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Abstract 

 

�ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŽĐĐƵƉŝĞƐ�ϯϴй�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂŶĞƚ͛Ɛ�ƚĞƌƌĞƐƚƌŝĂů�ƐƵƌĨĂĐĞ and is dominated by a discourse that 

emphasises industrialism and productivism. This emphasis is signposted by large scale, capital-

intensive and mechanised practices that unsustainably increase yields using fossil fuel inputs and 

artificial fertilisers, pesticides and herbicides supplied by multi-national corporations. 

Consequently, agricultural landscapes have been reshaped globally to drive unsustainable 

increases in profit and production. Unsustainable approaches to food production are 

contributing significantly to the degradation of planetary systems and the vulnerability of food 

systems. As such, agricultural transformation is essential for creating more sustainable food 

futures.  

 

This thesis uses action-oriented practice-research to explore discursive transformation. A 

prominent discursive alternative to the status-quo is regenerative agriculture, which seeks to 

transform food production and repair ecosystems. Regenerative agricultural discourse is 

emergent and evolving. The study undertook a discourse analysis and literature review on 267 

grey and academic texts related to regenerative agriculture. It found that regenerative 

agricultural discourse: situates agricultural work within nested, complex living systems; positions 

farms as relational, characterised by co-evolution between humans and other landscape biota; 

perceives the innate potential of living systems as place-sourced; maintains a transformative 

openness to alternative thinking and practice; believes that multiple regenerative cultures are 

necessary for deeply regenerative agriculture; and departs from industrialism to varying degrees. 

The thesis reviews three transformative opportunities for regenerative agricultural discourseͶ

discourse coalitions, translocal organising and collective learning.  

 

Building on these findings, the thesis proposes that regenerative agriculture is a storyline that 

binds diverse actors and discourses together into a discourse coalition. Consequently, multiple 

discourses contribute to the over-arching discourse of regenerative agriculture. A second 

discourse analysis was conducted on texts from ninety-six organisations and complimented by 
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twenty-two interviews in Australia and the USA. This analysis identified nine distinct discourses 

contributing to regenerative agricultural discourse: Restoration for Profit; Big Picture Holism; 

Regenerative Organic; Regrarian Permaculture; Regenerative Cultures; Deep Holism; First 

Nations; Agroecology and Food Sovereignty; and Subtle Energies. This thesis describes and 

examines these component discourses and discusses tensions that may make regenerative 

agriculture vulnerable to co-optation and greenwashing, diluting its transformative potential.   

 

The discourse coalition that has formed around regenerative agriculture has diverse contributors 

that interpret the storyline differently. It is likely that this discursive diversity will not be retained 

as regenerative agriculture undergoes structuration (whereby a particular framing of the 

discourse becomes dominant in society) and consequently institutionalisation (whereby the 

discourse solidifies into institutions). Institutionalisation might be achieved by shedding the more 

transformative discursive elements of regenerative agriculture. As such, the thesis examines a 

volunteer led co-operative, the Institute of Ecological Agriculture (IEA), as a case study on how 

advocates of regenerative agriculture are pursuing transformation. Subsequently, it explores 

how these attempts might be effective amidst processes of discursive structuration and 

institutionalisation.  

 

The thesis discusses the implications of this study for agricultural transformation on and beyond 

the farm through two themes. (1) On the farm: more-than-human relationality in regenerative 

agriculture. �ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�Ă�ĨĂƌŵĞƌ͛Ɛ�ǁĂǇ�ŽĨ�

being in the landscape. Being regenerative includes a more-than-human ethic of care and 

participating in decolonial processes that divest the logic and power of coloniality. (2) Beyond the 

farm: sharing storylines whilst retaining place-sourced interpretations of regenerative agriculture. 

Individual transformations can be communicated globally through translocal networks that 

contribute to structuring regenerative agricultural discourses. These networks support place-

sourced interpretations of regenerative agriculture to exist ʹ whilst also sharing common 

storylines globally.  
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Prologue: mystery of 
the spiders 
 
 
My exploration of regenerative agriculture has been personal and practical as well as academic. I 

have been a practitioner of regenerative agriculture whilst conducting this research. The 

research is therefore shaped by my experiences as a practitioner and interlinked with that 

identity. 

 

As such, this thesis will begin slightly unconventionally. I have started with a positionality section 

that sets a foundation for the normative reasoning behind my study. This chapter is an 

exploration of what has driven me to this research. It feels natural to open with this story, and 

make my motivations transparent, before stepping into the bigger picture of regenerative 

agriculture and transformation. I also believe this structure is a more honest reflection of my 

journey. Once this positionality is established, the thesis will move into a more traditional 

scholarly structure.  

 

A narrow relationship to ecosystems 

 

Whilst I could never articulate it, as a child I was uncomfortable with the rigid gender roles that 

formed the fabric of our rural lives. The industrial approaches that we and our neighbours valued 

(bigness, mechanisation, and the domination of nature) were intertwined with a hegemonic 

masculinity (Peter et al., 2000) that was unsettling to me. I noticed this because I had a soft and 

intimate relationship with the waters, grasses, and creatures of our farm. However, my personal 

connection with this place was juxtaposed with the act of farming itself. When farming, our 

relationship to the land was heteropatriarchal and followed the formula of how a heterosexual 

man might relate to a heterosexual woman.  
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In a heteropatriarchal context, men and culture are often correlated and positioned as superior 

to women and nature (Gaard, 1997); particularly when nature is feminised, e.g., mother nature 

(Massy, 2017). Ecofeminism demonstrates how nature has predominantly been constructed as 

͞a force that must be dominated if culture is to prevail͟�(Gaard, 1997, p. 141). Consequently, the 

relationship between agri-͚ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͛ ĂŶĚ�͚ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͛�ďĞĐŽŵĞƐ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƐƵďũƵŐĂƚŝŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ�ŽĨ�

procreation. The land where we farmed was subject to the heteropatriarchy because as farmers, 

we felt the need to dominate it for the purposes of productivity, e.g., chemical control to 

increase yields (Kimbrell, 2002)͘�dŚŝƐ�ǁĂƐ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ�Ă�ŶŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŶĚ�͚ŶĂƚƵƌĂů͛�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ͘�/Ŷ�

this way, an appeal to the natural was simply an appeal to a socially constructed heterosexuality 

(Mortimer-Sandilands & Erickson, 2010)͘�'ĞŶĚĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĞǆƵĂůŝƚǇ�ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ�ũƵƐt impact how we related 

to each other, but how we related to agroecosystems (Hird & Giffney, 2016).   

 

A more expansive relationality in agriculture 

 

Image 2: mystery of the spiders 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Theis storyline of domination for production made me uneasy. The parable in image 2 recounts 

an interaction I had in 2018. It is significant because the farmer invited us to accept the mystery 
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ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƉŝĚĞƌ͛Ɛ�ƌŽůĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĂŐƌŽĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�Ă�ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů�ĚĞǀŝĂƚŝŽŶ�ĨƌŽŵ�the gendered 

domination of agroecosystems. This farmer did not try and control, or even understand, the 

relationship between the banana tree and the spiders. He simply let them live into their specific 

ways of being. This reiterated to me how regenerative agriculture can entail a gendered shift in 

how farmers relate to agroecosystems (Leslie, 2017; Leslie et al., 2019).  

 

As Haraway (2016, p. 58) notes, we (spiders, banana trees and farmers) are all co-becoming or 

͞ǁŽƌůĚŝŶŐ-ǁŝƚŚ͕�ŝŶ�ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ͘͟�dŚŝƐ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�ďƌŝŶŐŝŶŐ�ǁŽƌůĚƐ�ŝŶƚŽ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ŽƵƌ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ�

with each other (Collard et al., 2015). It is problematic when those relationships can only be 

defined in a particular and narrow way (as they were when I was growing up). Whilst there 

would be no place for spiders in a monocultural banana plantation, such relationality is valued in 

regenerative agriculture. As Leslie et al. (2019, p. 868) remark;   

 

͞�ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŚĂƐ�ĂůǁĂǇƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂů͘�tĞ�ũƵƐƚ�ŚĂǀĞŶ͛ƚ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�ŝƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĂǇ�ʹ at least 

not recently. Heteropatriarchy captured the beast of capitalist agriculture and used it to 

enforce, and reinforce, its power inequalities. Part of that enforcement and 

reinforcement was envisioning food and agriculture as pure matters of production and 

consumption, and not as social, economic, and ecological arrangements͘͟� 

 

The story of how farmers and agroecosystems might relate is completely retold by Berry (2012). 

He conceptualises the farmer and the land as dancing with each other, and always crossing 

between sexual poles. Depending on the season and the crop, the land is both mother and 

father. Berry (2012, p. 40) ƐĂǇƐ͕�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶĚ�͞ŝƐ�Ăƚ�ŽŶĞ�ƚŝŵĞ�ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƐĞĞĚ͕�ďĞĂƌĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ŶƵƌƚƵƌĞƌ�ŽĨ�

young; at another, raiser of seed-stalk, bearer and shedder of seed. And in response to these 

changes, the farmer crosses back and forth from one zone of spouse-hood to another, first as 

ƉůĂŶƚĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞŶ�ĂƐ�ŐĂƚŚĞƌĞƌ͘͟�This marks a transgression of gendered categories and boundaries 

in farming ʹ it is queering1 agriculture.             

 
1 The indefinability of the term queer has come to act as a type of definition, which points to its value in 
emphasising the transgression of categories and boundaries (McCann and Monaghan, 2020). 
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My ability to relate to agricultural landscapes in diverse ways had been suppressed by a 

heteropatriarchal view. Recognising this inspired my transition towards more ecologically 

sustainable approaches ʹ such as regenerative agriculture. As Leslie et al. (2019, p. 854) remark, 

͞achieving a socially just and ecologically sustainable agriculture demands understanding and re-

orienting heteropatriarchal relations on farms.͟�,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕�ƚŚĞ�ŚĞƚĞƌŽƉĂƚƌŝĂƌĐŚĂů�ǀŝĞǁ�ǁĂƐ�ĂůƐŽ�

reinforced by colonisation (Leslie et al., 2019), which similarly ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐ�ƚŽ͕�͞ĞƌĂƐĞ�ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚ�ǁĂǇƐ�

of bringing ǁŽƌůĚƐ�ŝŶƚŽ�ďĞŝŶŐ͟�(Collard et al., 2015, p. 326). Colonisation and heteropatriarchy 

reinforce each other (Gaard, 1997) and prevent people and ecosystems from bringing mutually 

beneficial worlds into being.      

 

The implications of managing stolen land and preventing First Nations people from 

worlding-with, in company 

 

Colonisation is an ongoing, continuously unfolding process of oppression and exploitation that 

prevents the colonised from enacting socio-economic self-determination and maintaining their 

cultural integrity (Barker, 2012; Coulthard, 2014; Gram-Hanssen et al., 2021). Colonisation can 

ĂůƐŽ�͞be seen as a relationship of compulsory heterosexuality whereby the queer erotic of non-

westernized peoples, their culture, and their land, is subdued into the missionary position ʹ with 

the conqueror ͚on top͛͟�(Gaard, 1997, p. 149). It has participated in racial oppression and 

emptied landscapes of First Nations people (Gaard, 1997; Mortimer-Sandilands & Erickson, 

2010). As TallBear (2018, p. 146) sayƐ͕�͞ŐƌŽǁŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŚŝƚĞ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ďŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂůůǇ�

ƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞ�ŚĞƚĞƌŽƐĞǆƵĂů�ŵĂƌƌŝĂŐĞ�͙�ǁĂƐ�ĐƌƵĐŝĂů�ƚŽ�ƐĞƚƚůĞƌ-ĐŽůŽŶŝĂů�ŶĂƚŝŽŶ�ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ͘͟�� 

 

As someone managing landscapes in Australia with a settler colonial ancestry, I am 

unintentionally implicated in preventing First Nations people from worlding-with, in company. 

This means continuing cycles of displacement that prevent First Nations people from being on 

Country. As a practitioner of regenerative agriculture, I do not believe that shifting towards a 

relational agriculture is enough without addressing what it means to manage stolen land. The 
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politics of land needs to be central to regenerative agriculture, which otherwise risks adopting 

and promoting Indigenous knowledge and practices without explicitly addressing issues of land 

ownership and historic land extraction. For me, this involves critically reflecting on my role in 

oppression and standing in solidarity with First Nations people (Land, 2015). Budden (2009, p. 6) 

says, ͞Ăs Second Peoples2 we cannot go elsewhere. We can do two things: tell the history as a 

broken and contested time, not just the story of successes and benefits; and wrestle with what it 

means to be guests on other ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛Ɛ�ůĂŶĚ͕�ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ŽǁŶĞƌƐ�ĂŶĚ occupiers who can do as 

they wish͘͟�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ƉĞƌƚŝŶĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ǁŚŽ�ĂƌĞ�ŵĂŶĂŐŝŶŐ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ƉŽƌƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ůĂŶĚ�ʹ 

what does it mean to be on Country as Second Peoples?  

 

The place where we farm 

 

I was raised on a pastoral property in the New England highlands known as Moffat Falls (see 

image 3). The road follows the escarpment up to Point Lookout, which sits at 1,564m near the 

headwaters of the Styx and Serpentine rivers. Point Lookout is better referred to as Marlawgay 

Miilarl (sacred lightening place) amongst Gumbaynggirr people or Berarngutta (prohibited area) 

amongst Dunghutti people (see image 4). 

 

The area is an edge territory where the humid wetlands, Gondwana rainforests and mountainous 

outcrops meet. As these bioregions overlap it has a curious effect on biodiversity. The creatures 

here cross in and out of ecosystems that are not their own, and so exist in contexts where they 

ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚůǇ�ƐŚŽƵůĚŶ͛ƚ�ďĞůŽŶŐ͘��Ɛ�ĂŶǇ�ƉĞƌŵĂĐƵůƚƵƌĂůŝƐƚ�ŬŶŽǁƐ͕�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�edges between systems 

that have the most diversity (Mollison, 1988). This place transgresses different bioregional 

identities and represents an in-between zone that is inherently queer. However, these are not 

the only boundaries that are transgressed in this landscape. 

 

 

 
2 Deverell (2018) refers to both First and Second Peoples in Australia, terminology that has been adopted by the 
Uniting Church (UCA, 2015). Second Peoples include all non-indigenous Australians.  
 



 22 

Image 3: steers grazing at Moffat Falls 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Image 4: Marlawgay Miilarl 
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This place also represents the cultural cross-over lands of the Dunghutti, Anaiwan and 

Gumbaynggirr people. There is a collection of granite standing stones close to our home where 

all three of these Nations once gathered. This site, ͞is generally regarded as a ͚Bora ground͛ or 

initiation ground͟�(McBryde, 1963, p. 138). According to a local settler interviewed by McBryde 

(1963, p. 138), the site has not been used in its traditional capacity since before the eighteen-

eighties. However, I recall the Dunghutti, Anaiwan and Gumbaynggirr Elders visiting the site 

separately when I was a child. The disuse of this site by Aboriginal people is a by-product of the 

colonial settlement of Berarngutta (prohibited area). Australian poet Judith Wright used to camp 

at Marlawgay Miilarl with her father Phillip Wright ʹ something he had done with his mother. As 

Griffiths (2018, p. 33) recounts,  

 

͙͞ƚo the north of Point Lookout, jutting out from the plateau and dropping in sheer cliffs 

ŝŶƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŚŝĐŬ�ƌĂŝŶĨŽƌĞƐƚ�ďĞůŽǁ͕�ŝƐ�Ă�ƉůĂĐĞ�ŽŶĐĞ�ŬŶŽǁŶ�ĂƐ��ĂƌŬŝĞ�WŽŝŶƚ͘�tƌŝŐŚƚ͛Ɛ�ĨĂƚŚĞƌ�ƚŽůĚ�

her the ƐƚŽƌǇ�ŽĨ�ŚŽǁ�ŝƚ�ŐŽƚ�ŝƚƐ�ŶĂŵĞ͗�ŚŽǁ͕�͞ůŽŶŐ�ĂŐŽ͕͟�Ă�ŐƌŽƵƉ�ŽĨ��ďŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ǁĞƌĞ�

driven over those cliffs by white settlers as reprisal for spearing cattle.͟�  

 

Wright reflected on this event in her poem, EŝŐŐĞƌ͛Ɛ�>ĞĂƉ͕�EĞǁ��ŶŐůĂŶĚ�(1945). Much like my 

own complex relationship with this place, her love of the area was bound up with a sense that 

we live in haunted country ʹ ĂŶĚ�ĐĂƌƌǇ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƵƐ�Ă�͞creeping uneasiness about its past͟�(Griffiths, 

2018, p. 33).  

