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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine the multiple
meanings of community food security among stakeholders
with diverse interests and to assess the degree to which
these stakeholders could find common ground around
community food security during a participatory planning
process called a search conference. The conceptual frame-
work of citizen politics guided all aspects of the research
design. In-depth, qualitative interviews were conducted with
44 participants purposefully recruited to attend a 21⁄2-day
search conference. Open-ended questionnaires were
distributed to all participants during the search conference,
and a document review was performed. Prior to the search
conference, 4 community food secruity groups emerged:
anti-hunger advocates (n=12), agricultural visionaries
(n=12), food traditionalists (n=10), and agricultural
entrepreneurs (n=8). Participants were able to find common
ground around 6 community food security action agendas:
distribution of surplus food, education, family and commu-
nity values, food processing and marketing, legislative
initiatives and action, and new agriculture. Other salient
community food security issues emerged, but they were not
included on any of the action agendas. Formal training in
facilitation, negotiation, conflict resolution, and how to
influence the public policy-making process will enable
dietetics professionals to effectively collaborate with
community-based groups that have a stake in food security
issues. J Am Diet Assoc. 2002;102:962-967.

ccording to The American Dietetic Association, aggres-
sive action is needed to bring an end to domestic hunger
and achieve food and nutrition security. Dietetics pro-
fessionals can play a key role in achieving this goalA

through developing innovative programs that increase the
food security of the US population (1). Increasingly, state and
local efforts to alleviate food insecurity have emphasized sus-
tainable food system-wide approaches for ensuring commu-
nity food security (1-3). The recent emergence of a community
food security movement has also sought to increase commu-
nity-based solutions to hunger and food insecurity while advo-
cating for federal-level food and nutrition assistance programs
as a crucial basis for building food security (3-4).

The goal of community food security is to develop commu-
nities that are food secure, which has been defined as “all
persons in a community having access to a culturally accept-
able, nutritionally adequate diet through local, non-emergency
sources” (4). Community food security addresses a broad
range of food system issues: environmental concerns related to
agriculture and food production, disappearing farmland and
inner city supermarkets, food safety, poverty and hunger, and
diet-related health problems. As an analytical framework,
community food security has 3 basic components: process,
projects, and policy. The process of building participation
through community planning and collaboration can be accom-
plished by defining the community to be served, conducting a
community-based needs assessment, building links with di-
verse groups, developing comprehensive strategies, incorpo-
rating a long-term strategic design, and building entrepreneur-
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ship. Projects such as community gardens, farmers’ markets,
and food-related enterprise development are designed to meet
multiple objectives—for example, increase the production and
marketing of locally grown foods and expand lower-income
persons’ access to high-quality, healthful foods. Finally, gov-
ernment policies need to be assessed to determine if they act
as barriers or enablers to community food security projects
(4).

An important first step in building community food security
is to understand how this terminology is conceptualized among
diverse stakeholders—that is, individuals or groups who have
a “stake” in, or are directly affected by, an issue. Power and
colleagues (5) surveyed Canadian dietitians to assess their
understanding of the term “food security” and found that food
safety, food as a human right, adequate food to maintain health,
sustainable agricultural systems, and affordability of food were
the most commonly reported components of food security.
Fewer dietitians included charitable food sources and indi-
vidual choice of personally acceptable foods in their definition
of food security. Using Q methodology, Pelletier et al (6)
examined participants’ conceptualization of the term “commu-
nity food security” and found that 3 distinct groups emerged:
social justice advocates, pragmatists, and visionaries. Each
group placed a differing level of importance across 4 aspects of
community food security—social justice, economic viability of
agriculture, healthfulness of the food supply, and environmen-
tal sustainability. To our knowledge, however, little research
has investigated whether stakeholders with diverse interests
can find common ground around these different aspects of
community food security. The purpose of this research was
twofold: to determine the multiple meanings of community
food security among stakeholders with diverse interests using
qualitative methods and to assess the degree to which stake-
holders with diverse interests were able to find common
ground around different aspects of community food security.
A major strength of qualitative research is the ability to explore
context-dependent meanings of complex issues, such as com-
munity food security, from the participant’s point of view (7,8).

