the sustainability of more localised food pro-
duction and consumption is still unknown, but is likely a combination of local geographic and climatic
conditions, such as soil and climate, distribution and retailing, and extent of industrial production pro-
cesses involved (Brodt et al. 2013; Edwards-Jones et al. 2008; Rothwell et al. 2016; Weber and Mat-
thews 2008).

Economic benefits
Economic arguments in favour of food system re-localisation frequently emphasize job creation and
the market potential of local food projects. Literature on the potential of local food for local economic
development often looks at the economic multipliers of local food through farmers’market and retail
sales (Berlin, Lockeretz, and Bell 2009; Boys and Hughes 2013; Henneberry, Whitacre, and Agustini
2009; King 2010; Lev, Brewer, and Stephenson 2003; Martinez 2010; Otto and Varner 2005). For
example, Swenson (Swenson 2006, 2010) finds that re-localizing production of staple food items
such as fruit, chicken, and eggs would lead to an increase of 50–75 jobs in Southeast Iowa even
taking into account jobs lost in commodity corn and soy production. King (2010) find that producers
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in local supply chains typically receive higher revenue/unit and retain a larger share of the retail price,
despite increased costs of local processing, distribution, and marketing.

Social benefits
Perhaps the most debated promise of local food is its potential to promote specific values such as
equity (Lyson and Hinrichs 2007; Trivette 2017). Scholarship on civic agriculture, for example, con-
tends that through food system relocalisation, agriculture can become a vehicle for greater civic
engagement, nurture social ties, and foster more equitable distribution of food and equitable
inclusion and participation in decision making processes surrounding food provisioning (DeLind
2002; Hinrichs 2000; Kloppenburg, Hendrickson, and Stevenson 1996; Lyson 2004; Lyson and Hinrichs
2007; Obach and Tobin 2014; Schnell 2013).

In a Vermont case study, Hoffman (2009) observes a “community problem-solving” model of civic
agriculture premised on “an economics of cooperation… embedded in community” (Hoffman 2009,
329). Macias (2008) finds that local agriculture projects in Burlington vary in their degree of social
inclusivity and participation. He concludes that without deliberate programming promoting equity,
social integration, and nurturance of human capital, local sustainable agriculture projects may ulti-
mately fail to be socially sustainable. Among other things, Macias suggests that a more systematic
investigation of local agriculture projects, equitable distribution of local food, and institutional
configuration is needed to ensure that local agriculture projects “provide the conditions that allow
for the generous creation of natural human capital” (Macias 2008, 1098).

Critiques of local

For all its promises, scholarly critiques of the hopes heaped onto “local” shed doubt on the realities of
local in practice. Food systems scholars question assigning attributes to a given scale (Allen 2010;
Born and Purcell 2006; Guthman 2008; Hinrichs 2000; Winter 2003, 200). Furthermore, (Allen 2010)
notes that:

In the local food movement there is a sense that, because people live together in a locality and encounter
each other, they will make better, more equitable decisions that prioritize the common good. While this is
a beautiful vision, localities contain within them wide demographic ranges and social relationships of
power and privilege embedded within the place itself. At both global and local scales, those who benefit
– and those who do not – are arranged along already familiar lines of class, ethnicity and gender. (Allen
2010, 301)

While localisation holds promise for promoting social equity and civic engagement at the commu-
nity level, many scholars have cautioned against the “unreflexive localism” that potentially deepens
local and territorial inequalities (DuPuis and Goodman 2005). Local is not an innocent term, as it can
be and often is constructed as defensive (Harvey and Braun 1996; C. Hinrichs 2003; Winter 2003).
Moreover, a conception of the local scale as pure and civic obscures the power and wealth asymme-
tries that exist at all scales and in every community, and is contradicted by research showing that
even locally-based, democratic alternative food initiatives sometimes fail to champion social
justice concerns (Alkon and Agyeman 2011; Allen 2004; Allen et al. 2003; Pelletier 2000; Franklin,
Newton, and McEntee 2011). Delind and Bingen (2008) argue that as local becomes defined increas-
ingly in market terms, the importance of context, the places constituting communities in all their
social and ecological diversity, is being obscured by an emphasis on competition, product differen-
tiation and economic development (Ibid, 129).

While agreeing on the importance of reflexivity and inclusivity in local food projects, other scholars
warn against automatically assigning “nativist” and “fetishist” labels to local food projects (Bowen and
De Master 2014). Schnell, for example, asks of local food projects: “Just because they theoretically
could be exclusionary, are they actually?” (Schnell 2013, 618, emphasis in original). Scharber and
Dancs (2016) maintain that as we continue to debate the definitions and implications of local, we
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must also begin to assess local food in practice, and evaluate “how specific local food systems, such as
the one in Hardwick, Vermont, are meeting… the goals set forth by local food supporters” (Scharber
and Dancs 2016).

Methodology1

Research design

The research design was informed by earlier work on town-level analyses of agricultural change, as
well as more recent work that seeks to ground ideals of civic agriculture and local food in rigorous
case studies and assessment (Goldschmidt 1978; Hoffman 2009; Lyson, Torres, and Welsh 2001;
Macias 2008; Mills and Ulmer 1946). The first studies to consider the economic and social impacts
of agriculture on particular communities in the United States were undertaken following World
War II. Commissioned by the US Senate and led by C. Wright Mills and Ulmer (1946) and Walter Gold-
schmidt (1978), these projects sought to investigate the impact of large-scale industry and agriculture
on community wellbeing. In a case study comparison of three US cities, Mills and Ulmer found that
communities with smaller, locally-owned businesses had higher levels of civic engagement and social
and economic welfare than those dominated by big businesses (Goldschmidt 1978; Mills and Ulmer
1946). Goldschmidt looked more specifically at small versus large-scale agriculture, comparing two
farming communities in California. The communities of Arvin and Dinuba were very similar aside
from farm size and ownership, the former averaging farms 9 times the size of the latter (Goldschmidt
1978; Lyson, Torres, and Welsh 2001). Goldschmidt found differences in social and economic welfare
between the two communities, and characterised this as an effect of differences in the scale and own-
ership of agricultural enterprises in the two towns.