 

I am the fourth generation in my family to be connected to this place, before me came my 

mother Lorraine Gordon and aunt Joanne Scott (see image 5); my fierce and dearly missed 

grandmother Judith Smith; my great grandmother Alma Woodham and her sister (my great, 

great aunt) Valda Morgan. Our lineage in this place has been matriarchal, which is another 

subversion of the gendered expectations placed on us. My mother built the homestead where 

we all grew up (see image 6). In a recorded conversation, she talked to me about her own sense 

of belonging at Moffat Falls. She said,    
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͞dhere is no question in my mind where I belong. I know where my home is. I'm one of 

the creatures that belong in this particular catchment. The personality of this place is that 

she will either embrace you and never let you go or throw you out; there is nothing in 

between. This is not a place you just live because that's where you happen to be ʹ you've 

got to be in awe of what this place is and feel it. If you love her, she gives you energy and 

ůŝĨĞ͘͟�� 

 

Image 5: Lorraine (yellow shirt) and Joanne at Moffat Falls 

 

 

Through memory this landscape recalls me to events and people that are important to my 

ĨĂŵŝůǇ͛Ɛ�ƐƚŽƌǇ͘�The waters here run through soils where my ancestors lay and then cycle into my 

living body, along with the rivers and the skies. Knowing this makes it difficult to differentiate 

between myself and the land around me. As Berry (2012, p. xv) remarks, ͙͞ǁĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŽƵƌ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ�

create one another, depend on one another, are literally part of one another ͙ our land passes 
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in and out of our bodies just as our bodies pass in and out of the land ͙�all who are living are 

neighbours here, human and plant and animal ͙�cannot possibly flourish alone.͟ 

 

Image 6: Moffat Falls Lodge in winter 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The question that shadows my every decision (including the one to conduct this research) is: 

how do I live responsibly and in right relationship with this place? This means fostering 

relationships that emphasise respect, reciprocity and just actions (Gram-Hanssen et al., 2021). 

Colonial relations that support extraction and oppression ŵƵƐƚ�ďĞ�ƵƉƌŽŽƚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�͚ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ͛�

to take hold (Collard et al., 2015; Regan, 2010).  

 

�ĐĂĐŝĂ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ͗�ůŝǀŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ� 

 

Right relations is an assertion that uneven power dynamics can and should be changed (Gram-

Hanssen et al., 2021). However, this term does not just refer to the power dynamics in our 

relationships with each other as humans, or as First and Second Peoples. It is about having right 

relations with everything that surrounds you. As Ross (2014) points out, we need to be in right 
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relations with the present, past, and future; with the physical world around us and with the 

spiritual world around us. Every moment is an opportunity to take responsibility for the 

ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ�ǁĞ�ŚĂǀĞ͘��Ɛ�ƐƵĐŚ͕�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ�͞can be seen as an obligation to live up to the 

responsibilities involved when taking part in a relationshipͶbe it to other humans, other 

species, the land or the climate͟�(Gram-Hanssen et al., 2021, p. 6).  

 

The work of right relations is a way of being-with, that also results in doing. This was re-iterated 

to me in ƚǁŽ�ǀŽůƵŵĞƐ�ƚŝƚůĞĚ͕�͚The Spiritual Significance of Flowers͛�(Alfassa, 2000). As the title 

suggests, these books detailed the spiritual significances of almost nine hundred plants in the 

south-east India region. Flicking through the pages I came across Acacia auriculiformis. This 

Australian native has been instrumental in regenerating the tropical dry evergreen forests of 

south-east India because it thrives in the lateritic soils and has nitrogen fixing abilities 

(Blanchflower, 2005). It is known for its ƐƉŝƌŝƚƵĂů�ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�͚ǁŽƌŬ�ƚƌĞĞ͛�(Alfassa, 2000; 

Blanchflower, 2005).      

 

Whilst in this area I lived in a small arrangement of thatched huts and every day volunteers 

travelled out to plant work trees in the surrounding fields. However, it was the land directly 

encompassing the huts that experienced the most significant regeneration (not where the 

volunteers were planting, but where they were living). Run off from the kitchen fed banana 

trees, food scraps attracted wild animals, domestic animals roamed and sniffed. All of this 

created a hub of socio-ecological activity. The co-benefits of people in the ecosystem seemed to 

outweigh those of the work tree ʹ a reminder that we are a keystone species (Salmon, 2000). So 

long as our way of being in the world fosters right relations, we can inadvertently have a 

regenerative impact. It was the lifestyle of the people living here that caused accelerated 

regeneration ʹ as opposed to the regenerative act of planting trees. This is the difference 

between being regenerative, as opposed to doing regenerative things.   
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Silent moths in a time of double death   

 

In the last four years our area has experienced a dramatic increase in natural disasters and 

general volatility. Approximately 300,000ha of land was burnt around our farm ĚƵƌŝŶŐ��ƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͛Ɛ�

2019/20 black summer bush fires (see image 7 and 8). Moffat Falls was not spared, we lost 

kilometres of fencing, underground power cables and grey water systems. These fires were 

bookended by other disasters ʹ drought, floods, landslides, mouse plagues, COVID-19, and 

financial uncertainty. We know that these kinds of disasters will only increase in frequency and 

severity as global ecosystems reach their tipping points (Rockstrom et al., 2009). Rose (2004) 

wrote about this as a time of double death ʹ which refers to the uncoupling of life and death. 

This means that patterns of life cannot continue intergenerationally, and the process of decay 

cannot cycle energy back into the living world. This is the tragedy of whole ecosystems 

disintegrating in ways that lead to the disappearance of life-creating patterns. 

 

Image 7: 2019/20 black summer bush fires at Moffat Falls 

   

 

Double death is a tragedy that causes me despair or indifference ʹ depending on how I choose 

to process these ĚŝƐĂƐƚƌŽƵƐ�ĞǀĞŶƚƐ͘�/�Ăŵ�ĨĞĂƌĨƵů�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ŚĂǀŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂĐĞ�/͛ŵ�
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responsible for. Again, it makes me question how to best live in right relations during this time. A 

single moth was humming against my window the other night. Its incessant tapping seemed 

suddenly desperate; like it was calling me away from my work. It took me a moment to 

appreciate how unfamiliar this moment was. I had not before experienced only a single moth 

tapping on the window at this time of year. In the past this window resembled a dense 

patchwork of moths. So where were they and when did this change? This single moth now 

seemed to take on the magnitude of double death in my mind. In an even more frightful 

moment, my reflections suddenly ceased when I noticed that the moth tapping was gone. 

Looking to the window, so was the moth. There was just an empty window.  

 

Image 8: aftermath of 2019/20 black summer bush fires at Moffat Falls   

 

 

How this story has influenced the research  

 

Considering what it means to live in right relations during a time of double death is a daunting 

and life-redirecting task. For me, a part of this is about shifting away from thinking, practice, and 
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ways of being that are embedded in colonisation and heteropatriarchy. Amongst other things, 

this means reimagining how we relate to landscapes. My research has revealed the diversity of 

ways people can interpret regenerative agriculture and choose to relate to place. When farming 

is relational, it is context specific. Therefore, depending on the relationships that exist in each 

place, landscapes should have the freedom to create their own distinct ways of bringing worlds 

into being (Collard et al., 2015). The farmer, the spiders and the banana tree were in right 

relationship with each other. They were able to co-create their own unique way of being 

together ʹ whilst each pursuing personal and mutual interests. 

 

This parable paints an image of the biotic community (Leopold, 1949)͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�͞suggests that 

humans belong to this greater community; humans are not ͚outside͛ Žƌ�͚ŽƚŚĞƌ͛�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĂƚƵƌĂů�

ǁŽƌůĚ͟�(Sanford 2011, p. 292). This community has interdependence, mutuality, and reciprocity 

as well as complex interrelationships, competing allegiances and tensions (Sanford, 2011). I have 

very little control over what will happen to the world ʹ or even my own biotic community. 

However, this parable helps me see that, ͞>hope@ is not conviction that something will turn out 

well, but the certainty that ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ�ŵĂŬĞƐ�ƐĞŶƐĞ͕�ƌĞŐĂƌĚůĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ŚŽǁ�ŝƚ�ƚƵƌŶƐ�ŽƵƚ͟�(Havel, 1990, 

p. 181). It makes sense to be in right relations with the spiders and bananas of my own context. 

 

This idea impacts all the decisions I make as a practitioner and researcher in regenerative 

agriculture. This is the reason I have integrated action-oriented practice-research into the work. 

The thesis is not just an intellectual pursuit. It has given me the knowledge and framework to 

advocate for change in the farming communities I am involved with. I make no apologies for the 

inherent belief that the current agricultural system needs to be radically transformed ʹ which 

underpins this entire thesis. As Haraway (2016, p. 1) ƐĂǇƐ͕�͞ŽƵƌ�ƚĂƐŬ�ŝƐ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŬĞ�ƚƌŽƵďůĞ͕�ƚŽ�Ɛƚŝƌ�ƵƉ�

potent responses to devastating events, as well as to settle troubled waters and rebuild quiet 

ƉůĂĐĞƐ͘͟�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ŵǇ�ƚĂƐŬ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂƌŵ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŵǇ�ƚĂƐŬ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ͘� 
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Introduction: 
outlining the research 
 

This chapter will introduce the context of the research; central concepts in the thesis; the 

knowledge gap; research design; contributions to knowledge alongside their significance; and a 

thesis map.   

 

Research context: moving towards and away from industrial-productivist agriculture  

 

Diverse ways of managing landscapes and cultivating food have existed across different contexts 

and cultures. Chagra is an Indigenous agroforestry system in the Amazon that supplies 

subsistence food, medicinal products, and housing to communities (GonzĄlez & KrƂger, 2020). 

Aboriginal Australians used totemic systems to protect habitats (Gammage & Pascoe, 2021) and 

moved grazing animals predictably via cultural burning (Gammage, 2011; Murphy, 2007). 

Traditional approaches in Asia used intercropping and polycultures (King, 2019; Knorzer et al., 

2009). This was also the case for the Iroqouis and other North America tribes (such as the Pueblo 

Nations in the US South-West) who planted maize, beans, and squash together, referring to 

ƚŚĞŵ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�͚ƚŚƌĞĞ�ƐŝƐƚĞƌƐ͛�(Ngapo et al., 2021). In India farmers undertook organic husbandry, 

crop rotations and fostered soil health by leaving fields fallow for extended periods (Nelson et 

al., 2019; Patel et al., 2020). These examples demonstrate that for a long time, humans have had 

interdependent relationships with their environments and developed diverse systems of 

landscape management and food cultivation.       

 

The post-1945 emergence of Green Revolution programs, alongside ongoing colonisation, meant 

that many of these systems were disrupted and replaced by a technology-intensive agriculture 

(Ahmed et al., 2021). As the global population increased, the Green Revolution aimed to alleviate 
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poverty and hunger through increased food supply (Harwood, 2018). The corporatisation of 

agricultural inputs led to new ways of growing food (Kumbamu, 2020). These inputs (fertilisers 

and pesticides) were transferred from global North to South alongside particular crop varieties, 

cultivation expertise and mechanisation (Harwood, 2018). dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ�ǀŝĞǁĞĚ�ĂƐ�Ă�͚ŐŝĨƚ͛�

from the North to the South in the pursuit of humanitarian goals; however, this ignores the 

substantial economic gains that accrued in the global North due to research intended for the 

South (Harwood 2018). It also ignores how many Green Revolution innovations originated in the 

global South first ʹ such as the high-yielding varieties of wheat and rice (Harwood 2018). Far 

from simply being a humanitarian development initiative, the Green Revolution used scientific 

advancements from WWII (e.g. DDT) to drive corporate profits and exports (Shiva 2016a) and 

develop new seed varieties (Briggs 2009).  

 

The productivity drive of the Green Revolution has in part been a failure, violently erasing 

sustainable and productive farming systems (Shiva 2016b) ʹ such as those previously mentioned. 

New technologies meant the cost of farming was amplified alongside pressure on the land from 

monocultural production (Shiva 2016a). Whilst crop yields, total production, and food-per-capita 

increased (Harwood, 2019), the environment went into rapid decline and social inequity 

deepened (Harwood, 2020; Patel, 2013). The Green Revolution contributed to the unequal 

distribution of resources, poor post-harvest food handling, food distribution and lack of access to 

land (Ahmed et al., 2021)͘�dĂŬŝŶŐ�/ŶĚŝĂ͛Ɛ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ�ĂƐ�ĂŶ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕�ĨĂƌŵĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�/ŶĚŝĂ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĚ�

more pests (John & Babu, 2021) alongside the use of pesticides (Bowonder, 1979; Nelson et al., 

2019). Chemical residue remained in their food and environments (Abhilash P. & N., 2009; Rekha 

et al., 2006; Yadav et al., 2015). They experienced increased soil degradation and nutrient loss 

(John & Babu, 2021; Nelson et al., 2019); increased water consumption and air pollution (John & 

Babu, 2021); and increased farmer suicide rates alongside rising expenses (Nelson et al., 2019). 

Introduced rice and wheat varieties doubled whilst rice and millets indigenous to India declined, 

in some cases becoming extinct (Nelson et al., 2019).  
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Modern agriculture emerged from this tension between increased yields and socio-ecological 

strain. It is epitomised by two major qualities:   

 

1. Modern agriculture utilises synthetic fertilisers (Pimentel, 2005; Pimentel et al., 1991), 

chemical control (Carson, 1962 (1972 repr.)), genome manipulation (Rowell, 2003), 

monocultural production (Knorr, 1984), tillage (Massy, 2013) and factory farming (Massy, 

2013) or intensive animal husbandry (Knorr, 1984). These large scale, capital-intensive 

and mechanised practices signpost a connection to industrialism (Knorr, 1984). 

Consequently, modern agriculture can be referred to as industrial (Kimbrell, 2002).    

   

2. Modern agriculture reshaped landscapes to maximise production (Gliessman, 2007; 

Lawrence et al., 2013; McKeon, 2015). This means unsustainably increasing yields 

(Anderson & Rivera-Ferre, 2021) by relying on industrial processes, monocultures, fossil 

fuel inputs and artificial fertilisers, pesticides and herbicides supplied by multi-national 

corporations (Horrigan et al., 2002; Kimbrell, 2002). Modern agriculture is based 

primarily on output and increased productivity (Lowe et al., 1993). Consequently, it can 

be referred to as productivist (Lang & Heasman, 2004).   

 

I will refer to modern agriculture as industrial-productivist for the purposes of this thesis. 

Ironically, over-reliance on industrial practices to serve global markets is contributing to the 

vulnerability of food systems (Clapp & Moseley, 2020). The implementation and integration of 

these practices has, ͞simplified agricultural systems in ways that are having alarming 

ĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ŽĨ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞƐ͟�(Provenza, 2008, pp. 277-278). 

�ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ�ŽĐĐƵƉŝĞƐ�ϯϴй�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂŶĞƚ͛Ɛ�ƚĞƌƌĞƐƚƌŝĂů�ƐƵƌĨĂĐĞ�(Foley et al., 2011). 

Continued expansion and extraction is contributing significantly to the degradation of earth 

systems (Campbell et al., 2017; Rockstrom et al., 2009). Consequently, there have been moves 

away from the productivity-oriented, high-input and highly mechanised approaches of industrial-

productivist agriculture (Holt-Giménez & Shattuck, 2011).    
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These include those Indigenous foodways already mentioned, which existed prior to industrial-

productivist agriculture. Indigenous farmers have been farming interdependently with their 

environments for millennia (Rivera-Ferre, 2018). Organic and biodynamic agriculture also existed 

prior and evolved together (Brock et al., 2019; Paull, 2013). They were inspired by the work of Sir 

Albert Howard in India (1940, 2013), the trials of Lady Eve Balfour (1943), and the lectures of 

Rudolf Steiner (1993). Agroecology emerged from practices used by Indigenous farmers (Wezel 

et al., 2009) but only formed as a concept in Western science during the 1930s-60s (Francis et 

al., 2003). It adopted a political framework around food sovereignty (IPC, 2015) that directly 

challenged industrial-productivist agriculture (Catacora-Vargas et al., 2017) and corporate power 

in the food system (Chaifetz & Jagger, 2014). Other approaches have emerged post the rise of 

industrial-productivist agriculture. These include permaculture (Holmgren, 2007; Mollison, 

1988); carbon farming (Toensmeier, 2016); natural farming (Fukuoka, 1978); keyline farming 

(Yeomans, 1993); holistic management (Savory & Butterfield, 2016); and regenerative agriculture 

ʹ which will be the focus of this study.  