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
The research-based conceptual framework of citizen politics
guided all aspects of the study design and data collection.
Citizen politics is based on 3 core concepts: diverse interests,
public, and power (9-11). “Diverse interests” refers to the
variety of life experiences, viewpoints, and knowledge that
persons bring to the table. “Public” refers to the public sphere
where persons use their collective power to act on their own
self-interests and to solve common problems through critical
thinking. Public problem solving and governance are carried
out through mediating institutions (eg, the workplace, organi-
zations, schools, churches), which connect people to larger
public arenas and issues (10). “Power” in this context is
conceptualized as dynamic, interactive, and relational, and is
seen as being created through building relationships among
diverse interests and taking action on shared problems and
goals (9-11).

METHODS

Research Setting
This research was embedded within a broader university-
community partnership collectively referred to as the North
Country Food and Economic Security project, which used a

Opening and Introductions
Overview of the search conference process/warm-up exercise

Shared History
“What forces and events have brought us together to our
current situation?”

Expectations
“What is the main reason for your participation in the search
conference?”

Ideal Future
“What should our local community food system look like by the
year 2005?”

Probable Future
“Without substantial changes being made, what will our local
community food system look like by the year 2005?”

Keep, Drop, and Create
“To move closer to the ideal future, what should we keep
doing, what should we stop doing, and what new things do we
need to create?”

Action Planning: Self-Selection
Participants self-select into an action-planning group

Action Planning: Definitions
“What is our group’s main purpose (goal) and what specific
changes do we want to address?”

Action Planning: Force Field Analysis
“What forces are out there now that are driving toward or
restraining the changes we want to make?”

Action Planning: Workflow Diagramming
“What actions do we need to take and in what order?”

Action Planning: Templates and Next Steps
Outline rationale for each objective, implementation scenario,
and next steps, including the person(s) responsible for
carrying out each task and the date by which this will be
done.

Personal Commitments
Each action-planning group designates a specific date, time,
and place it will meet after the search conference.

FIG 1. Overview of the 21⁄2-day community food security

search conference process.
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search conference model for the initiation of community-based
food security planning processes in 6 upstate New York coun-
ties. A search conference brings people together to search for
a desirable, common future. More specifically, a search confer-
ence is a 21⁄2-day strategic planning process where 35 to 50
diverse stakeholders are brought together to engage in prob-
lem solving and decision-making around a specific issue of
concern (12). This type of planning and decision making places
citizens side by side with formal decision makers to define
social problems and goals, develop alternatives, and initiate
action plans to pursue identified alternatives. Figure 1 high-
lights the specific stages of the 21⁄2-day community food
security search conference where our research was conducted.
A more detailed description of the North Country Food and
Economic Security project methodology is available elsewhere
(13).

Participants
Participants from one county in upstate New York were pur-
posefully recruited to attend a 21⁄2-day search conference on
community food security. The peer reference system, a snow-
ball sampling technique used to identify local opinion leaders
and people directly affected by an issue of concern, deter-
mined which persons from the community were eligible to
participate. In this study, “community” was defined as a spe-
cific geographical location (ie, county). Identified search con-
ference participants were asked to place themselves into 1 of
8 food system categories: farmland protection/natural resources
conservation, agricultural production, food processing, food
distribution and transportation, wholesale marketing, retail
marketing, consumers, or “other.” After 3 iterations of the peer
reference system, 204 potential search conference partici-
pants were identified. An 11-member advisory committee
selected a final list of 50 persons, of whom 44 agreed to
participate in the community food security search conference.

Data Collection
An in-depth, semistructured interview was conducted with
each of the 44 participants before the search conference. The
interview guide provided a focus on predetermined concepts
but allowed for flexibility to probe into other emergent themes.
Topics included demographics, volunteer- and work-related
experiences, food system issues perceived as salient to com-
munity food security, and perceived barriers and enablers to
achieving community food security. Field notes were recorded
directly after each interview to gain further insight into the
discussed topics and to assess the quality of each interview. All
interviews took place in the office of a community-based
organization and were conducted by a trained interviewer.
Procedures for informed consent and confidentiality were
applied throughout the duration of the study. Tape-recorded
interviews were transcribed verbatim.