More recently, scholars have drawn from US Census data and qualitative case studies in order to
examine the effects of smaller-scale, community-based agriculture on the economic and social
welfare of communities (Lyson and Hinrichs 2007). Here, I assess US Census economic data to
compare change both over time and between two communities. I also draw from qualitative inter-
views in order to understand changes in social welfare such as equitable distribution of food, and
increases in civic engagement practices through food production and distribution.

The longitudinal and community comparisons allow the assessment of community level indicators
of income, jobs, and poverty before and after the “agricultural renaissance” (Hewitt 2011) in Hardwick.
In order to capture a before picture of this shift, which took place in the mid-2000s, I chose 2000 as a
pre-measure. Interviews with local food participants, farmers, and town officials contributed to a
deeper understanding of the evolution, perception, and impacts of the Hardwick food economy.
The primary focus of this study is to assess the evolution of Hardwick over time.2 Glover and
Vermont statistics are therefore utilised where available to provide a backdrop against which to con-
trast Hardwick, but the primary focus of data gathering was in Hardwick itself. For that reason, data on
social and environmental indicators, gathered primarily from interviews, will focus on Hardwick alone.

Site selection

I compare Hardwick to the town of Glover, Vermont and, where applicable, the state of Vermont.
Glover was selected as a comparison after consultation with local food participants in Hardwick,
because it has a similar agricultural history to Hardwick, but without the same degree of localised
food-based economic development. Both Hardwick and Glover are in Vermont’s Northeast
Kingdom, historically the most rural and impoverished area in the state. Although Glover is much
smaller than Hardwick, it has a high school and no college, unlike some neighbouring towns
which have no high school (Greensboro) or a college (Craftsbury). Like Hardwick, Glover has an agri-
cultural heritage, a history of natural resource industry (logging, as opposed to granite in Hardwick),
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and a mix of longtime residents, back-to-the-landers, and retirees. Although the median age is higher
in Glover, the median income is similar. Both towns are predominantly white (Table 1).

Indicators

The project measured three types of outcomes: economic, social, and environmental. Indicators were
selected based on review of literature on the economic, social, and environmental impact of local
food development. Current analyses of the impact of local food development typically rely on
data available at the county or state level, rather than the town level, as needed in this case.
However, the US Census does make available some town-level data, particularly economic and
poverty data. In addition, several indexes in the literature informed the choice of indicators, particu-
larly the local food vitality index and the sustainability/resilience index, such as: school engagement
with local foods; local food at food banks; low-income community access; community gardens; civic
agriculture projects, and private investment in local food businesses (Deller, Lamie, and Stickel 2017;
Green, Worstell, and Canarios 2017).

Economic outcomes include measures of jobs added, unemployment rates, percentage of popu-
lation living at or below the poverty level and mean incomes. Social outcomes include percentage
receiving SNAP3 (supplemental nutrition assistance programme) benefits; availability of local food
in public schools and food pantries; and opportunities for community-building and civic engagement
through food. Environmental outcomes were the most difficult to measure, due to lack of availability
at the town scale. I gather data on sustainable agriculture practices at area farms and other practices
indicating pro-environmental outcomes (Table 2).

To assess how Hardwick has changed over time and in comparison to Glover, data from the United
States Census and the American Community Survey for the years 2000, 2012, and 2016 were utilised
(“US Census” 2018).4 For this project, all Census and ACS data listed as 2016 represents an average of
data collected between 2012 and 2016, and for 2012, an average of data collected between 2008 and
2012.

All census data are from the United States Census and American Community Survey with the
exception of SNAP data.5 Because the 2000 census, conducted in 1999, did not gather data on
SNAP, data on SNAP collected in December of 2001 by the Vermont Agency of Human Services,
Department of Children and Families were analysed. Because the 2001 data collected are a snapshot
of enrolment at one point in time, and the 2012 and 2016 data are monthly averages, comparisons
between the 2001 and 2016 SNAP data should be treated with caution.

To better understand the local food economy in Hardwick, twenty-one interviews were conducted
with farmers, food business owners, employees at the Center for an Agricultural Economy (a food and
agricultural non-profit based in Hardwick), and other key actors in the community in 2014.

Table 1. Characteristics of Hardwick and Glover, Vermont.

Town Hardwick Glover Vermont

Population, 2016 2,933 1,128 626,249
Median Age 46.2 51.4 42.6
Median Income, 2016 $43,375 $45,735 $56,104

Table 2. Economic, environmental and social indicators.

Economic Environmental Social

New jobs Certified organic Percentage of families receiving SNAP
benefits

Unemployment rate Agro-ecological practices, e.g. crop rotation Food-related educational opportunities
Mean income Produce on-site compost Local food in food pantry
Families living below poverty
level