 

Central concepts in the thesis 

 

There are three central concepts in this thesis. First, regenerative agriculture is the focus of the 

study. Second, the need for agricultural transformations is the normative intent behind the 

study. Finally, discourse is the theoretical foundation for examining regenerative agriculture and 

its transformative potential.     

 

Regenerative agriculture: the focus of the study  

 

dŚĞ�ƚĞƌŵ�͚ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ͛�ǁĂƐ�ĨŝƌƐƚ�ƵƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�ĂŶ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƚĞ�ϭϵϳϬ͛Ɛ�(Gabel, 

1979) followed closely by the work of Robert Rodale (Francis & Harwood, 1985; Rodale, 1983, 

1986) who coined the seven tendencies for regeneration with his daughter Maria (Rodale & 

Rodale, 1989). Harwood (1983) discusses the emergence of regenerative agriculture in the 

context of different organic and biodynamic approaches. This lineage was also the initial origins 
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of regenerative agriculture when it first emerged in academic literature (Francis et al., 1986). 

tŚŝůƐƚ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ǁĂƐ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ϭϵϴϬ͛Ɛ͕�ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ǀŝƌƚƵĂůůǇ�

disappeared in public and academic domains until 2016 ʹ 2020 when academic publications on 

the topic rose from seven to fifty-two (Giller et al., 2021).  

 

Since 2016, regenerative agriculture has undergone a radical increase in popularity amongst 

farmers (Gosnell et al., 2019), celebrities (Kiss-the-Ground, 2021), consultancies (Terra-Genesis, 

2022), universities (SCU, 2019) and corporations (Cargill, 2020; Mills, 2020; Patagonia, 2020). It 

has emerged as an umbrella term for any agricultural activity that enhances and restores 

ecological systems (Gosnell et al., 2019), and in some instances social systems (Soloviev & 

Landua, 2016). Regenerative agriculture integrates different approaches such as holistic 

management, keyline farming and permaculture (Duncan, 2015) to restore and realise the 

potential of damaged landscapes and associated communities (Francis & Harwood, 1985; Massy, 

2013, 2017; Wahl, 2016).  

 

Terms with broader scope than agricultural production are also becoming increasingly popular; 

e.g., regeneration (Hawken, 2021), regenerative food systems (Duncan et al., 2020), 

regenerative cultures (Wahl, 2016) and regenerative design (Haggard & Mang, 2016). It has been 

suggested that regenerative is the new sustainable (Gibbons, 2020). However, regenerative 

ĐĂƌƌŝĞƐ�ĞƚŚŝĐĂů�ĐŽŶŶŽƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕�͞ƚŽ�ĞĨĨĞĐƚ�Ă�ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ�ŵŽƌĂů�ƌĞĨŽƌŵ͟ (Massy, 2013, p. 23). Whilst 

ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ŵƵƐƚ�ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚƵƐ�ƋƵŽ�ĂŶĚ�͞ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƵƐĞĨƵůŶĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�

society ŝŶĚĞĨŝŶŝƚĞůǇ͟ (Duesterhaus, 1990, p. 22), regenerative systems go a step further in 

restoring what has been lost and improving what is currently there (Rhodes, 2017). With 

corporations developing their own definitions, the interpretive breadth of regenerative 

agriculture increasingly makes it vulnerable to greenwashing (Giller et al., 2021). Some scholars 

have argued that this occurred with sustainability as the term became exhausted and unable to 

deliver transformation (Blühdorn, 2017).  
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Transformation: the normative intent behind the study   

 

Continued agricultural expansion and extraction is contributing significantly to the degradation 

of earth systems (Campbell et al., 2017; Rockstrom et al., 2009) and displacing Indigenous 

communities (Levers et al., 2021). Biodiversity is threatened by monocultures and agricultural 

expansion (Horrigan et al., 2002), with more than ϳϬй�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͛Ɛ�ĂŐƌŽďŝŽĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ�already 

lost (Holt-Giménez & Altieri, 2013). Biogeochemical cycles are collapsing (Steffen et al., 2015), 

particularly nitrogen and phosphorous cycles (Campbell et al., 2017). Human-induced changes to 

the nitrogen cycle have polluted the atmosphere, soils, marine waters, and watersheds (Howarth 

et al., 2011; Swaney et al., 2012). A ƚŚŝƌĚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͛Ɛ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ůĂŶĚ�has become degraded 

(Dudley & Alexander, 2017). This is from overgrazing, overcultivation, overuse of water, 

compaction from heavy machinery and the killing of beneficial organisms (Horrigan et al., 2002). 

Between 2007-2016 agriculture and forestry contributed 23% of global greenhouse gas 

emissions (IPCC, 2019). Transformation is consequently needed to prevent systems further 

breaking down (Linnér & Wibeck, 2020).  

 

This thesis is underpinned by the belief that agricultural landscapes and mindscapes need to be 

transformed by central actors (e.g., farmers, consultants, educators, community leaders) to 

prevent further socio-ecological destruction. Mindscapes include the discursive constellations of 

meanings, assumptions and storylines that impact landscapes ʹ the realm of inner 

transformations (Ives, 2020). This research takes the position that both interior and exterior 

transformations co-constitute each other and are required (Hedlund-de Witt, 2013). This 

ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐ�͚ƐĞĞŝŶŐ͛�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ůĂŶĚ�ƵƐĞ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚůǇ�(Campbell et al., 2009).  

 

Roux-Rosier et al. (2018) point out that agriculture is a critical site for transformation because 

the re-organisation of land use and food production systems is essential to addressing ecological 

ĐƌŝƐĞƐ͘��Ɛ�ƐƵĐŚ͕�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂů�ĂĚĂƉƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�͞ŵĂũŽƌ͕�ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞĨƵů�ĂĐƚion 

undertaken at the farm and supra-farm level in response to potential or actual climate change 

ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͟�(Rickards & Howden, 2012, p. 240). Gosnell (2021) argues that agricultural 
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transformations cannot be understood without considering the interiority of farmers. She notes 

that a farmer͛s feeling of kinship with nature is an underappreciated leverage point for 

transformation. The interior lives of individuals have been identified as deep leverage points 

(Abson et al., 2017; Leventon et al., 2021; Meadows, 2008). This is because the values and 

emotions of people determine their motivations and decision-making (Ives, 2020).  

 

For the purposes of this thesis, transformation is broadly defined as a radical shift in shared 

socio-cultural structures, as well as technological, economic, and ecological processes (Linnér & 

Wibeck, 2020). Regenerative agriculture has been promoted (Mills, 2020; Patagonia, 2020) and 

criticised (Jonas, 2021) as a transformative alternative to industrial-productivist agriculture 

(Gosnell et al., 2019). ZĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͛Ɛ�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ�ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů�ŝƐ�ŽĨƚĞŶ�ĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞĚ�ďǇ�

opponents that downplay its scalability, comparative yield, economic viability, and capacity to 

address climate change (Ahmed et al., 2021). Despite this rhetoric, regenerative agriculture 

continues to gain popularity ;K͛�ŽŶŽŐŚƵĞ�Ğƚ�Ăů͕͘�ϮϬϮϮͿ. Its transformative potential therefore 

requires further study.  

 

Discourse: the theoretical foundation for examining regenerative agriculture and its 

transformative potential  

 

To examine the transformative potential of regenerative agriculture, I have drawn on discourse 

as a theoretical framework. Discourses are shared social practices or ways of speaking that 

inform behaviour and decision-making (Fairclough, 1989). They draw on systemic constellations 

of meanings, phrases, assumptions, and storylines (Dryzek, 2013; Hajer, 1995; Riedy, 2020) to 

shape these social practices. Discourses tell stories about the way the world is, and our 

relationship to it, that influences our behaviour (Riedy, 2020, 2022). In this way they form an 

implicit code of conduct, which impacts how we construct technologies, institutions, and 

practices. As such, discourses can open us up, or close us down, to opportunities for 

transformationͶdepending on the storylines associated with them. The adoption of 

ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ŽŶůǇ�ĞŶƚĂŝůƐ͕�͞Ă�ŶĞǁ�ǁĂǇ�ŽĨ�ĚŽŝŶŐ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͖�ďƵƚ�Ă�ŶĞǁ�ƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚǇ͕�
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a new worldview and a new ethics-ǀĂůƵĞƐ�ďĂƐĞ͕͟�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ǁŝůů�ůŝŬĞůǇ�ƉƵƚ�regenerative ĨĂƌŵĞƌƐ�͞Ăƚ�

ŽĚĚƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƉĞĞƌƐ͕�ĨĂƌŵŝŶŐ�ĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ĞǀĞŶ�ĨĂŵŝůǇ͟ (Massy, 2013, p. 231). This is because 

regenerative agriculture inhabits a different set of discursive storylines to industrialʹproductivist 

agriculture.  

 

To make sense of how discourses and storylines influence regenerative agriculture and its 

transformative potential, I draw on the concept of discourse coalitions (Hajer, 1993). A discourse 

ĐŽĂůŝƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ͕�͞Ă�ŐƌŽƵƉ�ŽĨ�ĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�Đontext of an identifiable set of practices, shares the 

ƵƐĂŐĞ�ŽĨ�Ă�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ�ƐĞƚ�ŽĨ�ƐƚŽƌǇůŝŶĞƐ�ŽǀĞƌ�Ă�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ�ƉĞƌŝŽĚ�ŽĨ�ƚŝŵĞ͟�(Hajer, 2006, p. 70). The 

political power of Ă�ƐƚŽƌǇůŝŶĞ͕�͞comes from its multi-ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ͟ (Hajer, 1995, p. 61). That is, 

it has multiple interpretations. This is because discourse coalitions obscure disagreements and 

ĐƌĞĂƚĞ͕�͞the appearance of discursive unity, as if everyone were talking about the same thing͟�

(Edenborg, 2021, p. 2). In this way, regenerative agriculture might bridge conflicting 

ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�Ă�ƉŽǁĞƌĨƵů�͞starting point for political action͟�(Edenborg, 2021, p. 2). 

These shared storylines are central to establishing alliances between actors participating in 

diverse discourses because they create perceived common ground (Hajer, 1995), therefore 

enabling communication between groups that might otherwise disagree (Edenborg, 2021).   

 

Knowledge gap: the nexus of regenerative agriculture, transformation, and discourse 

 

There are many definitions of regenerative agriculture that are often in conflict (Newton et al., 

2020). This tension demonstrates the lack of theoretical depth and consistency in regenerative 

agriculture. For example, in Newton et al. (2020) only 17.4% of their reviewed journal articles 

(121) and 40.9% of their reviewed practitioner websites (22) mentioned ŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƐŽĐŝĂů�

ĂŶĚͬŽƌ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ǁĞůůďĞŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͟�ǁŚĞŶ�ĚĞĨŝŶŝŶŐ�Žƌ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďŝŶŐ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�

agriculture (2020, p. 5). Nonetheless, Soloviev and Landua (2016, p. 13) ƌĞŵĂƌŬ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�͞ĚĞĞƉůǇ�

regenerative agriculture can exist only if it is completely interwoven into a thriving regenerative 

ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͘͟ There is ambiguity around whether regenerative agriculture includes ƚŚĞ�͞ŵĞŶƚĂůͬƐŽĐŝĂů�

aspects of pĞŽƉůĞ�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶĚ͟ (Hes & Rose, 2019, p. 10). 
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There are many other definitional inconsistencies. Some define regenerative agriculture as 

process-based, focussing on how you farm and the practices you use. Others are outcomes-

based and unconcerned ĂďŽƵƚ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ�ƐŽ�ůŽŶŐ�ĂƐ�ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ�ĂĐŚŝĞǀŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ�(Newton et 

al., 2020). Haslet-Marroquin says that the desire to define regenerative agriculture is a form of 

colonisation and that not defining it is fundamental for achieving regenerative outcomes (Loring, 

2022). A wide and disparate variety of principles also exist. General Mills lists six principles that 

ĂƌĞ�Ăůů�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ�ďĂƐĞĚ͖�ĨŽƌ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕�͞ƌĞĚƵĐĞ�ƐŽŝů�ĚŝƐƚƵƌďĂŶĐĞ͕͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚĞ�ůŝǀĞƐƚŽĐŬ͟  (Mills, 

2020). Others focus on the way farmers think ʹ ͞ŵĂŬĞ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ-ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ�ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ͟ (Grelet et al., 

2021, p. 15) Žƌ�͞ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƵŶŝƋƵĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŝƌƌĞƉůĂĐĞĂďůĞ�ĞƐƐĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ĞĂĐŚ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶ͕�ĨĂƌŵ�ĂŶĚ�ƉůĂĐĞ͟ 

(Soloviev & Landua, 2016, p. 19). Such ambiguity around definitions and interpretations reflects 

discursive ambiguity. The discourse in regenerative agriculture is disjointed and not well 

understood.    

  

Given that regenerative agriculture integrates diverse farming practices and is informed by 

distinct bodies of literature ;K͛�ŽŶŽŐŚƵĞ�Ğƚ�Ăů͕͘�ϮϬϮϮͿ, it is unsurprising that its discursive origins 

might be similarly diverse. Page and Witt (2022) identified three discursive typologies related to 

regenerative agriculture. Regenerative believes that farming does not require environmental 

control and science/technology alone cannot fix environmental issues. Environmentally 

conscious believes regenerative agriculture lacks adequate evidence but feels an obligation to 

protect the environment. Productive believes that farming does require environmental control 

but is interested to learn about regenerative agriculture. The most detailed study of discourse as 

it relates to regenerative agriculture is Massy (2013). Insights from this were later collated into a 

book, Call of the Reed Warbler (2017). Unlike the original study, this book does not focus 

explicitly on discourse. Massy (2013) conducted his research prior to the explosive popularity of 

regenerative agriculture. Whilst regenerative agriculture was an emergent theme in his work, it 

was not the initial focus of inquiry. It is plausible that significant discursive change has occurred 

since 2013. This research builds on Massy (2013) to look more closely at the discursive nuance in 

regenerative agriculture as it exists today.  
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This research sought to undertake a more comprehensive analysis on regenerative agricultural 

discourse than either Massy (2013) or Page and Witt (2022). Massy (2013) interviewed farmers 

in Australia. I did the same in this study, however, I also examined ninety-six international 

organisations talking about regenerative agriculture. Whilst Massy (2013) looked at farm 

management, this research goes further to discuss how regenerative agricultural discourses 

might respond to processes of structuration and institutionalisation in society. Massy (2013) 

articulated an emerging discursive mindscape in agriculture ʹ which he refers to as 

transformative. This research delineates between nine diverse contributing discourses in 

regenerative agriculture ʹ ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŵĂǇ�ŶŽƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ĞǆŝƐƚĞĚ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŝŵĞ�ŽĨ�DĂƐƐǇ͛Ɛ�ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͘�Page and 

Witt (2022) used Q methodology and their results cannot be generalised to larger populations. 

They only reflect the perspectives of the 28 participants involved. This research builds on their 

contribution and unpacks the structure of regenerative agricultural discourse, which has not 

been done anywhere in the literature. In unpacking this structure, the research also digs more 

deeply into tensions and potential common ground between regenerative agricultural 

discourses.  

 

Discussions around transformation and regenerative agriculture are more common in the 

literature. Gosnell et al. (2019) explore zones of friction and traction occurring in personal, 

practical, and political spheres of transformation. These zones both challenge and facilitate a 

ĨĂƌŵĞƌ͛Ɛ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͘�Seymour and Connelly (2022) make a 

ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�͚ďĞŝŶŐ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ͛�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͘�

Being regenerative is a relational way of viewing the world that is transformative because it 

challenges dominant assumptions of how agriculture should operate. However, when this nexus 

includes the role of regenerative agricultural discourse in transformation the literature quickly 

becomes sparse.   

 

There are discussions on regenerative narratives (Anderson & Rivera-Ferre, 2021) and typologies 

(Tittonell et al., 2022). However, Massy (2013) is the only one to explicitly touch on 



 40 

transformation and discourse in regenerative agriculture. He uses the definition of Marshall et al. 