An open-ended questionnaire was distributed to partici-
pants during the search conference to assess viewpoints around
the different aspects of community food security; comfort level
in expressing their viewpoints; and perceptions as to whether
their views were taken seriously by the group and if any of the
group sessions were dominated by a few participants. Ques-
tions developed for use in the open-ended questionnaire were
based on theoretical considerations of group behavior and
power dynamics (14). Documents produced during the 21⁄2-
day search conference were reviewed to determine the degree
to which participants were able to find common ground around

different aspects of community food security. Document re-
view is considered useful in portraying the values, beliefs, and
viewpoints expressed by participants in a particular setting
and can provide valuable insights when used in combination
with other methods (7).

Data Analysis
Data analysis was performed using preconference interview
transcripts (verbatim), search conference documents, ques-
tionnaires, and field notes. The first step involved an open
coding process where initial categories/themes about the sub-
ject under study (community food security) were created
(7,8). Relevant themes were identified through the use of
certain key words and phrases and the context in which they
were used. Patterns of themes associated with participants’
viewpoints on community food security were explored (15,16).
Areas of divergence and convergence around different aspects
of community food security were assessed using all data sources.
A more detailed description of this method has been described
elsewhere (17).

RESULTS

Interview Findings
Four different community food security groups emerged be-
fore the search conference: anti-hunger advocates, agricul-
tural visionaries, food traditionalists, and agricultural entre-
preneurs. For descriptive purposes, Table 1 highlights se-
lected demographic characteristics and the food system sec-
tors represented across the 4 groups. A defining pattern of
themes that emerged for each group is described below.

Anti-hunger advocates Anti-hunger advocates (n=12) were
concerned about hunger in their community and the perceived
negative consequences of welfare reform because of lack of
income and jobs. A 54-year-old lower-income consumer re-
flected: “I think welfare reform is going to hurt a lot of people.
There are some people, like the elderly and small children, who
just can’t go out and get a job.” They also expressed concern
that lower-income persons were limited to shopping in a few
stores with higher food prices and lacked access to high-
quality, healthful food. Anti-hunger advocates believed that
pride, particularly among men and older adults, made the
hunger problem worse. Perceived underlying causes of hunger
were poverty and powerlessness. Lack of trust among certain
groups in the community and discrimination experienced by
food- and nutrition-assistance program recipients were per-
ceived barriers to achieving community food security. Anti-
hunger advocates believed they had a civic responsibility to
help people who were hungry. A 53-year-old farmer explained,

“I’m concerned about those who are hungry—not just as a
producer, but as a citizen it’s part of my responsibility.”
Mentoring programs, local food recovery efforts, and federal-
level food- and nutrition-assistance programs were perceived
as solutions needed to achieve community food security.

Agricultural visionaries Agricultural visionaries (n=12) iden-
tified a broad range of food system issues they perceived as
salient to community food security—for example, the decline
of local agriculture as well as concerns about the environment,
food safety, trade policy, and diet-related health problems.
Achieving balance or harmony among these different compo-
nents was perceived as a key element. “The whole system
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needs to be balanced. If you lose in any one area, it will create
a downward spiral on all of them,” said a 34-year-old food
cooperative president. Agricultural visionaries were future-
oriented and perceived a loss of local knowledge around agri-
culture in rural communities as a barrier to achieving commu-
nity food security. A 53-year-old agricultural producer com-
mented, “I think a lot of rural communities are losing the
knowledge they have. Some time in the future, we may need
it again.” Diversified agricultural production, increased
marketing of locally produced foods, local economic develop-
ment, community investment, and enhanced leadership were
strategies seen as necessary to achieve community food secu-
rity.

Food traditionalists The primary concern among food tradi-
tionalists (n=10) was the issue of welfare reform and its
relationship to hunger in the community. Food traditionalists
believed welfare reform was a positive change that would
reduce hunger and enable food- and nutrition-assistance pro-
gram recipients to become more self-sufficient. Perceived
barriers to achieving community food security included lack of
knowledge, lack of motivation, and lack of appreciation among

food- and nutrition-assistance program recipients. Lack of
trust between food- and nutrition-assistance program recipi-
ents and other community members was also perceived as a
barrier to achieving community food security. Food tradition-
alists believed that “expert knowledge” in food budgeting, food
preparation, nutrition, and family values were the key ele-
ments needed to achieve community food security. “I think the
key is getting knowledge to the people who need it, teaching
them how cook, how to balance their budget, and learning to
take responsibility for feeding themselves and their families,”
a 59-year-old schoolteacher said.