Reuse by-products from area farms/
businesses

Local food in area schools and institutions
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Participants were selected based on their involvement as longstanding participants in the local food
economy. An initial visit to Hardwick was made in March, 2014, where the Executive Director of the
Center for an Agricultural Economy introduced me to the owners of the Hardwick agri-businesses, as
well as area farmers. In two more visits totalling 3 weeks, snowball sampling was used to identify
additional interviewees. Interviewees were selected to garner a range of opinions, both those suppor-
tive and skeptical of recent transitions in the agricultural economy in Hardwick. Although all of those
interviewed are participants in the local food system, not all are advocates of the recent changes, or
“renaissance.” Out of the twenty-one participants interviewed, eight could be characterised as skep-
tical of the recent changes in the food economy. Interviewees ranged in age from 28 to 64 and
included those with a long history in the area as well as newer farms and businesses. Interviews
ranged from one to three hours. Interviews were semi-structured and included questions about
farming practices, the institutional structure of businesses, linkages and relationships within the agri-
cultural community and the community at large, and perceptions of the local food movement. Inter-
view participants gave verbal consent prior to each interview. Participant names have been omitted
to ensure confidentiality. Interviews were audio-recorded and later transcribed. Transcripts were
coded using an open coding process informed by grounded theory (Charmaz 2006). There were
two stages of coding. The first stage identified initial themes, such as “affordability and accessibility”
and “sense of community.” The second stage focused on further categorising within these initial
themes, to identify points of tension, resistance, and convergence within and across themes. This
paper presents some of the most prevalent themes, those both supportive and skeptical, revealed
in the interview transcripts (Table 3).

Situating the Hardwick food economy: A brief agricultural history of Vermont

The Hardwick food economy is situated within the broader food economy of Vermont, which has
served as both an economic engine and source of identity (HInrichs 1996). Vermont is considered
a leader in the local food movement, yet Vermont’s agricultural history has long been characterised
by responding to larger systemic shifts in trade policy and new export markets, in addition to local
ecological conditions. As early as 1792 surplus grain from Vermont’s Champlain Valley, grown from
seeds originally brought by European settlers, was sent on boats up Lake Champlain for export
into Montreal (Lazor 2013). In the 1820s, declining soil fertility due to continual cropping of wheat
and the opening of Eastern markets to the Midwest through the Erie Canal, meant Vermont went
from exporting to importing grain. Vermont agriculturalists shifted to raising sheep for wool pro-
duction when a tariff on British wool imports in 1828 led to a spike in domestic wool production.
The wool economy was also export-based as wool was sent south to the burgeoning woolen mills
and factories in Massachusetts.

With the decline of the domestic wool market following the Civil War, Vermonters turned to the
production of dairy, largely because Vermont’s soils and climate are conducive to growing the many
kinds of grass that cows eat. Until the 1850s, most dairy was processed into butter and cheese for

Table 3. Participant characteristics, N = 21.

Characteristics Number

Female 7
Male 14
<35 5
35–50 10
50+ 6
Farmer 11
Food Business Owner 4
Center for an Agricultural Economy Employee 1
Other Community/Non-profit Employee 4
Town Government 1
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local consumption (Sessions, Potash, and Sherman 2004). By the turn of the twentieth century dairy
had become the leading agricultural activity in New England, in large part due to an expansion of
railroads and the invention of refrigerator cars. The dairy industry in Vermont was quickly successful
as both liquid milk and value-added dairy in the form of butter were transported by rail and even-
tually truck to Boston and New York City. Dairy continued to thrive in Vermont until productivity
and consolidation trends across the country beginning in the mid-twentieth century made the econ-
omic viability of the small Vermont dairy farm increasingly difficult to sustain (Gould 2010). In addition
to dairy, Hardwick had a productive granite industry until it began to decline in the early twentieth
century.

The town saw an influx of back-to-the-landers in the 1970s who were attracted to the area’s agri-
cultural history, strong communities, and affordable land. This was when the first seeds of the “agri-
cultural renaissance” were planted, as newcomers and some locals who grew up on dairy farms
began diversifying into vegetable production. For example, the Buffalo Mountain Cooperative was
founded in 1975, and in the 1990s, the area’s first vegetable cooperative, the Vermont Northern
Growers Cooperative, began providing a mechanism for distributing locally grown root vegetables.
By the early 2000s, the agricultural scene in Hardwick had grown to include more than 200 small
farms and producers, including both conventional and organic dairy farms.

Newer, more ambitious agri-businesses such as High Mowing Organic Seeds, Pete’s Greens,
Vermont Soy, and Jasper Hill Farm were all formed between 1999 and 2007. The leaders of these
businesses, profiled in the book “The Town that Food Saved: How One Town Found Vitality in
Local Food,” have promoted a vision of Hardwick’s tightly-knit food economy as the next wave of
rural economic development.

Growing in place: conceptualizing the agricultural renaissance in Hardwick

What’s happening in Hardwick goes beyond the ambition of a handful of what Hewitt calls young
“agre-preneurs.” The Hardwick area local food economy is a diverse, interdependent, highly colla-
borative agricultural economy comprised of mission-driven businesses, a non-profit organisation
and food hub, and more than 200 farms and producers in the surrounding area. The leaders of
the four agri-businesses in Hardwick have been particularly vocal about promoting their vision for
the local food economy. In interviews, they emphasized four factors as central to the success of
the Hardwick food economy: a commitment to community and place, an NGO hub, a highly colla-
borative culture of knowledge and resource sharing, and a complementarity of scales that includes
a role for export-driven businesses.