(2012, p. 1), which understands transformation similarly to this study ʹ ĂƐ�͞Ă�ƐǁŝƚĐŚ�ƚŽ�Ă�ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚ�

ŶĞǁ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�Ă�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ƐƵŝƚĞ�ŽĨ�ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ďĞĐŽŵĞ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ͘͟�As Riedy (2022) suggests, 

discursive transformation involves understanding how specific storylines and discourses are 

being created and performed. The literature currently has no clear understanding of these 

processes in regenerative agriculture. It is an important nexus to study because discursive 

ambiguity leaves regenerative agriculture vulnerable to co-optation and greenwashing (Giller et 

al., 2021). As such, this thesis seeks to address this knowledge gap.  

 

Research design and contribution to knowledge   

 

The over-arching goal of this research is to understand the discursive characteristics of 

regenerative agriculture and the implications for transformation. To address this goal, eight 

research questions were developed. These are presented in table 1 alongside their methods and 

contributions to knowledge. The thesis was written by compilation, table 1 illustrates which 

chapters are also academic publications. The three central concepts outlined make up the 

theoretical perspective of the thesis. These are: (1) regenerative agriculture, (2) transformations, 

and (3) discourse. This thesis is underpinned by the belief that agriculture need to be 

transformed to prevent further socio-ecological destruction. As both a practitioner of 

regenerative agriculture, and a PhD Candidate studying regenerative agriculture, I consider 

myself a central actor in transformation processes. Therefore, I am obliged to conduct my 

research with an action orientation so intervention and action can occur in tandem with the 

research (Bradbury & Divecha, 2020). This is important in a context where transformations are 

required (Linnér & Wibeck, 2020). The choice to undertake action-oriented practice-research 

towards transformations was further influenced by the right relations framing in my positionality 

(Gram-Hanssen et al., 2021). The need for a strong focus on discourse also emerged from my 

own practice as I came to recognise the discursive conflict and confusion that regenerative 

agriculture inspired. Chapter one includes more detail on the theoretical framework.  



Table 1: research goal, questions, methods, and contribution to knowledge 

 

Over-arching goal: to understand the discursive characteristics of regenerative agriculture and the implications for transformation. 

 

Research question  

 

Method and explanation  Contribution to knowledge Chapter and academic 

publication 

#1: What are the 

discursive 

characteristics of 

regenerative 

agriculture? 

 

 

Thematic discourse analysis: I started exploring the 

discursive characteristics of regenerative 

agriculture by undertaking a literature-based, 

thematic discourse analysis. This explored broad 

themes in historical, grey, and academic literature. 

267 texts were included in this review. Six themes 

were identified that helped orient my 

understanding of the discourse. These became 

building blocks for undertaking more nuanced 

explorations of the discourse. 

 

Six discursive themes in regenerative agriculture: (1) 

regenerative agricultural work is conducted within 

nested, complex living systems; (2) farms are relational, 

co-evolution occurs amongst humans and other 

landscape biota; (3) the innate potential of living systems 

is place-sourced; (4) openness to alternative thinking and 

practice is transformative; (5) multiple regenerative 

cultures are necessary for deeply regenerative 

agriculture; (6) regenerative approaches depart from 

industrialism to varying degrees.  

  

See chapter 2  

Gordon, E., Davila, F. & Riedy, C. 

Transforming landscapes and 

mindscapes through 

regenerative agriculture. Agric 

Hum Values 39, 809ʹ826 (2022). 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-

021-10276-0  

#2: What 

transformative 

opportunities exist 

for regenerative 

agricultural 

discourse?  

 

Thematic discourse analysis: in analysing the 

discursive themes, I explored common ground and 

tensions between them to understand how the 

transformative potential of regenerative discourses 

might be leveraged. Three opportunities for 

transformation were identified that reflected 

common ground and tension within the themes.   

Three leverage points for transformation in regenerative 

agriculture: (1) leveraging transformative opportunities 

through discourse coalitions; (2) leveraging 

transformative opportunities through translocal 

organising; (3) leveraging transformative opportunities 

through collective learning.   

 

See chapter 2  

Gordon, E., Davila, F. & Riedy, C. 

Transforming landscapes and 

mindscapes through 

regenerative agriculture. Agric 

Hum Values 39, 809ʹ826 (2022). 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-021-10276-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-021-10276-0
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  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-

021-10276-0  

 

#3: What tensions 

are apparent in 

regenerative 

agriculture that 

point to boundaries 

between underlying 

discourses? 

Discourse analysis and semi-structured interviews: 

to understand the discursive landscape of 

regenerative agriculture better, the analysis needed 

to move beyond literature. A discourse analysis was 

conducted on texts from ninety-six organisations 

talking about regenerative agriculture. These were 

predominantly located in Australia and the USA. 

This data set was complimented by twenty-two 

semi-structured interviews conducted primarily in 

Australia, with three from the USA. Four tensions 

emerged across the texts that helped form criteria 

for establishing boundaries between discourses.   

 

Four major tensions that act as criteria for establishing 

boundaries between discourses contributing to 

regenerative agriculture: (1) different genealogies and 

associated interpretations of holism; (2) emphasis on 

issues of equity and power in the food system; (3) 

differences in definition; (4) extent of departure from 

industrial-productivist agriculture.  

See chapter 3  

Gordon, E., Davila, F. & Riedy, C. 

Regenerative agriculture: a 

potentially transformative 

storyline shared by nine 

discourses. Sustainability 

Science (2023). 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-

022-01281-1  

#4: What 

discourses 

contribute to the 

emerging discourse 

of regenerative 

agriculture? 

Discourse analysis, semi-structured interviews, and 

illustration: it became clear in the analysis that 

there were many discourses contributing to the 

over-arching discourse of regenerative agriculture. 

The four tensions evolved from the discourse 

analysis and interviews alongside nine discourses. 

The analysis was not linear, the tensions were not 

fully formed before the discourses were identified. 

Nine discourses contributing to regenerative agriculture: 

(1) Restoration for Profit: restoring soil health to increase 

productivity and reverse climate change; (2) Big Picture 

Holism: making good management decisions that 

enhance quality of life; (3) Regenerative Organic: building 

on organic agriculture to regenerate soil health, animal 

welfare and social fairness; (4) Regrarian Permaculture: 

designing integrated farm systems to regenerate the 

See chapter 3 and 4  

Gordon, E., Davila, F. & Riedy, C. 

Regenerative agriculture: a 

potentially transformative 

storyline shared by nine 

discourses. Sustainability 

Science (2023). 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-021-10276-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-021-10276-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-022-01281-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-022-01281-1
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The two co-evolved and informed each other as 

findings. The nine discourses were also 

interpretated visually to reflect on them in a less 

͚ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐ͛�ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ. I partnered with artist Hannah 

Cox from Nanny Potts Illustration to undertake this 

artistic practice.  

land; (5) Regenerative Cultures: a spiritually rich practice 

at the heart of place-based cultures; (6) Deep Holism: 

experiencing ecosystems as inseparable from yourself; (7) 

First Nations: practices that indigenous people have been 

using for tens of thousands of years; (8) Agroecology and 

Food Sovereignty: having people democratically involved 

in the food system; (9) Subtle Energies: working with the 

invisible dimensions of farming systems to restore energy 

imbalances.  

  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-

022-01281-1 

#5: What shared 

storylines are 

emerging that could 

support 

transformative 

discourse 

coalitions? 

 

 

Discourse analysis and semi-structured interviews: 

it was important to understand how the discourses 

might rally around each other for transformation ʹ 

or not. This is where the discourse coalition 

framework was used to make sense of how the 

discourses hang together. It was interesting to 

observe how these discourses might stay united as 

different groups attempt to institutionalise 

regenerative agriculture ʹ likely splitting the 

coalition as some interpretations become privileged 

over others.   

     

dŚĞ�ƐƚŽƌǇůŝŶĞ�ŽĨ�͚ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͛�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ƐŚĂƌĞd 

between all the discourses broadly goes: ůĞƚ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ�ǁŝƚŚ�

nature to restore, revive, and renew our environments. 

Because it has multi-interpretability, this storyline shape-

shifts and expands depending on the discursive lens. The 

four tensions in regenerative agriculture emerge from the 

interpretive flexibility of this storyline.  

   

See chapter 3  

Gordon, E., Davila, F. & Riedy, C. 

Regenerative agriculture: a 

potentially transformative 

storyline shared by nine 

discourses. Sustainability 

Science (2023). 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-

022-01281-1  

#6: How are 

advocates of 

Case study, research through practice and thematic 

analysis: I volunteered for three years with the 

Four themes illustrate the complexities of pursuing 

transformation in regenerative agriculture: (1) the 

See chapter 5  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-022-01281-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-022-01281-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-022-01281-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-022-01281-1
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regenerative 

agriculture pursuing 

agricultural 

transformation in 

Australia?  

 

Institute of Ecological Agriculture (IEA). We worked 

together in the pursuit of agricultural 

transformation, considering what type of 

transformation we were working towards and what 

the best pathway might be. This included designing 

and critically reflecting on an accreditation program 

for regenerative agriculture. This was a process of 

research through practice, where the act of practice 

itself became the research. In this sense, the 

practice of developing the accreditation alongside 

IEA members was a means to discern 

communicable knowledge about how advocates of 

regenerative agriculture are pursuing 

transformation.   

 

importance of cultivating relational paradigms ʹ not just 

standardising practices; (2) the importance of engaging 

with political ideas so that marginal voices are not lost; 

(3) the role of valuing multi-interpretability within 

relational ethics; and (4) re-imagining accreditation 

systems so they are potentially transformative.   

 

Relationality for agricultural 

transformation: an action-

oriented case study in 

regenerative agriculture  

 

This chapter will be submitted 

to Agroecology and Sustainable 

Food Systems.  

#7: How effective 

are these attempts 

for generating 

agricultural 

transformations?   

 

Thematic analysis: I conducted a thematic analysis 

to reflect critically on my research through practice 

and identified four themes (as stated above). These 

illustrate the complexities of pursuing 

transformation in regenerative agriculture. This 

analysis also contributed to discussion around the 

effectiveness of this process in transformation.  

 

Processes of structuration and institutionalisation: IEA is a 

case study to explore how advocates of regenerative 

agriculture effectively navigate processes of discursive 

structuration and institutionalisation.  

 

See chapter 5  

Relationality for agricultural 

transformation: an action-

oriented case study in 

regenerative agriculture  

 

This chapter will be submitted 

to Agroecology and Sustainable 

Food Systems. 
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#8: What are the 

implications of this 

study for 

agricultural 

transformation on 

and beyond the 

farm?  

Discussion: once my findings had been collated, I 

explored two major themes in the study around the 

implications for transformation on and beyond the 

farm. To do this I also reflected on my experience 

as a practitioner of regenerative agriculture using 

vignettes. These vignettes contributed to an 

experiential understanding of the themes and their 

role in transformation.      

 

Two over-arching themes with implications for 

agricultural transformation: (1) more-than-human 

relationality in regenerative agriculture is transformative 

because it challenges dominant agricultural ideas and 

values in agriculture; (2) storylines are powerful symbols 

suggesting common understandings between groups 

whilst allowing for different discursive practices. This is 

transformative because it allows for situated knowledges 

and practices to lead regenerative agriculture by 

becoming translocal.  

 

See chapter 6  

Discussing implications for 

transformation on and beyond 

the farm   

 

 



Significance of contribution to knowledge 

 

The contributions to knowledge listed in table 1 are significant because they demonstrate 

how regenerative agriculture can be understood by researchers and practitioners without 

resorting to over-simplified definitions. Definitions and principles in regenerative agriculture 

all emerge from discursive lineages, as outlined in this thesis. These discourses dramatically 

shape what is emphasised in these definitions and principles. As such, it is important to go 

deeper and paint an image of the discursive landscape influencing the emergence of 

regenerative agriculture ʹ which this thesis does. This is particularly significant when a 

ĚŝƐĐƵƌƐŝǀĞ�͚ŵĂƉ͛�ŽĨ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ�ĞǆŝƐƚ�;ĞŝƚŚĞƌ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ�

or elsewhere).     

 

These contributions also suggest that the multi-interpretability of regenerative agriculture 

ŵŝŐŚƚ�ďĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ͘�/ƚ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŝƐ�ĐĂƉĂďůĞ�ŽĨ�͚ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�

ǁŚĞƌĞ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�Ăƚ͛�ŝŶ�Ă�ǁĂǇ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ŵĂǇ�ŶŽƚ�;Ğ͘Ő͕͘�ŽƌŐĂŶŝĐƐ�Žƌ�

agroecology). In this sense, more people can be empowered by the storyline of regenerative 

agriculture ʹ because it has interpretive flexibility. Perhaps the risk of greenwashing is too 

high for regenerative agriculture to remain so open. Nonetheless, this perspective is a 

significant contribution when the literature is concentrated on defining regenerative 

agriculture. Definitions tend to focus on the aspects of regenerative agriculture that are 

quantifiable in the scientific paradigm ʹ see Seymour (2021). This practice-research highlights 

how this might be a barrier to transformation. This research demonstrates that it is possible 

to understand what regenerative agriculture is, and identify when greenwashing occurs, 

without having a single, explicit definition.  

     

Some of the discourses are at risk of being marginalised, whilst others are becoming 

institutionalised. It is significant to identify marginal contributors to regenerative agriculture 

that may often get forgotten in transformation agendas. This research does not discern 

whether any of tŚĞƐĞ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�͚ŐŽŽĚ͛�Žƌ�͚ďĂĚ͛͘�/Ŷ�ĨĂĐƚ͕�ŝƚ�ĂƐƐƵŵĞƐ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�ĞƋƵĂůůǇ�ǀĂůŝĚ�

and useful to transformations work, depending on who the audience is. This was evident 

when working with a community organisation (the IEA) towards transformation, which 
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reflected the difficulty of managing theoretical idealism with agricultural reality. Future 

research should explore the power dynamics between these discourses. This is not 

something the research explicitly addresses.   

 

Thesis map  

 

This thesis is written by compilation. Chapter two is published in Agriculture and Human 

Values and chapter three is published in Sustainability Science. Chapter five will be submitted 

to Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems. In table 2 there is a detailed summary of the 

thesis structure.  

 

Table 2: thesis map 

Thesis chapter Summary  

 

Prologue  

Mystery of the spiders 

I started with a positionality section that sets a foundation for the normative 

reasoning behind my study. This is an exploration of what has driven me to this 

research and makes my motivations transparent. 

  

Introduction  

Outlining the research 

This chapter introduces the context of the research; central concepts in the 

thesis; the knowledge gap; research design; contributions to knowledge plus 

their significance; and a thesis map. 

 

Chapter 1  

Research design and 

philosophical 

undercurrents 

 

The chapter discusses the ontology (co-becoming) and epistemology (social 

constructionism) behind this research. It also introduces the theoretical 

perspectives of the research (regenerative agriculture, transformations, 

discourse) and the methods (discourse analysis; semi-structured interviews; 

illustration; case study; research through practice; thematic analysis).     

 

Chapter 2  

Literature review: 

transforming landscapes 

and mindscapes through 

regenerative agriculture   

 

The literature review addresses research questions one and two. It is published 

in Agriculture and Human Values. It has been placed after the research design 

chapter because it also presents a thematic discourse analysis to illustrate key 

characteristics of regenerative agricultural discourses. As such, the theoretical 

and methodological context of the research is required before reading the 

literature review. The analysis finds that such discourses: situate agricultural 

work within nested, complex living systems; position farms as relational, 
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characterised by co-evolution between humans and other landscape biota; 

perceive the innate potential of living systems as place-sourced; maintain a 

transformative openness to alternative thinking and practice; believe that 

multiple regenerative cultures are necessary for deeply regenerative agriculture; 

and depart from industrialism to varying degrees. The chapter concludes by 

reviewing three transformative opportunities for regenerative discoursesͶ

discourse coalitions, translocal organising and collective learning.  

 

Chapter 3  

Sharing a potentially 

transformative storyline 

between nine discourses  

 

This chapter addresses research questions three, four and five. It is published 

with Sustainability Science. This chapter proposes that regenerative agriculture is 

supported by a shared storyline binding diverse actors and discourses together ʹ 

a discourse coalition. A discourse analysis was conducted on texts from ninety-six 

organisations and complimented by twenty-two interviews in Australia and the 

USA. This analysis identified nine discourses contributing to regenerative 

agriculture: Restoration for Profit; Big Picture Holism; Regenerative Organic; 

Regrarian Permaculture; Regenerative Cultures; Deep Holism; First Nations; 

Agroecology and Food Sovereignty; and Subtle Energies. This chapter describes 

and examines these component discourses and discusses tensions that may 

make regenerative agriculture vulnerable to co-optation and greenwashing, 

diluting its transformative potential.   