Agricultural entrepreneurs Agricultural entrepreneurs
(n=8) were primarily concerned about the decline of local
agriculture, including the loss of farmers and farmland in their
community. Perceived barriers to achieving community food
security were “unnecessary government regulations” and that
consumers neither trusted nor appreciated farmers. They
stressed the importance of “expert knowledge” as it applied to
agricultural production practices and believed that consumers
needed to realize that “farmers would not be using pesticides
if they were not safe,” as one 33-year-old agriculture educator

Table 1
Selected demographics and food system sector representation of 4 community food security groups (n�42)a

Demographics Community food security groups
Antihunger Agricultural Food Agricultural
advocates visionaries traditionalists entrepreneurs
(n�12) (n�12) (n�10) (n�8)

Gender
Men 3 (25) 7 (58) 1 (10) 6 (75)
Women 9 (75) 5 (42) 9 (90) 2 (25)

Education
�High school 0 (0) 0 (0) 1 (10) 0 (0)
High school 5 (42) 1 (8) 3 (30) 1 (12)
Associate degree/some college 4 (33) 5 (42) 3 (30) 2 (25)
Bachelor’s degree 1 (8) 4 (33) 1 (10) 3 (38)
Professional degree 0 (0) 1 (8) 0 (0) 1 (12)
Advanced degree 2 (17) 1 (8) 2 (20) 1 (12)

Age
26-34 1 (8) 1 (8) 0 (0) 1 (12)
35-43 2 (17) 3 (25) 1 (10) 2 (25)
44-52 5 (41) 6 (50) 2 (20) 2 (25)
53-61 2 (17) 2 (17) 4 (40) 2 (25)
62 and over 2 (17) 0 (0) 3 (30) 1 (12)

Food system sectors
Farmland protection/natural resources

conservation 0 (0) 4 (33) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Agricultural production 1 (8) 2 (17) 0 (0) 4 (50)
Food processing 0 (0) 3 (25) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Food distribution/transportation 2 (17) 0 (0) 2 (20) 0 (0)
Wholesale marketing 0 (0) 1 (8) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Retail marketing 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 4 (50)
Consumer 5 (42) 0 (0) 4 (40) 0 (0)
Otherb 4 (33) 2 (17) 4 (40) 0 (0)

aThe sample size reported here does not include 2 negative cases that were not included in any group.
bThe “other” category includes a nutrition teaching assistant with the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program, a Community Action agency director,
a food stamp administrator, an associate director for the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children, a culinary arts instructor,
a professor, a legislator, a foodservice supervisor, and 2 educators.

‹ ›n (%)
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stated. Expert knowledge also tied into their perception that in
order for local agriculture to be more competitive: “It is impor-
tant to accept change” was the viewpoint of a 53-year-old
agricultural banker. Key strategies perceived as needed to
achieve community food security included increased self-
sufficiency, local economic development, and processing and
marketing of locally produced foods.

Search Conference Findings
Figure 2 illustrates the 6 final action agendas and correspond-
ing goals that emerged from the search conference. Table 2
highlights each of the action-planning groups’ membership by
gender. Salient community food security issues that emerged
during the search conference but were not incorporated into
any of the action agendas included high food prices in lower-
income neighborhoods; food safety; lack of access to high
quality, healthful food; lack of income and jobs; and environ-
mental concerns related to the food system. Aspects of com-
munity food security that generated divergent or conflicting
viewpoints included the government’s role in food security,
agricultural pesticide use, recombinant bovine somatotropin
(rBST) use, and “supersized” supermarkets. Among partici-
pants, 25 of 44 (57%) reported that they were not comfortable
discussing issues that generated conflict; 17 of 44 participants
(39%) reported that a few people dominated the large group
discussions at least some of the time; and 15 of 44 participants
(34%) reported that their viewpoints were either ignored or
downplayed during the search conference.

DISCUSSION
Participants in this research had very different perceptions as
to the underlying causes of hunger and food insecurity as well
as the solutions needed to achieve community food security.