In Hardwick, the food-based businesses that were interviewed adhere to a vision of a local food
economy that is based on shared values and commitment to community and place, a food
economy that is locally-derived and motivated but not necessarily locally-bound. One business
owner describes their mission in terms of preserving the working landscape:

Our business is aimed at preserving the working landscape and agricultural soils in Vermont. All of us have an
economic goal aimed at figuring out how to make agriculture the highest and best use of the land. If you
can’t crack that nut, the highest and best use is going to be development. We have overlapping interests-to
be economically stable, to provide good jobs to the community, to be good stewards of the land, to offer some-
thing that is better than a development opportunity. (Personal interview, July 11, 2014)

Commitment to taking care of the community, especially a community that has endured the histori-
cal peaks and valleys of development based on a single industry (granite, dairy), is cited frequently.
This emphasis on place contributes to recent food systems scholarship which argues that the specific
role of place in food localisation processes has been under-theorized (Bowen and De Master 2014;
DeLind 2002; Delind and Bingen 2008; Feagan 2007; Schnell 2013). For example, Schnell (2013)
finds that motivations for CSA participation, though diverse, often relate to the peculiarities of
place: “…more important than any individual concern is the weaving of these disparate concerns
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into a richer, multivariate web of connection – between nature, economy and society within the
context of place.” (Ibid, 625)

NGO hub

Structurally, this commitment to community and place has been institutionalised in the form of a
nonprofit, the Center for an Agricultural Economy.6

CAE can be described as a “food hub plus” (Campbell and MacRae 2013). In addition to aggregat-
ing and distributing food from small producers, CAE focuses on facilitating connections among pro-
ducers, public institutions, and the community, and works directly with the community to support
farmers and connect local food to low-income community members. For example, CAE oversees
the Vermont Farm Fund, a revolving loan fund for farmers and food businesses. The Vermont
Farm Fund has issued a total of $321,000 in loans to 29 recipients since 2011.

Knowledge-sharing and collaboration

CAE is just one part of the web of food producers in the area. Indeed, informal knowledge networks
have contributed to the germination of the agricultural renaissance there and an unusually high
degree of knowledge-sharing and collaboration exists among area businesses and farms. Early in
the evolution of the new food-based economy, area business owners began gathering for informal
monthly meetings. At its largest, this group was comprised of 40 business owners from around the
state, most with food and agriculture businesses, including some who drove two and a half hours to
attend. By all accounts, many opportunities for working together arose out of these meetings, includ-
ing product development, renting land, and even (in the case of the Hardwick agribusinesses) loaning
money. This collaboration and knowledge-sharing extends to other area farms and businesses, which
leverage their proximity and relationships to create opportunities for what would otherwise be waste
or by-product. Snug Valley Farm in East Hardwick raises beef, pork, and pumpkins that are not
certified organic but rely on agro-ecological practices. The primary reason that Snug Valley is not
certified organic is because they get pig feed in the form of vegetable seconds from neighbouring
farms, some of which are not organic. Snug Valley also takes a by-product of neighbouring dairy
farms, male cows (bulls), and raises them for beef.

More spontaneous permaculture-style waste recycling is often facilitated by CAE. For example,
extra squashes in the test fields at High Mowing seeds are gleaned by volunteers, processed and
frozen at CAE, and donated to the local school. In another case, Jasper Hill had a glut of cheddar
nearing its expiration date. CAE made pre-cooked macaroni and cheese frozen dinners for the
Vermont Food Pantry. These examples show that the highly-networked web of food relations in
the area has created opportunities out of what otherwise might be waste.

Though the big four agri-businesses have garnered significant media attention for their ambitious
goals and promotion of Hardwick, they are just a small part of a deep and diverse food and agricul-
tural economy in the surrounding area. For example, The Buffalo Mountain Food Cooperative pro-
vides an important outlet for area farms of all sizes, currently stocking food from 188 local farms
and producers. These different outlets support a wide variety of farms and homesteads of
different scales and philosophies. One farmer explains:

You really need a mix of all the different scales. For example, we’re doing all kinds of dicing now for schools in our
kitchen and we can only do it because we have a huge quantity of seconds that we can’t sell as firsts-carrots,
beets, turnips-because they are cosmetically blemished so they have no value. But over the course of a winter
we have 80,000 to 100,000 pounds of these things. For us they go right into our kitchen, we dice them up on
a machine and they go right to the schools. You need an operation of a certain scale to do that. On the other
hand, farms smaller than us can be efficient and productive in different ways because they are not dealing
with this larger infrastructure, different plots of land around the area, or things like that. Everything from the
home garden to farms bigger than we are is needed for a comprehensive food system and everyone can special-
ize in different parts and find their own niche. (Personal interview, September 13, 2014)
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We have never been local: the role of export

Another notable feature of the Hardwick area local food economy is that it embodies a vision of a
local food economy that emphasizes feeding its community and creating local jobs. However, this
is in a sense subsidised by a handful of export-based businesses producing high value products
such as artisanal cheese and organic tofu. Though not literally local in the sense often invoked by
proponents of the 100-mile diet and other advocates of local food, the Hardwick agre-preneurs
view food products exported outside of Hardwick as an enabling feature of activities that support
working more closely with the community. But the larger question about the local impact of export-
ing high-value products to external markets is harder to evaluate. Certainly the agre-preneurs believe
that there is just not enough wealth in the area – if not Vermont – to support their businesses and that
export is essential. For them, this is consistent with their mission to positively contribute to the local
community:

Farmers, land, processing, distribution, storage, awareness, education, healthy soils—to support that you’ve got
to have people to buy the product and we don’t have enough people here to support a critical economic mass.
The interconnectedness supports the businesses to sell product and bring the money back here, and then you
can say ok what do we need? We need better education, we need better infrastructure. Farmers markets are
great but it’s not about building a business model, it’s about community. Selling produce to your neighbors
will not support 10 employees. It contributes to a local economy but it’s not a core economic driver. Small
farmers are critical to keeping dollars local, but you need bigger businesses as well to drive the economy. (Per-
sonal interview, July 16, 2014)

Here, there is a tension between two visions of local food economies: in one vision, the local food
economy is driven by small-scale, family farmers who sell their products directly to their neighbours
at farmers’ markets. But this business owner argues that such local farming does not drive the local
economy in a way that export-oriented, value-added businesses can. Roger Allbee, a Vermont histor-
ian, agrees: “Local is wonderful and essential. But we need to understand for the working landscape,
for the overall wealth of the agricultural economy, we need regional markets. Vermont cannot sustain
itself without regional markets–it never has” (Personal interview, August 5, 2014).