 

Chapter 4 

Discursive mindscapes in 

regenerative agriculture   

 

This chapter addresses question four. It is an extended description of each of the 

discourses, with illustrations, using more of my empirical data. Due to word 

count, these full descriptions could not fit in chapter three because it was 

written for submission the Sustainability Science. The nine discourses were also 

interpretated visually to reflect on them ŝŶ�Ă�ůĞƐƐ�͚ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐ͛�ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ. I partnered 

with artist Hannah Cox from Nanny Potts Illustration to undertake this artistic 

practice.     

 

Chapter 5  

Relationality for 

agricultural 

transformation: an 

action-oriented case 

study in regenerative 

agriculture  

 

This chapter addresses question six and seven. I plan to submit it to Agroecology 

and Sustainable Food Systems. This chapter examines a volunteer led co-

operative, the Institute of Ecological Agriculture (IEA), as a case study on how 

advocates of regenerative agriculture are pursuing transformation. 

Subsequently, it explores how these attempts might be effective amidst 

processes of discursive structuration and institutionalisation.  
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Chapter 6  

Discussing implications 

for transformation on 

and beyond the farm 

This chapter addresses question eight. It explores the implications of this study 

for agricultural transformation on and beyond the farm through two themes. (1) 

more-than-human relationality in regenerative agriculture is transformative 

because it challenges dominant agricultural ideas and values in agriculture; (2) 

storylines are powerful symbols suggesting common understandings between 

groups whilst allowing for different discursive practices. This is transformative 

because it allows for situated knowledges and practices to lead regenerative 

agriculture by becoming translocal.  

 

Conclusion: narrative of 

the thesis    

The conclusion revisits the knowledge gap and ties together the narrative of the 

thesis. It returns to the contributions to knowledge. Subsequently, the 

significance of the contribution and implications for transformation are explored 

alongside the limitations of the study and opportunities for future research. 
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Chapter one: 
research design and 
philosophical 
undercurrents 
 

This thesis is written by compilation. As such, specific methods are discussed in each relevant 

chapter (see chapters two, three, four and five). Whilst those methods will also be introduced 

here, they will not be replicated in substantial detail. The purpose of this chapter is to 

position those methods philosophically, demonstrate why they were chosen and discuss their 

coherence (how they fit together and align with each other in the thesis). This chapter will 

look at the ontology behind the research ʹ what is assumed to exist; the epistemology ʹ how 

knowledge is created (around what is assumed to exist); and the theoretical perspectives of 

the research ʹ which guided data collection, analysis, and interpretation of findings (Moon & 

Blackman, 2014; Richards, 2014). 

 

Ontology: co-becoming within more-than-human relational webs   

    

My positionality as a practitioner of regenerative agriculture has shaped the ontology of this 

research. It is important to note that throughout this thesis some findings may run parallel to 

this underlying ontology. This is because, as a regenerative farmer myself, there is crossover 

between my worldview and the worldview of the regenerative farmers participating in this 

study. I placed my positionality at the beginning of the thesis to be clear about this similarity. 

It is also why I have presented a detailed explanation of my ontology here ʹ which is 

completely intertwined with my positionality. There are three ontological positions that come 
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out of my experience as a regenerative farmer and consequently influence the framing of this 

study, the research design, and the analysis.           

 

First ontological position: humans are primary actors for agricultural transformations in a 

more-than-human world with no culture-nature binary  

 

More-than-humanism embeds humans within a web of interdependent relations, 

deconstructing anthropocentric thinking and human exceptionalism. It describes the physical, 

biological, and technological world that humans are interwoven with (Strong, 2015). As 

Blanco-Wells (2021, p. 2) ƉŽŝŶƚƐ�ŽƵƚ͕�͞Ă�ŵŽƌĞ-than-ŚƵŵĂŶ�ǁŽƌůĚ�͙�ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐ�ŽƵƌ�ĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ĂƐ�

scientists to comprehend modes of existence that destabilize the boundaries of the self and 

the social, the organic and inorganic, the single and the multiple, and many more deeply 

ƌŽŽƚĞĚ�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂů�ďŝŶĂƌŝĞƐ͘͟�dŚŝƐ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ-nature binary. This research sits on the 

ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶĂů�ďĞůŝĞĨ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĞ�ŚƵŵĂŶƐ͕�͞ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƐŚŝĨƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƐĞĞŝŶŐ�ŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐ�ĂƐ�ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�

nature to seeing ourselves as part of a co-evolutionary whole, in symbiotic relationship with 

ƚŚĞ�ůŝǀŝŶŐ�ƉůĂĐĞƐ�ǁĞ�ŝŶŚĂďŝƚ͟�(Haggard & Mang, 2016, p. xiv)͘��Ɛ�'ŽĞƚŚĞ�ƐĂǇƐ�ŽĨ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͕�͞ǁŚŽ�

ƐŽ�ĐĂŶŶŽƚ�ƐĞĞ�ŚĞƌ�ĞǀĞƌǇǁŚĞƌĞ͕�ƐĞĞƐ�ŚĞƌ�ŶŽǁŚĞƌĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚůǇ͟�(Huxley, 1869, p. 9).  

 

Despite the focus on more-than-human relations, this research does not adopt an entirely 

post-humanist perspective. Post-humanism is an umbrella term for a range of theoretical 

ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞ�ĚƵĂůŝƐŵƐ�;Ğ͘Ő͕͘�ĐƵůƚƵƌĞͬŶĂƚƵƌĞͿ�ĂŶĚ�ŵŽǀĞ�͞ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ�ĐĂƉƚƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�

interdependencies of a relational ŽŶƚŽůŽŐǇ͟�(Blanco-Wells, 2021, p. 2). A post-humanist view 

is valuable in shifting research from only focussing on human agency and instead noticing 

ǁŚĂƚ�͞ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ�>emerge@ from the entanglement of life-forms in a specific 

space-ƚŝŵĞ͟�(Blanco-Wells, 2021, p. 6). However, this research is more humanist in that 

humans are considered the primary actors for agricultural transformations. This is because 

non-humans do not necessarily have the capacity, or responsibility, to initiate agricultural 

transformations. Post-humanist frameworks have been critiqued for not acknowledging the 

power dynamics between humans and non-humans (Chagani, 2014).   
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Second ontological position: all beings are co-becoming into existence through relationship 

 

Not only is the world more-than-human, but it is continually brought forth through 

relationships (Bateson, 1972; Maturana & Varela, 1992). In discussing the wholeness of 

nature, Bortoft (1996, p. 14) ŵĂŬĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽŝŶƚ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�͞ǁĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ�ƚŚŝŶŬ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŚŽle as if 

ŝƚ�ǁĞƌĞ�Ă�ƚŚŝŶŐ͘͟�/ŶƐƚĞĂĚ͕�ŚĞ�ƌĞĨĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�coming into being of the whole through mutual 

reciprocity with the parts. As Wahl (2016, p. 93) ĞǆƉůĂŝŶƐ͕�͞ŶĞŝƚŚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŚŽůĞ�ŶŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƌƚƐ�

are primary. They co-arise. Nothing is outside the wholeness of nature, as it is not a thing, but 

Ă�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŝŶŐ�ŝŶƚŽ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ͘͟�,Ğ�ĂĚĚƐ͕�͞ǁĞ�ĂƌĞ�Ă�process of relating 

ŝŶ�͚ĚĞůŝĐĂƚĞ�ƌĞĐŝƉƌŽĐŝƚǇ͛�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ůŝǀŝŶŐ�ƉůĂŶĞƚ͟�(2016, p. 96). Macy (2007) refers to the Buddhist 

concept of pattica samuppada ʹ the dependent co-arising of all phenomena. From this 

perspective ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ�ĂƉƉĞĂƌƐ�ĂƐ�ĂŶ�ŝŶƚĞƌĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ĂŶĚ�͞Ăůů�ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ͕�ƉƐǇĐŚŝĐ�ĂŶĚ�

physical, subsist in a web of mutual causal interaction, with no element or essence held to be 

immutable or autonomoƵƐ͟�(Macy, 1979, p. 39).  

 

Dependent co-arising has overlap with Aboriginal Australian ontologies. Bawaka-Country et 

al. (2013) refers to an ontology of co-becoming that perceives all beings as coming into 

existence through relationships. They remark that, ͞ŚƵŵĂŶ�ĂŶĚ�ŵŽƌĞ-than-human beings 

never are ʹ not isolated, not static, not known ʹ but only become as they constantly emerge 

ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ͟�(2013, p. 188). Like Bortoft (1996), this perspective sees a world of processes and 

entangled co-becomings rather than isolatable things. These co-becomings occur in/with/as 

Country͘�/Ŷ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƐĞŶƐĞ͕�͞�ŽƵŶƚƌǇ�ŝƚƐĞůĨ�ŚĂƐ�ĂŐĞŶĐǇ͕�ƚŚĞ�ǁŝŶĚƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�ĂŐĞŶĐǇ͕�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ŚĂǀĞ�

agency, we act upon each other as ǁĞ�ĞŵĞƌŐĞ�ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ͗�ůŝŬĞ�ĨĂŵŝůǇ͕�ůŝŬĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƐ�ŬŝŶ͟�

(Yandaarra-with-Gumbaynggirr-Country et al., 2021, p. 3). This position also acknowledges 

that we are co-becoming with a specific space-time, which requires regeneration amidst 

processes of anthropocentric crisis and reparation (Blanco-Wells, 2021).  

 

Third ontological position: the material and the discursive are mutually implicated 

 

Discourse is not a synonym for language or linguistic systems, nor is it descriptive or 

representational. Barad (2007, p. 146) ƌĞŵĂƌŬƐ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�͞Ěiscourse is not what is said; it is that 

which constrains and enables what can be said.͟ Therefore, discursive practices determine 
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ǁŚĂƚ�ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ŐĞƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞĚ�ĂƐ�͚meaningful͛�ʹ this is not only defined by the words we 

speak. Discourses co-become with material worlds. This material-discursive co-becoming 

ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ�ŚŽǁ�͞the material and the discursive are mutually implicated͟�ĂƐ�ŽƉƉŽƐĞĚ�ƚŽ�

existing externally from each other (Barad, 2007, pp. 151-152).   

 

Material-discursive co-becoming is highlighted in what Massy (2013, p. 6) refers to as the 

vegie garden paradox. When visiting farms, he frequently observed healthy vegie gardens 

that were well-managed, organic, and chemical-free. However, outside the garden fence 

were sprayed out paddocks and monocultures with piles of chemical drums behind 

machinery sheds. These farmers were participating in two different agricultural discourses. 

The fence between the garden and the paddock was a material and discursive perimeter 

between two opposing patterns of interaction between humans and more-than-humans. 

These patterns were ͞ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ĂŶ�ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĂďůĞ�ƐĞƚ�ŽĨ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ͟ 

(Hajer & Versteeg, 2005, p. 175) established as acceptable in each material-discursive reality. 

Discourses are entangled within ͞recurring or patterned interactions between humans, or 

between humans and responsive aspects of material reality (e.g., humans responding to 

ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ�ůŝŐŚƚƐͿ͟ (Strong, 2015, pp. 15-16). This can include interspecies relationships via body 

language, specific calls, or whistles etc.  

 

What are the implications of this ontology for research design? 

 

As discussed in the prologue, I perceive Moffat Falls and Marlawgay Miilarl as more-than-

human family members to whom I hope to be in right relationship with. The first ontological 

position places me and my research within a web of ongoing connections, active processes, 

and diverse beings with diverse ways of being ʹ which ĂƌĞ�͞ĂůǁĂǇƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ďĞŝŶŐ�

ŵĂĚĞ͟�(Massey, 2005, p. 9). Whilst this research adopts a social constructionist 

ĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůŽŐǇ͕�ƚŚŝƐ�ŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ�ŚĂƐ�ƉƵƐŚĞĚ�ŵĞ�ƚŽ�ĞǆƚĞŶĚ�ŵǇ�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�͚ƐŽĐŝĂů͛�ƚŽ�

ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐ͕�͞ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�Ɖŝgs or ancestors, spirits or machines, parasites or 

ƌŽĐŬƐ͟�(Lien & Pálsson, 2019, p. 4).  

 

However, this research does not fully embrace more-than-human research methods. More-

than-humanism acknowledges that humans and non-humans can both be actors and actants, 
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whilst a humanist bend positions humans as more powerful in addressing crises (Seymour, 

2021). Consequently, the focus of the discourse analysis remains predominantly on human 

actors. Whilst the discourses do not exist in human-only contexts, they powerfully impact 

agricultural landscapes through human actions.    

 

The second ontological position emphasises the relationality of entangled togetherness. 

Bawaka-Country et al. (2013, p. 188) ƐĂǇƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞ƚŚŝƐ�ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌŶĞƐƐ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�ĂŶ�ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�

ethical responsibilities of care that emerge when we live, think, act and attend as part of the 

ǁŽƌůĚ͕�ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ŝƚ͘͟�dŚŝƐ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ�ƌĞůĂƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶs framework in 

my positionality (Gram-Hanssen et al., 2021). It is why I chose to include practice-research in 

the project. I am not distinct from a world that requires regeneration and transformation, 

therefore research without action struck me as irresponsible in my context.       

 

The discourses in this research are not functioning in human-only contexts, nor do they 

emerge from human-only interactions. As Barad (2007, p. 150) remarks, ͞Śumans are neither 

pure cause nor pure effect but part of the world in its open-ended becoming.͟�This 

challenges the idea that people are outside of the world, discursively representing it. Barad 

(2007, p. 133) ƐĞĞƐ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ĂƐ�Ă�ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ�ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�ǁŝƚŚ�͞ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ�ŝŶ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ǁĞ�

ŚĂǀĞ�ŽƵƌ�ďĞŝŶŐ͘͟��Ɛ�ƐƵĐŚ͕�ƚŚŝƐ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ǁĂƐ�ĂŶĂůǇƐĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚive that actors could 

simultaneously be performing contradictory discourses depending on the contexts within 

which they were operating (e.g., garden verse paddock). As such, the third ontological 

position encouraged me to visit farms and understand how farmer and farm interactions 

were impacting discourse. I recorded my insights in analytic memos (Saldana, 2009). 

Unfortunately, Covid-19 meant that some interviews needed to go online. 

  

Epistemology: meaning emerges through interaction 

 

As Schwandt (2000, p. 189) ƌĞŵĂƌŬƐ͕�͞ǁĞ�ĂƌĞ�Ăůů�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŝƐƚƐ�ŝĨ�ǁĞ�ďĞůŝĞǀĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŝŶĚ�

ŝƐ�ĂĐƚŝǀĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ͘͟�^ŽĐŝĂů�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŝƐŵ�ĞǆƉůŽƌĞƐ�͞ƚŚĞ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇ�

between people, institutions, material objects, physical entities and language, rather than the 

private sense-ŵĂŬŝŶŐ�ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ�ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ͟�(Fletcher, 2006, p. 422). In contrast, 
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whilst constructivism still considers socio-cultural context, it privileges individual subjective 

knowing (Bruner, 1990; Vygotsky, 1981). Constructivism can be traced back to personal 

construct theory (Raskin, 2002). Whereas social constructionism draws on Berger and 

Luckman (1966) ĂŶĚ�ĨŽĐƵƐƐĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�͞ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ͟�(Schwandt, 1994, p. 

127). As Creswell (2017) says, humans make sense of the world based on their socio-

historical perspectives ʹ ͞ǁĞ�ĂƌĞ�Ăůů�ďŽƌŶ�ŝŶƚŽ�Ă�ǁŽƌůĚ�ŽĨ�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ�ďĞƐƚŽǁĞĚ�ƵƉŽŶ�ƵƐ�ďǇ�ŽƵƌ�

ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͘͟�The goal of the constructionist researcher is to interpret the meanings others hold 

about the world (Creswell, 2017) or in this case, regenerative agriculture. 