Certain aspects of community food security identified dur-
ing the search conference—such as the government’s role in
food security (eg, welfare reform), agricultural pesticide use,
and rBST use—resulted in conflicting or divergent viewpoints.
The majority of participants attending the search conference

Action Agendas

Distribution of Surplus Food

Education

Family and Community Values

Food Processing and Marketing

Legislative Initiatives and Action

New Agriculture

Goals

To strengthen a distribution network for surplus and leftover
food

To raise awareness of consumers to the food and fiber system
and related life skills through education

To encourage and nurture a commitment to personal
responsibility and wider relationships through building
community

To give the North Countrya food producers outlets for their
products

To develop a plan to bring positive change to issues brought
up at the search conference

To explore agricultural economic opportunities in the North
Country

FIG 2. Action agendas and goals that emerged from a community’s 21⁄2-day food security planning process.
aNorth Country Food and Economic Security project is a 6-county project in upstate New York that used a search conference

model for the initiation of community-based food security planning process.

also reported that they were not comfortable discussing con-
troversial issues, and close to half of all participants believed
that the large group discussions were dominated by a few
people at least some of the time. Furthermore, one third of all
participants reported that their viewpoints related to commu-
nity food security were either ignored or downplayed during
the search conference.

Despite a difference in viewpoints, stakeholders were able to
find convergence—that is, common ground—around certain
aspects of community food security during the search confer-
ence, including the need for distribution of surplus food,
education, family and community values, processing and mar-
keting of locally produced food products, legislative initiatives
and action, and new agriculture. Women were more likely than
men to be concerned with food consumption issues whereas
men were more likely than women to be concerned with
agricultural production and food retail-marketing issues. Gen-
der differences were also noted within several of the action
planning groups that emerged from the search conference.
These observations support previously reported gender-re-
lated divisions of labor within the agricultural food system (18-
19).

A basic premise of citizen politics is that when persons with
diverse interests come together to reframe and clarify an issue
or concern they are better able to build a shared understanding
of a problem and envision workable solutions (9-11). Various
authors have emphasized the importance of building collabo-
rations among community-based planners and grassroots and
professional organizations skilled in interpersonal, group, and
cross-cultural dynamics to effectively deal with nutrition, food
security, and welfare reform (20-23). Such collaboration ef-
forts consist of engaging in problem solving that requires
diverse stakeholders to discuss their collective assumptions
about each other and what the problem is; include leaders from
all affected groups; and allow themselves to be influenced by,
as well as to influence, those who are at the table (21)—
however, differences in interests, attitudes, and values (6,24);
lack of trust among stakeholders; and varying distributions of
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power and resources (17,25) are all factors that may constrain
finding common ground around certain aspects of community
food security. Addressing such challenges should be a priority
for dietetics professionals working in their own communities to
build food security.

One limitation of this research is the homogeneity of the
sample. All participants were white and resided in one county
in upstate New York. It is likely that differences in interests
may exist in other more diverse communities. Therefore, these
findings cannot be generalized to other groups.

■ Dietetics professionals can play a key role in the develop-
ment, evaluation, and dissemination of innovative approaches
aimed at building community food security (1).
■ Future research that assesses food and nutrition profession-
als’ viewpoints on community food security is needed if they
are to take an active role in shaping community food security
policies and programs.
■ Formal training in facilitation, negotiation, conflict resolu-
tion, and how to influence the public policy-making process at
multiple levels (eg, local, state, national) will enable dietetics
professionals to successfully collaborate with community-based
groups that have a stake in food security issues.

References
1. Position of The American Dietetic Association: Domestic Food and Nutri-
tion Security. J Am Diet Assoc. 1998;98:337-342.
2. Clancy K, Wilkins JL. Creating communities that are food secure. In:
Leidenfrost NB, Wilkins JL, eds. Food Security in the United States: A
Guidebook for Public Issues Education. Washington, DC: Cooperative Exten-
sion System; 1994:87-90.