This demonstrates the place for export within the vision of creating a regenerative local agricul-
tural economy that supports the community:

I want to be able to support our community but that’s not necessarily going to come from people in our com-
munity. Our business model is to build a pipeline to where the money is. We put high value products into
that pipeline and get cash to redistribute to our local economy so that people who live here can buy our local
food. We sell at a discount within our local economy, but we’re interested in seeing more prosperity in our
local community and we are contributing to that by selling our products where the money is. (Personal interview,
July 11, 2014)

Here, the definition of a resilient “local” economy is one that combines enterprises that produce for
the local market and those that produce for external markets to support the local economy and com-
munity. Another local food participant broadens the emphasis on the “local” to an economy based on
the production and distribution of food:

Advancing an agricultural economy means advancing an economy that has more local investment and less
reliance on the global efficiencies of scale. It means you have to pay people livable wages and encourage
them to spend that money locally, to be conscientious about big box development and ask them to do more
for you than offer the lowest prices. (Personal interview, July 18, 2014)

Results

Economic impact

One indicator of the impact of the Hardwick area food economy is labour outcomes. Data from the US
Census demonstrate that since 2000, Hardwick’s unemployment rate has decreased, from 4.4% to
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1.1%. In Glover, the unemployment rate decreased slightly from 2.7% to 2.5%, and the state unem-
ployment rate increased from 2.9% to 3.3% (Table 4).

According to the Vermont Department of Labor statistics, between 2000 and 2015, 290 new jobs
were created in Hardwick alone, compared to 37 in Glover (“Department of Labor” 2017) (Table 5).

Between 2000 and 2016, mean incomes increased in Hardwick, Glover, and statewide. This should
be contextualised by data on families living below the poverty level. The percentage of families with
income below the poverty level at some point in the prior 12 months decreased from 10.5% in 2000
to 8.3% in 2016 in Hardwick. The percentage of families with income below the poverty level
increased from 10.8% to 11.7% in Glover and from 6.3% to 7.5% statewide. These data should be care-
fully interpreted, given the relatively small populations of Glover and Hardwick. Nevertheless, Hard-
wick’s poverty levels declined compared to Glover and the Vermont state average, which may
indicate resilience in the local economy, particularly given that the time period between 2000 and
2012 includes the recession of 2008 (Table 6).

Social impact

Another potential indicator of how widely the benefits of a local food economy are distributed and
whether disadvantaged groups in a community are accessing the food grown locally is the percen-
tage of the population that receives SNAP benefit (Table 7).7

The above table suggests that between 2001 and 2016 utilisation of SNAP benefits decreased sta-
tewide but increased in slightly in Glover and substantially in Hardwick. During this same time period,
income levels for SNAP eligibility were raised. Eligibility for SNAP changed from at or below 133% of
the federal poverty level to at or below 185% of the federal poverty level. This might explain the
increase in utilisation of SNAP in Hardwick and Glover. The substantial increase in SNAP utilisation
in Hardwick could be due to an idiosyncratic feature of Hardwick, rather than a change in food secur-
ity or needs. It is possible that increased outreach in Hardwick has led to greater awareness of access
to SNAP, as interviews with Hardwick local food participants revealed unusually high outreach efforts
surrounding SNAP.

The above discussion of income, poverty rates, and SNAP benefits has demonstrated that though
the mean income in Hardwick has shifted upwards, those families at the bottom were not necessarily
better off in 2016 than they were prior to the agriculture renaissance in Hardwick. These findings
suggest that Hardwick’s agriculture renaissance may not be benefitting the most disadvantaged
members of the community. Moreover, they raise another question about whether the production
of the high-value local products created by the local agri-businesses is accessible to local residents.
Is the local food and produce so expensive that most area residents cannot afford it? An informal cost
comparison in July, 2014 of local produce from one of the big agri-businesses, Pete’s Greens, a local

Table 4. Unemployment rates in Hardwick, Glover, and Vermont.

Town 2000 (%) 2012 (%) 2016 (%)

Hardwick 4.4 2.9 4.3
Glover 2.7 2.1 4.2
Vermont 2.9 4.5 3.2

Source: US Census and American Community Survey

Table 5. Mean household income (inflation-adjusted).

Town 2000 2012 2016

Hardwick $57,099 $67,674 $59,783
Glover $55,557 $60,216 $58,760
Vermont $71,902 $73,559 $73,016

Source: US Census and American Community Survey
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organic farm, Riverside Farm, and the local grocery store,8 Tops Market, shows that the local, organic
produce is not always more expensive than the conventional produce available through the grocery
store (Table 8).

While Pete’s Greens prices are consistently more expensive than Tops, Riverside Farm in East Hard-
wick is less expensive. This informal survey corroborates other studies showing that local and/or
organic produce is not necessarily more expensive than conventional (Claro 2011; Donaher and
Lynes 2017). The study found that 4 out of 14 organic items at farmers’ markets were less than con-
ventional items at a grocery store, and 5 out of 14 conventional items were less expensive at farmers’
markets than at grocery stores. Though only partial, this cost comparison, along with the NOFA study,
suggests that the local, organic produce in the Hardwick area is comparable and in some cases more
affordable than the conventional grocery store.

In addition, the changing food economy in Hardwick appears to have contributed to more oppor-
tunities for community engagement, food education, and food access, largely through the nonprofit
Center for an Agricultural Economy.9 Through its processing and distribution infrastructure, CAE sup-
ports the ability of area farms to work with institutions and schools. At the time of writing, CAE was dis-
tributing 1000 pounds of local potatoes per week to the University of Vermont. In 2016, the Vermont
Food Venture Center/Center for an Agricultural Economy processed and sold 77,400 pounds of local
fruit and vegetables for Vermont institutions and markets. CAE has surveyed 80 schools in Vermont
to learn about their buying patterns, budgets, and price points in order to create a comparative
local product that is affordable and gives farmers access to these important markets.