 

The social constructionist approach to meaning-making  

 

For social constructionists, there is no objective truth or meaningfulness waiting to be 

discovered (Crotty, 1998). It is constructed as people interpret the world and meaning 

emerges through interaction with reality. dŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ�ŝƐ�͞ƉƌĞŐŶĂŶƚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ͟ 

(Crotty, 1998, p. 43). For social constructionists: 

 

x Knowing ŵĞĂŶƐ�ƐĞĞŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ�ŵƵůƚŝƉůĞ�͚ƚƌƵƚŚƐ͛�ĂƐ�ŽƉƉŽƐĞĚ�ƚŽ�Ă�ƐŝŶŐůĞ�dƌƵƚŚ�ʹ 

with a cĂƉŝƚĂů�͚d͛�(Wang, 2016). Different people construct meaning about the same 

phenomenon differently (Crotty, 1998).  

x Knowing ŵĞĂŶƐ�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŶŐ�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ�ŽǀĞƌ�ƚŝŵĞ�͞ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ�Ă�ďĂĐŬĚƌŽƉ�ŽĨ�ƐŚĂƌĞĚ�

ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƐ͕�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ͟�(Schwandt, 2000, p. 197).  

x Knowing means understanding context and appreciating closeness, complexity, and 

locality (Thorpe, 2008). As de Montaigne (2003, p. 140) says, ͞ǁŚĂƚ�ŽĨ�Ă�ƚƌƵƚŚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�

ďŽƵŶĚĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ŵŽƵŶƚĂŝŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŝƐ�ĨĂůƐĞŚŽŽĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ůŝǀĞƐ�ďĞǇŽŶĚ͍͟� 

 

Social constructionism envelops both relativism and realism because it acknowledges that 

whilst multiple local and specific realities exist, they are constructed through political, 

cultural, and historical contexts that reproduce a material reality (Grandy, 2017). Meaning is 

co-constructed through the interactions between these realities; e.g., human beings and the 

world they are interpreting (Moon & Blackman, 2014). �ŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ŝƐ�͞ƐŚĂƉĞĚ�

ďǇ�ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƐĞůĨ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĞůĨ-in-relation-to-ŽƚŚĞƌƐ͟�(Grandy, 2017, p. 174).  
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Extending the social: more-than-human constructionism  

  

Social constructionists do not incorporate the physical environment into their theories 

(Bragg, 1996) ďƵƚ�ƌĞŵĂŝŶ�͞ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƉŚĞƌĞ�ŽĨ�ƐŽĐŝĂů�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͟�(Gergen, 1985, p. 271). 

However, shared meaning can also emerge through interaction within a multi-species 

community ʹ e.g., the farm. As such, construction is also occurring in ways that are post-

human (Hekman, 2010), which consequently decentre humans as meaning-makers (Strong, 

2015). For example, when going for regular walks, a dog and her owner negotiate pace, what 

is worth stopping for and what is worth sniffing (Strong, 2015). Humans and non-humans co-

construct relational routines. This can be viewed as a process of structural coupling 

(Maturana, 2002) whereby recurrent interactions lead to the congruence of the dog and the 

human. As Strong (2015, p. 20) points out, ͞in developing and recurring interactional routines 

our lives become interwoven with how relevant features of our social and material world 

respond to us, and how we respond to their responses͘͟�ZĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĨĂƌŵĞƌƐ�ŽĨƚĞŶ�ƌĞŵĂƌŬ�

that we need to work with nature (Massy, 2017) or the more-than-human world (Seymour & 

Connelly, 2022). These farmers recognise that the world is responsive and relational. The 

farm is a material-discursive co-construction that emerges through human and more-than-

human interactions.  

 

What are the implications of this epistemology for research design?  

 

As a practitioner beginning this research, I perceived regenerative agriculture as an evolving 

movement with many groups interpreting it differently ʹ a similar view to the constructionist 

perspective. As such, the way I set-up and interpreted my research goal was influenced by 

the constructionist lens ʹ to understand the discursive characteristics of regenerative 

agriculture and the implications for transformation. In identifying discourses, I have 

maintained a radical openness to diverse ways that interviewees and other actors interact 

with, and interpret, the world. My friend and mentor at the Institute of Ecological 

Agriculture, Kerry Cochrane, advised me to ͞ůĞĂǀĞ�Ă�ƐŚĞůĨ�ŝŶ�ǇŽƵƌ�ŚĞĂĚ͕�ŝŶ�ǇŽƵƌ�ďƌĂŝŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŽŶ�

ƚŚĂƚ�ƐŚĞůĨ͕�ǇŽƵ͛ůů�ĂůǁĂǇƐ�ƉůĂĐĞ�ƚŚŝŶŐƐ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ƐĞĞŵ�ƐŽ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ͕�ƐŽ�ŽďƚƵƐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŽ�ƌĂƌĞ͕�ƐŽ�
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extraordinary, that yoƵ�ĐĂŶ͛ƚ�ĂĐĐĞƉƚ�ƚŚĞŵ. AůůŽǁ�ƚŚĞŵ�ƚŽ�Ɛŝƚ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ǇŽƵ͛ůů�ĐŽŵĞ�ĂĐƌŽƐƐ�

ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ǁŚŽ�ǁŝůů�ĐŽŶĨŝƌŵ�Žƌ�ĚĞŶǇ�ƚŚĞ�ǀĂůŝĚŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ�ŝĚĞĂ͘͟    

 

Social constructionist researchers also hold a responsibility to be reflexive about how their 

life experiences become interwoven with the process of inquiry (Grandy, 2017). Another 

reason why this thesis opened with my positionality ʹ to demonstrate the context from which 

this inquiry emerged. The research analysed human-generated texts and interviewed human 

actors. However, it was clear from my experiences on the farm that social constructionism 

did not provide the full picture. Humans and more-than-humans are interwoven. Their 

ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ũƵƐƚ�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀĞ͕�͞ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�ƌĞĐŝƉƌŽĐĂůůǇ�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵative ʹ we shape and 

are shaped by these interactions͟�(Strong, 2015, p. 3). This research prioritises humans as 

actors because non-humans do not necessarily have the power to initiate agricultural 

transformations. However, it recognises that they exist in more-than-human contexts. The 

influences of more-than-human actors are evident in the texts and interviews. To draw these 

connections out, interview questions explored the relationship between farmer and farm. For 

example, how would you describe your relationship to the land? They also included a farm 

tour, which helped contextualise farmer and farm interactions ʹ recorded in analytic memos 

(Saldana, 2009). Unfortunately, Covid-19 meant that some interviews needed to go online. 

This interrupted the more-than-human aspect of the research design.  

 

Theoretical perspective: exploring regenerative agricultural discourse through action-

oriented practice-research 

 

The theoretical perspective of this thesis is made up of the central concepts outlined in the 

introduction ʹ (1) regenerative agriculture (focus of the study), (2) transformations 

(normative intent) and (3) discourse (theoretical foundation). As discussed in the section on 

transformations, this thesis is underpinned by the belief that agricultural landscapes and 

mindscapes need to be transformed by central actors to prevent further socio-ecological 

destruction. As both a practitioner of regenerative agriculture, and a PhD Candidate with the 

opportunity to study regenerative agriculture, I consider myself a central actor. Therefore, in 

this time of eco-social and anthropocentric upheaval, I am obliged to conduct my research 
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with an action orientation. The choice to undertake action-oriented practice-research was 

influenced by the right relations framing in my positionality (Gram-Hanssen et al., 2021) and 

the second ontological position outlined above. Being in right relationship with this research 

process includes taking responsibility to act towards transformations.  

 

Action-oriented practice-research  

 

TŽ�ĂĐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐůǇ͕�/�ƵŶĚĞƌƚŽŽŬ�Ă�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�͞ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͕�

where the act of practice itself bĞĐŽŵĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ͟�(Fazey et al., 2018, p. 62). This 

combines knowledge creation with simultaneous intervention so that ͞ĂĐƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ŽĐĐƵƌƌŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�

ƚĂŶĚĞŵ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ͟�(Bradbury & Divecha, 2020, p. 278). This approach involves a 

paradigm shift towards viewing researchers as practitioners (Hope, 2016) and breaking down 

the researcher-ƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌ�ĚŝĐŚŽƚŽŵǇ͘��Ɛ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐ�ǁĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůǇ�͞ĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ͕�

and not separate from, the systems >we@ ƐĞĞŬ�ƚŽ�ŽďƐĞƌǀĞ͟�(Fazey et al., 2018, p. 56). In a 

context where transformations are urgently required (Blythe et al., 2018; Feola, 2015; 

Leventon et al., 2021; Linnér & Wibeck, 2020), action-oriented research aspires to help 

generate changes through the way we do research (Bradbury et al., 2019).   

 

The role of discourse in the action-oriented practice-research 

 

The need for a strong focus on discourse emerged from my own practice in regenerative 

agriculture. Increasingly, I came to recognise the discursive conflict and confusion that 

regenerative agriculture inspired. Throughout the thesis, my articulations of the discourses 

and tensions are partly formed through the simultaneous action and practice that I was 

undertaking. In practice-research cycles, discourse analysis became a useful methodology for 

surveying the discursive landscape whilst acting through the Institute of Ecological 

Agriculture (IEA) and practicing regenerative agriculture at Moffat Falls.    

 

Discourses do not emerge from human-only interactions (third ontological position) nor do 

people exist outside of the world, discursively representing it (Barad, 2007). People are 

nevertheless central actors in the co-construction of discourse and in activating agricultural 
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transformations (first ontological position). As such, this analysis acknowledges the more-

than-human interactions of discourse whilst privileging human interpretation. I undertook 

training in narrative therapy to better appreciate discourse through a social constructionist 

lens. Bateson (1972, 2002) suggests all meaning-making requires interpretation that needs to 

ďĞ�͞fitted into the known pattern of events͟�(White & Epston, 1990, p. 2). Narrative therapy 

explores how people and communities construct meanings around specific events in their 

lives (Dulwich-Centre, 2022). 

 

What are the implications of this theoretical perspective for research design?  

 

This research was conducted in overlapping practice-research cycles. These were not 

conducted in a linear way but were often occurring simultaneously, horizontally influencing 

each other. Different methods were grouped together in different cycles. These cycles often 

addressed different research questions (as per table 3) and built on one another. Through 

this process my understanding of regenerative agricultural discourse and the implications for 

transformation thickened over time.  

 

My positionality and consequent focus on transformation through regenerative agricultural 

discourse brings a particular frame to my thinking and analysis. Consequently, there may be 

an unconscious positivity toward regenerative agriculture as a pathway to agricultural 

transformation. This has been mitigated throughout the thesis by (1) creating a research plan 

in conjunction with my supervisors, who are not regenerative farmers; (2) structuring my 

questions so they are open and not leading, reviewing these with my supervisors for 

accountability; (3) ensuring that all texts are read in their context as per the discourse 

analysis approach; (4) using participant language in the write-up; and (5) sharing results back 

to participants. Figure 1 shows the theoretical undercurrents of the research.  
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Figure 1: philosophical and theoretical undercurrents of the research 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
Methods 

 

As this thesis is written by compilation, the details of each method are discussed in the 

relevant chapter (see chapters two, three, four and five). As mentioned, the purpose of this 

chapter is to position the methods philosophically, demonstrate why they were chosen and 

discuss their coherence (how they fit together and align with each other in the thesis). This 

section will introduce the methods as bundled within practice-research cycles. This gives a 

sense of the temporal flow in the research and will provide better context for why each 
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method was chosen at particular points in the process. I have also noted when specific 

chapters and/or academic publications emerged amidst the practice-research cycles.  

 

Cycle one: critical reflection on practice and literature 

 

My practice as a regenerative farmer was occurring continuously throughout the research 

and acts as a foundational undercurrent to the whole thesis. This practice inspired ideas, 

reflections, and interactions with others in regenerative agriculture that would not have 

otherwise been possible. As part of this practice, I underwent training in regenerative 

approaches with the Regenesis Institute of Regenerative Practice; Inside Outside Holistic 

Management; Resource Consulting Services and the Permaculture Research Institute. This 

gave me a detailed, contextual understanding of different communities of practice associated 

with regenerative agriculture. This practice also involved ongoing engagement with a 

particular more-than-human community (Moffat Falls), that my family and I are in constant 

dialogue, collaboration, and tension with. Insights from my own interactions with more-than-

human actors on the farm also informed my research process and analysis. These 

interactions feature strongly in the discussion to compliment the findings of the thesis.   

 

Farming and researching simultaneously was a rich context for both starting and continuing 

my thesis journey. I began with critical reflection on my practice whilst undertaking the 

literature review. This period was a melting pot of personal experience and theoretical ideas. 

As mentioned in the theoretical perspective, the need for a strong focus on discourse 

emerged from my own practice in regenerative agriculture. Increasingly, I came to recognise 

the discursive conflict and confusion that regenerative agriculture inspired. This was 

particularly the case as I underwent those different trainings, which articulated regenerative 

agriculture very differently. Apart from Massy (2013) there was no mention of regenerative 

agricultural discourse in the literature ʹ or even, the impact of discourse on regenerative 

agriculture. As such, through reflection on both practice and literature, I identified some 

challenges that I felt needed further research, via discourse analysis. Discourse analysis 

became a useful methodology for surveying the discursive landscape of regenerative 

agriculture.  
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Cycle two: thematic discourse analysis on grey and academic literature  

 

To understand which discourses are associated with regenerative agriculture, I conducted a 

discourse analysis. Waring (2018, p. 9) ĚĞĨŝŶĞƐ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ�ĂƐ�ĐůŽƐĞůǇ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƵƐĞ�

of language along with other multimodal resources for the purpose of dissecting its 

structures and ĚĞǀŝƐŝŶŐ�ŝƚƐ�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐƐ͘͟�/�ůŽŽŬĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ĐŽŵŵŽŶ�ŐƌŽƵŶĚ�ĂŶĚ�ƚĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�

regenerative agricultural discourse that might point to boundaries between contributing 

discourses. Common ground reflects the clear, united strengths shared within and between 

discourses. Tensions demonstrate either uncertainty or differences within and between 

discourses. The capacity to think, act and communicate is influenced by conceptual systems 

that are predominantly metaphoric (Lakoff & Johnson, 2008). As such, I also examined 

metaphors as an indicator of discourse.  

 

Examining metaphor use was a helpful way of understanding the relationships farmers have 

with the more-than-human (and thus the material and more-than-human participants in 

ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞͿ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�Ă�ĨĂƌŵĞƌ͛Ɛ�ƐƵďĐŽŶƐcious constructions exist through interaction 

with their living world (as per ontology and epistemology). Farmers interviewed by Massy 

(2013, pp. 195-196) said the soil makes things fat and keeps them well fed͕�͞feeding 

earthworms͘͟�dŚŝƐ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŽŝů�ŚĂƐ�agency and the term ͞ĨĂƚ͟�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚs abundance. The 

relationship with more-than-human nature was collaborative or supportive, e.g., ͞ŶĂƚƵƌĞ�

gives you a tailwind͘͟ Nature was personified as a sentient being with specific body parts ʹ 

Ğ͘Ő͕͘�͞ůƵŶŐƐ͘͟�dŚĞƐĞ�ĚĞŶŽƚĞ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ�ƌŽůĞƐ͕�Ğ͘Ő͕͘�ƌŝƉĂƌŝĂŶ�ǌŽŶĞƐ�ĐƌĞĂƚe oxygen. 

Nature was relational, undertaking sentient interactions ʹ ͞laughing,͟ ͞shrugging things off͟ 

and ͞needing comfort.͟� 

 

The first discourse analysis cycle was conducted on grey and academic literature. However, I 

was not satisfied that this provided the necessary level of detail. There was much more to 

understand about the discursive landscape of regenerative agriculture. As such, a second 

phase of the discourse analysis was conducted in cycle three. 
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Research output  

Chapter 2: transforming landscapes and mindscapes through regenerative agriculture  

Gordon, E., Davila, F. & Riedy, C. Transforming landscapes and mindscapes through regenerative agriculture. 

Agric Hum Values 39, 809ʹ826 (2022). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-021-10276-0 

 

    

Cycle three: continuing discourse analysis alongside semi-structured interviews 

 

The second phase of discourse analysis was conducted on ninety-six international 

organisations talking about regenerative agriculture (see appendix B). Until this point, I had 

only looked at academic literature, and non-academic texts that were foundational to the 

regenerative agricultural movement. There was a discursive gap here because neither of 

these necessarily reflected the dynamics of the discourse beyond academia and farmer 

philosophy. However, the role of these organisations in the discourse provided more 

nuanced data. It was also important to get the perspective of farmers themselves, and so 

twenty-two semi-structured interviews were conducted during this cycle. 

 

Participants included farmers, consultants, trainers, and community leaders in regenerative 

agriculture. Two participants were Aboriginal Australians, one was indigenous to Aotearoa 

(New Zealand). There were nine women, eleven men, and two non-binary participants. Three 

of the participants were from the USA, and the remaining lived in Australia (see table 7 in 

chapter three for further demographic information). The goal of the interviews was to 

answer questions arising in the discourse analysis that could not be addressed with desk 

research. It was also to determine how the discourses were embodied in more-than-human 

contexts ʹ e.g., on farms.  