3. US Dept of Agriculture. Year 2000 Progress Report on the USDA Commu-
nity Food Security Initiative: helping faith-based organizations, nonprofit
groups, and local governments fight hunger and strengthen local food
systems. Available at: http://www.reeusda.gov/food_security/fsreports.htm.
Accessed January 10, 2001.
4. Winne M, Joseph H, Fisher A. Community Food Security: A Guide to
Concept, Design, and Implementation. Venice, Calif: Community Food Secu-
rity Coalition; 1996:1.
5. Power E, Sheeshka JD, Heron AL. Canadian dietitians’ understanding of
food security. J Nutr Educ. 1998;30:45-49.
6. Pelletier D, Kraak V, McCullum C, Uusitalo U, Rich R. Values, public policy,
and community food security. Agric Human Values. 2000; 17:75-93.
7. Marshall C, Rossman GB. Designing Qualitative Research. 3rd ed. Thou-
sand Oaks, Calif: Sage Publications; 1999.
8. Achterberg CL, Shepard SK. The components and uses of qualitative
research. In: Monsen ER, ed. Research: Successful Approaches. Chicago,
Ill: American Dietetic Association; 1992:73-81.
9. Wagner PA. Citizen politics: a conceptual framework for shaping public
policy. J Nutr Educ. 1996;28:80-82.
10. Hoggs KS, ed. Reinventing Citizenship: The Practice of Citizen Politics.
Minneapolis, Minn: Project Public Life; 1994.
11. Boyte HC. Common Wealth: A Return to Citizen Politics. New York: The
Free Press; 1989.
12. Emery M, Pursur E. The Search Conference: A Powerful Method for
Planning Organizational Change and Community Action. San Francisco,
Calif: Jossey-Bass Inc.; 1996.
13. Pelletier D, Kraak V, McCullum C, Uusitalo U, Rich R. Community food
security: salience and participation at community level. Agric Human Values.
1999;16:401-419.
14. Barr D. Transforming Power: A 13-Week Program for Democratic Change
in Your Community. Ithaca, NY: Cornell Empowerment Group Publications;
2000.
15. Miles M, Huberman AM. Qualitative Data Analysis. 2nd ed. Thousand
Oaks, Calif: Sage Publications; 1994.
16. Strauss A, Corbin J. Basics of Qualitative Research. Newbury Park, Calif:
Sage Publications; 1990.
17. McCullum C. Mechanisms and Effects of Power within a Community-
Based Food Security Planning Process. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University; 2000.
Dissertation.
18. Liquori T. Food matters: changing dimensions of science and practice in
the nutrition profession. J Nutr Educ. 2001;33:234-246.
19. Feldman S, Welsh R. Feminist world claims, local knowledge, and gender
divisions of agricultural labor: constructing a successor science. Rural
Sociol. 1995;60:23-42.
20. Wagner PA, Butkus S, Wilken K. A conceptual foundation for food
security public issues education: definitions and educator’s roles. In:
Leidenfrost NB, Wilkins JL, eds. Food Security in the United States: A
Guidebook for Public Issues Education. Washington, DC: Cooperative Exten-
sion System; 1994:7-14.
21. Eisenberg L. A theoretical and strategic approach to achieving food
security. In: Leidenfrost NB, Wilkins JL, eds. Food Security in the United
States: A Guidebook for Public Issues Education. Washington DC: Coopera-
tive Extension System; 1994:81-85.
22. Rose D, Nestle M. Welfare reform and nutrition education: alternative
strategies to address the challenges of the future. J Nutr Educ. 1996;61-66.
23. Rosenthal BB. Collaboration for the nutrition field: synthesis of selected
literature. J Nutr Educ. 1998;30:246-267.
24. Butkus S. How attitudes about the poor and government intervention can
influence the choice of solutions for feeding the hungry. In: NB Leidenfrost,
J Wilkins, eds. Food Security in the United States: A Guidebook for Public
Issues Education. Washington, DC: Cooperative Extension System; 1994:75-
79.
25. Forester J. Planning in the Face of Power. Berkeley, Calif: University of
California Press; 1989.

The authors would like to acknowledge the contributions

of the 44 participants who participated in this research.

Funding for this research was provided through grants

from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention; US

Department of Agriculture Cooperative State Research,

Education, and Extension Service; and the Division of

Nutritional Sciences, Cornell University. Additional

support was provided from Behavioral Science

Education Cancer Prevention and Control, National

Cancer Institute, NIH Grant #2R25CA57712-06.

APPLICATIONS

Table 2
Action-planning community food security group membership
(n�44) by gender

Action-planning groupsa Men Women
(n�19) (n�25)

Distribution of surplus food 2 (25) 6 (75)
Education 2 (25) 6 (75)
Family and community values 1 (12) 7 (88)
Food processing and marketing 5 (83) 1 (17)
Legislative initiatives and action 4 (50) 4 (50)
New agriculture 5 (83) 1 (17)

aParticipants self-selected on which action-planning group they would serve.
These groups represent the 6 final action agendas that emerged during the
21⁄2-day search conference.

‹ ›n (%)