CAE also works closely with the food pantry, or food bank, on local food access and education. In
addition to donating money to the food pantry for purchase of local food, CAE collaborates with the
food pantry on educational classes for the community, called Grow Your Own. Based on surveys of
food pantry clients, the classes cover topics from prepping spring gardens to canning and other pres-
ervation methods and are often led by community members. The programme contributes to food
pantry clients’ skills and knowledge about cooking and growing food, going beyond ensuring
access to food by giving clients concrete tools to better meet their own food needs. Grow Your
Own has grown substantially, from 45 attendees in 2014–89 attendees in 2016, and the majority
of the steering committee is from the low-income community.

Efforts to increase not only food access but food knowledge and skills have expanded due to client
popularity and strategic partnerships between CAE and the food pantry. In addition to the monthly
Grow Your Own workshops, CAE provides a stipend for a food pantry client to manage the commu-
nity garden. This manager, who lives in Hardwick low-income housing, also serves as a conduit
between the community and the food pantry. Other residents in the housing unit requested on-
site gardens, so the food pantry and CAE are building garden beds there for residents. In addition,
the community garden has a new mentorship programme, which connects more experienced gar-
deners with new learners. According to the director of the food pantry, these various programmes
– public workshops, garden beds in the community garden and low-income housing units, and
more informal mentorship programme – have created new channels for people with varying
comfort levels to access garden space, seeds, and knowledge.

Beyond programming, the food pantry has been able to increase local purchasing and change the
food pantry experience to highlight local products, especially produce. Nearly one quarter of all food
purchases are from local farms, and the food pantry has prioritised local milk and eggs based on client
preferences.

Table 6. Percentage of families with income below the poverty level.

Town 2000 (%) 2012 (%) 2016 (%)

Hardwick 10.5 10.6 8.3
Glover 10.8 2.9 11.7
Vermont 6.3 7.4 7.5

Source: US Census and American Community Survey.
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Environmental impact

Interviews for this project revealed that environmental impact is one of the primary motivations and
concerns for agri-businesses and farmers in the Hardwick area. Unfortunately, data on environmental
impact at the community level can be difficult to capture and are often unavailable. Data on agricul-
tural practices are collected by the USDA Agricultural Census, but are only available at the county
level. Despite this dearth of data on overall impact and agricultural practices, data were collected
from farmers and businesses interviewed and can be considered a preliminary indication of how
the Hardwick area food economy is impacting the environment.

Agricultural trends of the last 30 years in the Hardwick area and Vermont more generally have
included a reduction and consolidation of conventional dairy farms, a transition from conventional
dairy to organic dairy production, and more diversification into vegetable growing. Although not
quantifiable due to lack of data, the transition of conventional dairy farms to organic dairies and
diversified organic vegetable farms has likely decreased pesticide and herbicide pollution in the area.

According to NOFA-VT (Northeast Organic Farming Association of Vermont), there are 29 regis-
tered certified organic farms in the greater Hardwick area. Among the ten farms interviewed for
this project, seven are certified organic, nine make their own compost on the farm, and all practice
some agro-ecological methods, including high diversity farming, crop rotation, and reducing inputs,
albeit to varying degrees.

A number of the agri-businesses are also adopting practices to reduce their environmental impact
either directly or indirectly. Pete’s Greens is building a solar array on its barn roof that will produce
between 150 and 170 kilowatts of electricity, meeting two-thirds of the operation’s electricity
needs. Ninety percent of the land farmed by High Mowing Organic Seeds is under a conservation
restriction. By creating a market for Vermont-grown organic soybeans, Vermont Soy has led many
dairy farmers to diversify their growing practices to include a soy rotation.

Jasper Hill Farm has perhaps invested the most in offsetting its environmental impact. With
funding from the USDA environmental quality incentives programme, the NRCS alternative
manure management programme, the Vermont Northern Communities Investment Corp, and the
Vermont Agency of Agriculture Food and Markets BMP Program, Jasper Hill has created an advanced
system of nutrient management that allows the farm to produce finished compost to spread on pas-
tures, irrigate with treated water, and recover heat from the compost to replace fuel oil with heated
liquid wastes and methane capture for their creamery broiler.

‘Tug of war’: resistance to change and the meaning of local
For all its success, the food renaissance in Hardwick – and all of the attention it has been receiving – is
not without its skeptics. Some have taken issue with the characterisation of Hardwick as “saved” and

Table 7. Percentage of population receiving food stamps.

Town 2001 (%) 2012 (%) 2016 (%)

Hardwick 7.2 17.1 21.3
Glover 13.6 11 15
Vermont 15.7 12.2 13.6

Source: Vermont Agency of Human Services and US Census

Table 8. Cost comparison of three vegetables from local outlets, July 2014.