 

The interviews were conducted with people most likely to shed light on tensions between 

texts in the discourse analysis. Questions were designed around tensions and aimed to 

determine how texts related to practitioner experiences. Interviews averaged an hour in 

length either on farms or over zoom. They were recruited via email. After each interview, the 

lead author created recorded reflections whilst observations were fresh. This was useful as 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-021-10276-0
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extra data and acted as analytic memos (Saldana, 2009), which helped document 

ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽŶ�ĞĂĐŚ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ͛Ɛ�more-than-human context. Interviews were transcribed 

and used to refine discourse analysis findings.  

 

 

Research output  

Chapter 3: sharing a potentially transformative storyline between nine discourses  

Gordon, E., Davila, F. & Riedy, C. Regenerative agriculture: a potentially transformative storyline shared by 

nine discourses. Sustainability Science (2023). https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-022-01281-1  

 

 

Cycle four: reflection on analysis and research as artistic practice 

 

The above cycles of research painted a detailed picture of discursive mindscapes in 

regenerative agriculture. Once the discourse analysis and semi-structured interviews were 

completed and the data was analysed, I partnered with artist Hannah Cox to illustrate each of 

ƚŚĞ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ͘�dŚŝƐ�ĐǇĐůĞ�ǁĂƐ�ĂŶ�ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ƉĂƵƐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞĨůĞĐƚ�ŝŶ�Ă�ůĞƐƐ�͚ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐ͛�ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ͘�

It was a hybrid process of research through/as practice (Hope, 2016). Research through 

practice involves examining a question through the practice of making and doing (Frayling, 

1994). In this sense, the practice of illustrating the discourses. However, unlike research 

through practice in later cycles of the practice-research, this was also a process of research 

for (as) practice. This is because the artistic practice itself is also the research outcome. The 

collaborative processes and thinking of Hannah and I are embodied in the illustrations, these 

are the final outcomes of the research through/as practice. Hope (2016, p. 82) ƐĂǇƐ͕�͞ŝŶ�

researching through practice and also for (as) practice, the artist is having to stand outside 

ƚŚĞ�ĂƌƚĞĨĂĐƚ�;ƚŽ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚĞ�ŝƚͿ�ĂŶĚ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ŝƚ�;ƚŽ�ŵĂŬĞ�ŝƚͿ͘͟� 

  

This was a collaborative process. Hannah and I had multiple meetings, reading through my 

research and discussing how the findings (specifically the nine discourses) might be visually 

represented. Hannah was a great collaborator because she brought fresh, interpretive eyes 

to the findings from a different discipline. The initial purpose of this was to better 

communicate the distinctions between discourses. However, the process also acted as a layer 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-022-01281-1
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of analysis. The goal of visually representing the discourses challenged us to articulate their 

central themes. We did this via hours of discussion, drafting different images that 

emphasised different discursive aspects. Hannah and I reflected on the material and more-

than-human manifestation of the discourses. Who are the more-than-human actors co-

constructing the discourse? As such, the illustrations intentionally reflect different material-

discursive realities.       

 

 

Research output  

Chapter 4: discursive mindscapes in regenerative agriculture  

Nine illustrations reflecting different material-discursive realities contributing to regenerative agriculture. 

Each are displayed alongside discourse descriptions, complimenting the text.  

  

 

Cycle five: case study ʹ Institute of Ecological Agriculture ʹ and research through practice  

 

The diversity of discourses uncovered through the discourse analysis raised questions about 

the ability of actors carrying these diverse meanings to act together for transformation. This 

naturally led to a focus on how prominent actors are seeking to popularise regenerative 

agriculture. I wanted to identify a case study where my research and positionality could 

contribute legitimately to processes of transformation (as per my second ontological 

commitment). Cresswell (1998, p. 61) ĚĞĨŝŶĞƐ�Ă�ĐĂƐĞ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ĂƐ�͞ĂŶ ĞǆƉůŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�Ă�͚ďŽƵŶĚĞĚ�

ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͛�Žƌ�Ă�ĐĂƐĞ�;Žƌ�ŵƵůƚŝƉůĞ�ĐĂƐĞƐͿ�ŽǀĞƌ�time through detailed, in-depth data collection 

involving multiple sources of information rich in context.͟ My practice and reflection as a 

regenerative farmer (practice-research cycle one) led me to become involved with the 

Institute of Ecological Agriculture (IEA). IEA is a volunteer-led co-operative that advocates for 

ecological thinking in food, farming, and forestry (IEA, 2022f). I was invited to join this co-

operative by their President, Kerry Cochrane.   

 

The goals of IEA are more reflective of regenerative farmers (compared with corporate 

organisations or other entities) because they are a grassroots co-operative made up mostly 

of farmers. As a volunteer organisation, people are involved for reasons that are closer to 
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their hearts ʹ as opposed to back pockets. This is a strong foundation for exploring the role of 

discourse in pursuing transformation. However, it is not the core reason why I chose IEA as a 

case study. IEA is the only community group in Australia to play a central role in the 

pedagogical institutionalisation of regenerative agriculture. They wrote the Bachelor of 

Science (Regenerative Agriculture) at Southern Cross University. This is the first regenerative 

agriculture degree in the world (SCU, 2019). When I became involved, the group was 

considering further opportunities for institutionalising regenerative agriculture through 

accreditation. This was fertile ground for exploring how advocates are pursuing 

transformation.  

 

As my discourse analysis evolved (IEA was one of the organisations included), it became clear 

that IEA participated in a marginal regenerative agricultural discourse (Deep Holism). As such, 

they have a unique perspective on the need for transformation because their interpretation 

of regenerative agriculture is not necessarily shared by adherents to more popular, and 

potentially less radical, discourses. The positionality of IEA was unique because of this tension 

between their influence on pedagogical institutionalisation and their marginal view, which is 

at risk of being lost. As such, I undertook research through practice alongside IEA. As 

mentioned in cycle four, this involves examining a question through the practice of making 

and doing (Frayling, 1994). In this sense, the practice of developing the accreditation 

alongside IEA members, and critically examining its transformative potential, was a means of 

discerning communicable knowledge about how advocates of regenerative agriculture were 

pursuing transformation.  

Through parallel research for other chapters in this thesis, I brought many ideas to the IEA 

that were incorporated into their approach to accreditation. In return, the IEA community 

also shaped my experience of regenerative agriculture. Thus, undertaking this research has 

had a mutually transformative impact on both me and the IEA. To reflect on and document 

this process, I kept field notes and wrote analytic memos (Saldana, 2009). Field notes 

included my written observations and personal interpretations of the process and goals of 

accreditation (summarising the process and insights). Analytic memos were devoted to 

analytic reflection and thinking critically about what IEA was doing and why (reflecting and 

expounding upon insights). Both field notes and analytic memos were interlinked and 
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ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶĞĚ�ĂƐ͕�͞Ă�ƐŝƚĞ�ƚŽ�͚ĚƵŵƉ�ǇŽƵƌ�ďƌĂŝŶ͛�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ͕�ƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽŶ͕�Žƌ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�

under investigation by thinking and thus writing and thus ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ�ĞǀĞŶ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞŵ͟�

(Saldana, 2009, p. 44).     

 

Cycle six: critical reflection on research through practice using thematic analysis 

 

To analyse field notes, analytic memos, and other data points in the practice-research I 

followed themeing the data in Saldana (2009)͘���ƚŚĞŵĞ�ŝƐ�ĂŶ�͞ĞǆƚĞŶĚĞĚ�ƉŚƌĂƐĞ�Žƌ�ƐĞŶƚĞŶĐĞ�

ƚŚĂƚ�ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞƐ�ǁŚĂƚ�Ă�ƵŶŝƚ�ŽĨ�ĚĂƚĂ�ŝƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ĂŶĚͬŽƌ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŝƚ�ŵĞĂŶƐ͟�(Saldana, 2009, p. 199). The 

themes are shaped by the primary questions, goals and frameworks being used (Saldana, 

2009). The first discourse analysis I undertook (chapter two) was also essentially thematic.  

 

Whilst I considered themes at the semantic level in this analysis (in the content of what was 

being said), I principally searched for themes at the latent level. This considers the form used 

to express insights (Braun & Clarke, 2006). For example, a farmer discussing resilience may 

say that nature is able to laugh or shrug things off or that native grasses ĚŽŶ͛ƚ�ŵŝŶĚ�ďĞŝŶŐ�

eaten off (Massy, 2013). At the semantic level this can be taken at face value ʹ the landscape 

ŝƐ�ƌĞƐŝůŝĞŶƚ͘�,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂƌŵĞƌ͛Ɛ�ŵĞƚĂƉŚŽƌ�ƵƐĞ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞŵĞƐ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƚĞŶƚ�ůĞǀĞů�ŵĂǇ�

include a belief in ecological agency or animacy. This was the final practice-research cycle. 

Figure 2 shows the timeline of each cycle in the period of practice-research, and which cycles 

were occurring simultaneously ʹ thus influencing each other. 

 

 

Research output  

Chapter 5: relational paradigms for agricultural transformation: an action-oriented case study in regenerative 

agriculture. Planned submission to Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems.  
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Figure 2: timeline of practice-research cycles  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3 shows each research question, the practice-research cycles and methods and 

philosophical / theoretical influences.  

 

Table 3: research questions, practice-research cycles, and their ontological, epistemological, and theoretical influences 

 

Ontology: humans are central actors in more-than-human contexts. I have a responsibility to act towards 

transformation through my research. Discourses are materially implicated. 

Epistemology: many groups interpret regenerative agriculture differently and discourses are socially constructed 

through interaction with both human and more-than-human actors. 

Theoretical perspective: regenerative agriculture, transformations, and discourse. Exploring regenerative 

agricultural discourse through action-oriented practice-research.  

 

Research questions and where to find them  

 

Practice-research cycles and methods Timeline 

Chapter 2:  

(1) What are the discursive characteristics of 

regenerative agriculture?  

(2) What transformative opportunities exist for 

regenerative agricultural discourse?  

Cycle 1 and 2:  

Critical reflection on practice and 

literature; thematic discourse analysis 

2018-2021  
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Chapter 3 and 4:  

(3) What tensions are apparent in regenerative 

agriculture that point to boundaries between 

underlying discourses?  

(4) What discourses contribute to the emerging 

discourse of regenerative agriculture?  

(5) What shared storylines are emerging that could 

support transformative discourse coalitions? 

 

Cycle 3 and 4:  

Discourse analysis; semi-structured 

interviews; research as artistic practice 

2019-2022 

Chapter 5:  

(6) How are advocates of regenerative agriculture 

pursuing agricultural transformation in Australia?  

(7) How effective are these attempts for generating 

agricultural transformations? 

 

Cycle 5 and 6:  

Case study; research through practice; 

thematic analysis  

2020-2022 

Chapter 6 (discussion):  

(8) What are the implications of this study for 

agricultural transformation on and beyond the 

farm?  

 

Cycle 1 and 6: 

Reflection on personal regenerative 

agricultural practice; thematic review 

of research findings 

2022 

 
Research ethics  

 

This research was identified as low risk and has been approved by the University of 

Technology Sydney ʹ Application ID: ETH227029. All methods explained above were 

approved as part of this application. There was limited disclosure associated with the 

application, as interviewees were not aware that their metaphor use was being observed. 

Knowing this would have changed their responses and impacted the quality of the data.   

 

Participant information and identity remains confidential in this thesis. In any use of the data 

for thesis, book, paper, electronic publication, media etc., names will be replaced with 

numbers. This will be the case with any other publications going forward, unless permission is 

granted from the participant for this information to be disclosed. Interviews were audio 
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recorded and transcribed. All participants signed a consent form to confirm they were 

comfortable with being recorded. The original data includes electronic recordings and 

associated transcripts. Only the Data Manager (Ethan Gordon) has direct access. Supervisors 

(Chris Riedy, Federico Davila) have access through the Data Manager. Original data is stored 

offline, in a secure, digital file on two devices to ensure that no data is lost if one device fails. 

Files are password protected.  

 

Flow of the thesis 

 

As this thesis is undertaken by compilation, some of the introductory and contextual content 

will be repeated in the article-based chapters (chapters two, three and five). Chapter four 

also builds on the discourse descriptions in chapter three. Consequently, there is some 

repetition throughout the thesis. This was hard to avoid and may interrupt the readability 

and flow.  
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Chapter two: 
transforming 
landscapes and 
mindscapes through 
regenerative 
agriculture  
 

This literature review is published in Agriculture and Human Values. It has been placed after 

the research design chapter because it uses a thematic discourse analysis of grey and 

academic literature to illustrate key characteristics of regenerative agricultural discourses. As 

such, the research design chapter has implications for how the literature review was 

undertaken. Grey literature incorporates materials published outside of academic peer-

review. This includes texts such as reports, farmer biographies, working papers, government 

documents and white papers. The literature review addresses research questions one and 

two.   

 

x What are the discursive characteristics of regenerative agriculture?  

x What transformative opportunities exist for regenerative agricultural discourse?  
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Abstract
Agriculture occupies 38% of the planet’s terrestrial surface, using 70% of freshwater resources. Its modern practice is 
dominated by an industrial–productivist discourse, which has contributed to the simplification and degradation of human 
and ecological systems. As such, agricultural transformation is essential for creating more sustainable food systems. This 
paper focuses on discursive change. A prominent discursive alternative to industrial–productivist agriculture is regenera-
tive agriculture. Regenerative discourses are emergent, radically evolving and diverse. It is unclear whether they have the 
potential to generate the changes required to shift industrial–productivist agriculture. This paper presents a literature-based 
discourse analysis to illustrate key thematic characteristics of regenerative agricultural discourses. The analysis finds that 
such discourses: situate agricultural work within nested, complex living systems; position farms as relational, characterised 
by co-evolution between humans and other landscape biota; perceive the innate potential of living systems as place-sourced; 
maintain a transformative openness to alternative thinking and practice; believe that multiple regenerative cultures are 
necessary for deeply regenerative agriculture; and depart from industrialism to varying degrees. The paper concludes by 
reviewing three transformative opportunities for regenerative discourses—discourse coalitions, translocal organising and 
collective learning.

Keywords Regenerative agriculture · Regenerative discourses · Transformations · Regenerative development · Discourse 
coalitions

Introduction: transforming the dominant, 
industrial–productivist agriculture

Without significant change in the agricultural sector world-
wide, human activities will continue to overstep planetary 
boundaries (Rockström et al. 2016; Campbell et al. 2017). 
Having entered a new epoch known as the Anthropocene 
(Steffen et al. 2007, 2011; Crutzen 2002, 2016), humans are 
now the leading drivers of change to earth systems (Rock-
strom et al. 2009a). Agriculture occupies 38% of the planet’s 

terrestrial surface (Massy 2013; Zhang et al. 2007; Foley 
et al. 2011), making it a dominant driver of change in global 
ecosystems. According to Campbell et al. (2017), human 
agricultural activity contributes significantly to actual or 
projected overstepping of several planetary boundaries, 
including biogeochemical flows, biosphere integrity, land-
systems change, freshwater use and climate change. As such, 
the agricultural sector has a role to play in preventing fur-
ther oversteps and bringing humanity back within planetary 
boundaries (Gerten et al. 2020; Springman et al. 2018; IPCC 
2019).

Modern agriculture operates on an industrial scale, rely-
ing on fossil fuel inputs, multinational companies and arti-
ficial fertilisers, pesticides and herbicides to grow output 
(McNeill 2000; Kimbrell 2002; Knorr 1984). It is inherently 
productivist (McKeon 2015; Argent 2002; Gosnell et al. 
2019; Lawrence et al. 2013), defined by Lowe et al. (1993, p. 
221) as committed “to an intensive, industrially driven and 
expansionist agriculture with state support based primarily 
on output and increased productivity.” As Gliessman (2007) 
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points out, the dominant mode of agriculture is obsessed 
with the maximisation of profit and production. Its industrial 
character is extractive (Anderson and Revera-Ferre 2021), 
signposted by large scale, capital-intensive and mechanised 
practices (Knorr 1984). These include synthetic fertiliser 
use (Pimentel et al. 1991; Pimentel 2005), chemical control 
(Carson 1962 (1972 repr.)), genome manipulation (Row-
ell 2003), monocultural production (Knorr 1984), tillage 
(Massy 2013) and factory farming (Massy 2013) or intensive 
animal husbandry (Knorr 1984). The implementation and 
integration of these practices has, “simplified agricultural 
systems in ways that are having alarming consequences on 
the health of people and landscapes” (Provenza 2008, pp. 
277–278). Due to its mass uptake, industrial agriculture has 
become synonymous with the term ‘conventional.’ How-
ever, the use of chemicals and synthetic fertilisers is a post-
war phenomenon (Zimmer 2000). Ironically, relative to the 
period of time that humans have been practicing agriculture, 
it’s these conventional approaches that are still new on the 
agricultural scene.