Outlet Tomatoes Broccoli Lettuce

Pete’s Greens $3.75/lb. $3.50/lb. $9.00/lb.a

Riverside Farm $2.50/lb. $2.00/lb. $1.50/head
Tops Market $2.69/lb. $2.99/bundle $1.99/head
aPete’s Greens sells only a baby greens mix, which generally garners a higher return in the marketplace than a head of lettuce
making this an imperfect comparison.
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the glowing media coverage of the “new” food economy there. One dairy farmer points out: “The
town didn’t need to be saved,” (Personal interview, July 10, 2014) and emphasizes that the history
of dairy farming in the area is one of the reasons for the success of the current food movement here:

There was a pre-existing structure-dairy farming and sheep. There have been successful dairy farms in this area for
a long time. The structure is here. The reason that all of the businesses are here is because there is already an
agricultural structure and it was dairy. (Personal interview, July 10, 2014)

In particular, many of the older dairy farmers felt both resistant to the ambitions of the leaders of the
food renaissance and excluded from their plans. Indeed, many in the community who were inter-
viewed expressed the view that in the early development of the Center for an Agricultural
Economy, the dairy farmers were not included enough. However, several other dairy farmers
explained that the early feeling of exclusion has given way to recognition of the benefits of the chan-
ging food economy, and understanding of the community commitment of the leaders:

Initially a lot of the established dairy farms were kind of ignored when the CAE was developed. All the ground that
is now being farmed in this movement was dairy. There’s resentment in the old guard, just because they aren’t as
included. But that’s changing, they (the Center for an Agricultural Economy) are more inclusive now. Dairy’s here,
it’s always been here and it’s always going to be here. It’s the backbone of this farming community. For a long
time farmers were a little skeptical when they started but they’re seeing now that it isn’t a flash in the pants
[sic], it’s here to stay…more people are getting involved in the center for ag. There was a them and us attitude
for a long time, but they’ve gotten involved in the community now. New things come slowly… they have been
wonderful about donations to the local food shelf, local schools-they are very civic-minded as far as helping the
community and I think the area has benefitted from them. (Personal Interview, July 10, 2014)

Nevertheless, some of the smaller, more traditional dairy farmers have not easily accepted the new
model, based both on diversification but also on tapping into state and federal loans through the
Center for an Agricultural Economy. One organic farmer sees the external funding as one of the dis-
tinguishing features of the new food economy in Hardwick: “The biggest difference with the core
group in Hardwick is that they’re not afraid to be leveraged – they’re not afraid to borrow money.
Most farmers here don’t think that way – they don’t want to borrow money.” (Personal Interview,
July 14, 2014) Other farmers interviewed mentioned discomfort with the financial strategies of the
bigger Hardwick enterprises, as this quote demonstrates:

They’re doing a great thing but I think they’re still, for a lot of farmers, trying to get past that… there’s a lot of
money behind it. A lot of farmers that work for nothing say “well, they’re just doing this because… [of the grant
money]. They tap into so many grants and things that come their way, so the feeling is ‘how do we compete with
something like that’?” (Personal Interview, July 10, 2014)

This challenges the ideal of the self-reliant, independent, small family farmer that is so pervasive in
Vermont and elsewhere. Certainly, this does represent a change in the approach to farming in the
area. Yet the same farmers who expressed unease regarding funding, also cite the revitalised com-
munity in the area and more awareness generally of the importance of supporting local businesses.
One farmer explains that the food renaissance has contributed to a broader community economic
revitalisation:

When we moved here Hardwick had a lot of unemployed people and empty houses because the granite industry
went down, then manufacturing and that went out. When we moved here there wasn’t really any spirit in Hard-
wick. When you went downtown it was like, uh, downtown? Now people are trying to be really supportive of
downtown. There are a lot of people interested in the future of the town… there are more young people
now who stick around. (Personal interview, July 16, 2014)

Despite the palpable community revitalisation in Hardwick and the commitment to community
expressed by the leaders of the food renaissance, many still question who has access to export-
based, high value products. A town employee agrees that the food renaissance has revitalised Hard-
wick: “Local food has added at least 75 jobs that weren’t here before, and brought people into Hard-
wick to shop and go to dinner and that’s provided additional jobs in the service industry.” But when
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asked about who is benefitting from the local food economy, continues: “I would say… the people
who have less don’t really access the food economy that much because they don’t have the money
… .I would say the benefits are not evenly distributed” (Personal interview, July 10, 2014). Another
farmer similarly describes the perceived class bias of the local food movement there:

The whole food movement in Hardwick is really neat but the people attracted to it are well-educated and can
afford to buy whatever they want… but in my opinion it’s not a success unless everybody is into it. How do
you get people who are on food stamps to want to grow their own food? To me, that’s sustainable. (Personal
interview, July 10, 2014)

Conclusion

While extensive scholarly literature has critically examined the economic, environmental, and social
promises and limitations of local food, critical assessment of the impacts that particular local food
projects have on communities is lacking. This paper contributes to the scholarly literature on local
food systems by empirically evaluating a place-based food movement along social, environmental,
and economic outcomes. Findings suggest that since the restructuring of the agricultural
economy, the town of Hardwick has a steady unemployment rate, a higher mean income, a more
vibrant downtown and substantially more jobs. In addition, the percentage of families living below
the poverty level has decreased. Greater institutional collaboration and attention to connecting
low-income community members to local food has led to more local food in the area food pantry,
at the local school, and more community sites and spaces for knowledge-sharing and interaction
through food. Although the scope of this study was limited, and there are certainly broader economic
factors influencing economic conditions in Hardwick, given that it is in the most impoverished corner
of the state, these findings should not be diminished.

Yet, questions remain about the extent to which the agricultural renaissance in Hardwick has been
inclusive, might be replicated in other places, and represents transformational food system change.
While it was not possible within the parameters of this study to systematically investigate how much
local food is, in fact, making it into the hands (and stomachs) of locals, interviews suggest that the
vast majority of the food produced by the Hardwick leaders is not accessible to many in the Hardwick
area. However, as this case study has documented, the export-oriented businesses in Hardwick have
been able to contribute to food access in other ways, even if their products are not consistently
affordable to the local population. In terms of replication, while the Hardwick case certainly has its
share of defensive branding and aggressive marketing of a “new” rural food idyll--which limits its
applicability as a model for other locales--certain features could be replicated elsewhere, such as
an NGO hub that creates new institutional partnerships, high degrees of collaboration and knowl-
edge-sharing among business owners and farmers, and a shared commitment to place.

The question of transformational change is less optimistic. Hardwick has been dominated by
different industries over the years. For a long time, it was the centre of the granite industry in
New England. As the granite industry collapsed, conventional dairy farms took hold. The recent
food revolution, largely led by four relatively conventional enterprises, could be described as the
latest capitalist incarnation of economic development in Hardwick. As geographers have long
argued, it is often the forgotten places that are ripe for redevelopment, and Hardwick would
qualify as a forgotten place (Harvey and Braun 1996).

Is Hardwick a case of “unreflexive localism,” or has it contributed to positive social, economic, and
environmental gains (DuPuis and Goodman 2005)? The Hardwick case demonstrates that many of the
concerns of local food scholars are valid – for example, that valorisation of place and defensive loc-
alism can and sometimes does overshadow attention to diversity and inclusivity (Allen 2010; Delind
and Bingen 2008; Winter 2003). Yet it does appear as if the local food project has contributed to
certain positive social and economic gains in Hardwick. While Hardwick is not a model that can be
exported and replicated everywhere, it is an instructive case of what a food localisation project
looks like, and offers some hope for the future of local food.
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Finally, an examination of the food economy in Hardwick presents an opportunity to rethink the
role of local in the food movement. As this case has demonstrated, the vision of the Hardwick food
economy is not a vision for an economy that is local in an absolute sense of imports and exports, but
rather one that is local in inspiration and commitment to place. Paradoxically, here is a movement for
place-based local food development that largely depends on export. The idea that a healthy localised
food economy cannot exist without some form of export is consistent with critical rejection of the
global/local binary that is often invoked by local food advocates (DuPuis and Goodman 2005).
Rather than a rejection of the global and development of a completely bounded food economy,
the leaders of the Hardwick food movement view the profits from exports as inputs into commu-
nity-based food projects, perhaps acknowledging, as Feagan (2007) writes, that “any localism is dia-
lectically and relationally tied to the global in diverse ways” (Feagan 2007). As others have argued, for
the local food movement to be successful, it must bring place back in (DeLind 2002; Delind and
Bingen 2008; Harris 2010). But the Hardwick case suggests that the local food movement can
value place, and place-based food projects, while also acknowledging relations to other places.
Indeed, local/regional balance can be seen in the rise of regional food visions such as the New
England Food Vision, which emphasize locally-based but regionally distributed food systems.
However we define local, perhaps recommitting to place, and all that entails, within regional and
occasionally global spheres, is the future of local food.

Notes

1. The methodology was partially developed through participation in the E3 Future Economy project. This project
seeks to bring rigorous economic analysis to community innovations in food, housing, labour and other sectors.
The future economy project initiative has also developed a framework for incorporating social, environmental,
and economic indicators into assessment. For more information, go to www.futureecon.com.

2. The longitudinal and community comparisons allowed the assessment of community level indicators of wealth
distribution, jobs, and poverty before and after the “agricultural renaissance” in Hardwick. Interviews with key
local food participants, farmers, and town officials contributed to a deeper understanding of the evolution, per-
ception, and impacts of the Hardwick food economy. The primary focus of this study is to assess the evolution of
Hardwick over time. Glover and Vermont statistics are therefore utilised where available to provide a backdrop
against which to contrast Hardwick, but the primary focus of data gathering was in Hardwick itself. For that
reason, data on social and environmental indicators, gathered primarily from interviews, will focus on Hardwick
alone.

3. SNAP, the supplemental nutrition assistance programme, is a federal programme that provides a hunger safety
net for eligible low-income individuals and families.

4. United States Census data for 2000 are available at the town level. For 2012 and 2016 data, estimates from the
American Community Survey were used. The decennial census aims to count all people in housing units at one
point in time, April 1st of the census year. The American Community Survey, in contrast, is a five-year average of
monthly estimates from a smaller sample within the census block.

5. These data are collected at one time point every year and is a count of the total persons enrolled in the pro-
gramme at the time. To calculate the percentage of the population receiving SNAP assistance, census population
estimates from 2001 were divided by the number of persons receiving SNAP assistance. The 2012 SNAP data for
Hardwick, Glover, and Vermont were collected by the ACS in response to a question asking whether members of
the household received SNAP benefits at least once in the past 12 months. These data are yearly averages for
2008–2012 of the monthly ACS surveys. 2016 data are yearly averages for the 2012–2016 surveys.

6. As a nonprofit located in the historically depressed, rural Northeast Kingdom, CAE has been supported by both
state and federal funding. The Northeast Kingdom is a designated Rural Area Economic Partnership REAP zone
area. REAP is a USDA designation for rural communities facing economic and community development chal-
lenges particular to rural poverty. This REAP designation makes Hardwick eligible for job creation and rural devel-
opment funds. These funds have been crucial to establishing the Vermont Food Venture Center and to continuing
the work of the Center for an Agricultural Economy.

7. As indicated in the methodology section, these data should be interpreted with caution due to the different
sampling methods employed by the Vermont Agency of Human Services for the 2001 data and the American
Community Survey for the 2012 data. The 2001 data is collected at one time point every year – in this case Decem-
ber – and is a count of the total persons enrolled in the programme at the time. Percentage was estimated by
dividing census population estimates from 2001 by the number of persons receiving SNAP assistance to calculate
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the percentage of the total population receiving SNAP assistance in Glover, Hardwick, and the state of Vermont in
2001. In contrast, the 2012 and 2016 SNAP data for Hardwick, Glover, and Vermont were collected by the ACS in
response to a question asking whether members of the household received SNAP benefits at least once in the
past 12 months. These data are yearly averages of the monthly ACS surveys.

8. Tops Market is located in the centre of the village of Hardwick, and is equally accessible, if not more accessible, to
low-income residents than many farmstands.

9. The following are based on interviews with staff at the nonprofit Center for an Agricultural Economy.
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