For the purposes of this paper, the dominant mode of 
agriculture will be referred to as ‘industrial–productivist’ 
because of its aforementioned commitment to increased 
production, profit and mechanisation. COVID-19 illustrated 
the weaknesses of industrial–productivist agriculture as the 
economic fallout resulted in a swift disruption of food pro-
duction, processing, distribution and consumption (Van der 
Ploeg 2020). This agricultural model also degrades socio-
ecological systems (Campbell et al. 2017; Horrigan et al. 
2002). Table 1 summarises this degradation using landscape 
processes as a heuristic tool for illustrating the challenges 
of industrial–productivist agriculture. These processes were 
originally articulated by  Savory (2016) and further contrib-
uted to by Massy (2013). They provide a useful framework 
for organising evidence that suggests the industrial–produc-
tivist model needs to be transformed.

Agricultural transformation must deal with the structural 
and systemic drivers eroding agricultural systems (Vermeu-
len et al. 2019). Transformation is defined as a, “deep and 
sustained, nonlinear systemic change, generally involving 
cultural, political, technological, economic, social and/
or environmental processes” (Linnér and Wibeck 2020, p. 
222). This definition demonstrates that transformation is not 
limited to change in material systems and landscapes; it also 
involves change in shared socio-cultural structures (Linnér 
and Wibeck 2020). While there are many ways to describe 
the socio-cultural world, a common focus is on discourses—
the shared cultural structures that influence how we per-
ceive and construct technologies, institutions and practices 
(Linnér and Wibeck 2019; Fazey et al. 2018; Riedy 2020). 
Discourses shape the way people conceptualise reality (Dry-
zek 2013), making up a collective ‘mindscape’ that interacts 
with the material world. As such, shifting mindscapes has 

been identified as a possible, and perhaps necessary, trans-
formative intervention towards sustainability (Linnér and 
Wibeck 2020; Scrutton et al. 2020; Meadows 2008).

The aim of this paper is to explore opportunities to trans-
form the industrial–productivist discourse that currently 
dominates agricultural mindscapes. Specifically, we exam-
ine one of the most prominent emerging discursive alterna-
tives—regenerative agriculture. It is important to note that 
regenerative discourses go beyond agriculture and reflect 
shared patterns for understanding the process of regenera-
tion. However, this paper is concerned with the manifesta-
tion of regenerative discourses in an agricultural context. 
We are aware that broader regeneration work might impact 
how the discourses manifest within regenerative agriculture 
and this informed our analysis. We identify the thematic 
characteristics of regenerative agricultural discourses and 
assess whether these offer opportunities for transforming 
industrial–productivist agriculture. The next section outlines 
the discursive commitments of regenerative agriculture in 
more detail.

Regenerative agriculture as a possible 
alternative

Given the negative impacts of industrial–productivist agri-
culture, there is an urgent need to explore alternative agricul-
tural approaches that can support transformations (Van der 
Ploeg 2020; Bene 2020). Many alternatives have been docu-
mented, such as agroecology (Gliessman 1990, 2001, 2007; 
Altieri 1995; Iles 2020; Conway 1985, 1987), permaculture 
(Mollison 1988; Holmgren 2007), carbon farming (Baum-
ber et al. 2019, 2020; Toensmeier 2016; Ridinger 2016), 
natural farming (Fukuoka 1978), keyline farming (Yeo-
mans 1993), organic agriculture (Howard 2013, 1940; Leu 
2020), biodynamic agriculture (Steiner 1993), Indigenous 
land stewardship (Gammage 2011; Pascoe 2014; Romero-
Briones et al. 2020), climate smart agriculture (Codur and 
Watson 2018) and holistic management (Savory and But-
terfield 2016, 1999; Savory 1988; Gosnell et al. 2020b) or 
adaptive management (Hodbod et al. 2016; Teague and 
Barnes 2017; Teague and Kreuter 2020). These alternatives 
have developed their own discourses, communities of prac-
tice and underlying philosophies that challenge extractive 
food systems. Another prominent and growing alternative 
has emerged in the thinking and practice of regenerative 
agriculture.

Regenerative agriculture seeks continual renewal of agri-
cultural systems, from soil through to people (Hes and Rose 
2019). It is committed to restoring damaged landscapes 
and realising their innate potential (Massy 2017, 2013; 
Francis and Harwood 1985). However, there is variation in 
how this shared discursive commitment is pursued (Grelet 
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Table 1  Degradation through industrial–productivist agriculture

Landscape processes as identified by Savory and Butterfield (1999, 
2016); contributed to by Massy (2013)

Consequence of industrial–productivist agriculture on landscape pro-
cesses

Soil–mineral cycle: the cyclical pattern of minerals and nutrients 
being used and reused by living organisms (particularly implying a 
biologically active soil)

The soil–mineral cycle is degraded by poor farming practices (Oldeman 
et al. 1991). These include overgrazing, overcultivation, overuse of 
water, compaction from heavy machinery and the killing of beneficial 
organisms (Horrigan et al. 2002). The unsustainable use of soil in 
this way can result in desertification and the subsequent loss of arable 
land (Horrigan et al. 2002; Oldeman et al. 1991; Wood et al. 2000). 
Agricultural expansion also indirectly contributes to such losses, 
particularly when involving deforestation (Horrigan et al. 2002). Such 
ecosystem modification, land clearing and the consequential loss of 
carbon sinks directly contributes to climate change (Campbell et al. 
2017; Houghton 2018)

Water cycle: the fixed amount of water available that cycles through 
landscapes, oceans and the atmosphere

The water cycle is degraded through the unsustainable overuse of fresh 
water (Gleick 2003; Postel 1996; Campbell et al. 2017) and the nutri-
ent contamination of waterways; e.g. nitrogen, chemicals, silt, animal 
waste (Campbell et al. 2017; Horrigan et al. 2002). Agriculture is the 
largest global consumer of freshwater (Campbell et al. 2017). Human-
induced changes to the nitrogen cycle have had implications for water 
flows (Campbell et al. 2017; Moffat 1998). These include biodiversity 
loss and pollution as nitrogen is carried through the atmosphere, soils, 
marine waters and watersheds (Swaney et al. 2012; Howarth et al. 
2011)

Community–ecosystem dynamics: the ever-changing patterns in how a 
collection of organisms (that exist in a particular locality), relate to 
one another

Community–ecosystem dynamics are degraded through the loss of 
biodiversity (Lindenmeyer 2007; Green et al. 2005; WRI 2005; Pimm 
and Raven 2000; Fowler and Mooney 1990; Rockstrom et al. 2009a, 
2009b; Foley et al. 2005), specifically functional and genetic diversity 
(Steffen et al. 2015; Campbell et al. 2017). The development of 
protected areas is not preventing biodiversity loss (Pimm et al. 2014; 
Watson et al. 2010). Degradation also occurs due to monocultures, 
the conversion of land for agriculture (Horrigan et al. 2002), and the 
contamination of waterways—particularly nitrogen runoff (Horrigan 
et al. 2002; Moffat 1998; Campbell et al. 2017). Climate change and 
habitat fragmentation are facilitating the spread of invasive species, 
which also contributes to ecosystem degradation (Thomas et al. 2004; 
Campbell et al. 2017)

Solar-energy flow: the cycle of energy from the sun into all living and 
non-living things, through a plant’s capacity for photosynthesis

Solar-energy flow is degraded through increasing energy consump-
tion (Foley et al. 2005) and unsustainable energy use (Pimentel and 
Pimenel 1996). This contributes to climate change (Campbell et al. 
2017). It includes the extractive and unsustainable use of past solar 
energy (fossil fuels) for production, processing, transport, retail and 
waste (Campbell et al. 2017; Horrigan et al. 2002). The conversion of 
grain into meat (particularly using cattle) results in large losses of food 
energy (Horrigan et al. 2002). The photosynthetic capacities of farm-
ing ecosystems are often hampered by poor crop, pasture and livestock 
management (Massy 2013, 2017). In particular, overcultivation and 
overgrazing (Horrigan et al. 2002). These can create low plant density 
(Savory and Butterfield 2016) and desertification (Horrigan et al. 
2002). This means less energy can be converted from sunlight into 
edible forms (Savory and Butterfield 2016)

There is acknowledgement that agriculture is a social and cultural 
activity that both shapes and is shaped by landscapes (McIntyre 
et al. 2009). Whilst community–ecosystem dynamics does recognise 
this, Massy (2013) believed it should be separately represented. 
Therefore human–social processes constitute a fifth category

Degradation in the physical health of human beings can be linked to 
animal-based food (Horrigan et al. 2002; DHHS 1988; Massy 2013); 
pesticide, chemical and fertiliser use (DHHS 1988; Horrigan et al. 
2002; Albrecht 1975 (2005); Brussaard et al. 2007; Massy 2013); 
malnutrition (De Onis et al. 1993) and overnutrition (Horrigan et al. 
2002); as well as factory pollution and food-borne pathogens (Hor-
rigan et al. 2002; DHHS 1988; Massy 2013). The mental and physical 
wellbeing of farmers is threatened by environmental and community 
change or crisis (Ellis and Albrecht 2017; Albrecht 2007; Perceval 
et al. 2018a, 2018b); isolation; animal suffering; and the unavailability 
of services (Perceval et al. 2018a)
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et al. 2021). Different aspects from alternative agricultural 
approaches are integrated into regenerative farming sys-
tems (Wahl 2016). For example, Taranaki Farm in Australia 
includes aspects of holistic management, keyline farming 
and permaculture (Duncan and Savory 2015; Duncan 2015). 
This is because regenerative agriculture, “does not preclude 
any particular practice if it is needed to facilitate the transi-
tion of the agroecosystem to a state of increased health” 
(Grelet et al. 2021, p. 7). As such, rather than being prescrip-
tive about using particular practices or processes, regenera-
tive agriculture is generally outcomes focussed (Grelet et al. 
2021). Some process-based definitions also exist (Newton 
et al. 2020); which are more inflexible with what constitutes 
‘regenerative.’ These conflicting definitions demonstrate the 
lack of theoretical depth and consistency in regenerative 
agriculture.

The relevance of different agricultural practices to regen-
erative agriculture depends on the context of each farm (Gre-
let et al. 2021). Soloviev and Landua (2016, p. 4) suggest 
that, “each community of practitioners in each bioregion of 
the world has the opportunity to regenerate the eco-cultural 
meaning of regenerative agriculture. They will do so in a 
way that is unique to their place, history and whole living 
ecosystem.” As such, whilst regenerative farmers around the 
world are managing landscapes in an integrated way (Scherr 
et al. 2012), context specifies which practices and philoso-
phies are included.

Regenerative agriculture shares discursive elements 
with regenerative development: a practice that seeks to 
align human activities with the continuing evolution of 
living systems (Mang and Reed 2012; Benne and Mang 
2015; Haggard and Mang 2016; Muller 2020; Plaut and 

Amedee 2018). Regenerative development emerged in 
design and architecture (Svec et al. 2012; Plaut et al. 2012; 
Lyle 1994; France 2008; Dias 2015; Cole et al. 2012, 2013; 
Cole 2012a). Whilst not originally agricultural, it has influ-
enced the approach of some farming communities, such 
as the consultancy Terra Genesis International (Soloviev 
and Landua 2016). This is an example of how regenerative 
agriculture is situated within a broader circle of discourses, 
which span multiple sectors (Wahl 2016). These discourses 
include urban design (Zari 2012, 2015; Gou and Xie 2017), 
regenerative economics (Fullerton 2015; Morseletto 2020), 
regenerative businesses (Sanford 2017, 2011), regenerative 
sustainability (Hes and du Plessis 2015; Gibbons 2020) and 
regenerative health (United 2020).

Regenerative has been conceptualised as the ‘new sus-
tainable’ (Gibbons 2020). However, for many practitioners, 
the concept carries greater ethical connotations, “to effect a 
complete moral reform” (Massy 2013, p. 23). Whilst sustain-
able systems must maintain the status quo and “their produc-
tivity and usefulness to society indefinitely” (Duesterhaus 
1990, p. 22; Tilman et al. 2002), regenerative systems go 
a step further in restoring what has been lost and improv-
ing what is currently there (White 2020; Rhodes 2017, 
2012; Schreefel et al. 2020). Participants of regenerative 
discourse believe that it is not enough to sustain dysfunc-
tional approaches to landscape management (Gosnell et al. 
2019). Despite this assertion, it remains unclear whether 
regenerative approaches can shift the discursive power of 
industrial–productivist agriculture. The clear ideological 
differences between these approaches (see Table 2) indi-
cate that a shift to regenerative agriculture would indeed 
be transformative. However, just listing these differences 

Table 2  Reigning and alternative ideas in agriculture. Adapted from Massy (2013, pp. 182–184)

Reigning industrial–productivist ideas in agriculture Alternative ideas in regenerative agriculture

Man dominates nature: “…that ‘man’ can dominate and control nature 
which is not revered”

Collaborate with ecological systems: an agriculture that respects, 
animates and works with ecological systems

Agrarianism: “…a mal-adapted agricultural approach to the … environ-
ment”

Regenerate: a co-evolved approach that regenerates the diversity, resil-
ience and health of the environment

Economic utilitarianism-rationalism: “…an implicit belief … in land-
use decisions being based on narrow economic criteria”

Landscape health: a belief in basing decisions on diverse, interrelated 
phenomena; including overall landscape health

Science and technology rules: “…a powerful faith in technology and 
industrial science which holds that ‘man’ can know everything in 
order to dominate and control nature, thereby further separating ‘man’ 
from nature”

Holism: a transdisciplinary approach that is comfortable in ambigu-
ity—not everything can be known or controlled; all phenomena is 
unbelievably complex and part of an interrelated whole

Aggressive language: language is “…reductionist, masculine, aggres-
sive, mechanistic, technical, quantitative, prescriptive, extractive, 
humanistic and interventionist” (Massy 2013, p. 194)

Nurturing language: language is “…feminine, cooperative, collabora-
tive … giving … nurturing, organic, sympathetic, loving, non-
mechanical … holistic … less reductionist, less humanistic … less 
egotistically focussed, less interventionist … more passive … less 
technocratic” (Massy 2013, p. 194)

Control metaphors: ‘conquering nature,’ ‘nature as machine’ and ‘God 
as divine lawgiver,’ whom bestowed upon humanity ‘dominion over 
nature’ (Lent 2017). Even ‘steward of nature’ is a metaphor that rein-
forces ideas of control (Lent 2017)

Mother metaphors: landscapes are more akin to the ‘nurturing mother’ 
(Massy 2013). This aligns with early Indigenous metaphors, which 
perceived ‘mother nature’ as the ‘giving parent’ (Lent 2017)
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tells us little about regenerative agriculture’s transforma-
tive potential. Before turning to our methods for exploring 
the discursive characteristics and transformative potential 
of regenerative agriculture, the next section provides further 
detail on the conceptual framework for the paper.

Discourse as a conceptual framework 
for agricultural transformations

Discourses are, “a shared way of apprehending the world” 
(Dryzek 2013, p. 5). What is being shared is a complex net-
work of meanings, phrases, practices and institutional struc-
tures that form a restrictive or expressive code of conduct. 
They tell a story about the way the world is, and our rela-
tionship to it, that influences our behaviour (Riedy 2020). 
As such, discourses can open us up, or close us down, to 
opportunities for transformation—depending on the sto-
rylines associated with them. The adoption of regenerative 
agriculture not only entails, “a new way of doing agriculture; 
but a new philosophy, a new worldview and a new ethics-
values base,” which will likely put farmers “at odds with 
peers, farming district and even family” (Massy 2013, p. 
231). This is because regenerative discourses inhabit a dif-
ferent set of storylines to industrial–productivist agriculture.

Dryzek (2013) introduces four elements of discourse: 
agents and their motives; basic entities whose existence is 
recognised or constructed; assumptions about natural rela-
tionships; metaphors and other rhetorical devices. One such 
rhetorical device is the use of shared storylines that bind 
participants together in discourse coalitions (Hajer 1995). 
These elements of discourse are mobile—ideas, metaphors 
or storylines move from mind to mind within and across 
discourses. For example, unquestioned agricultural practices 
and assumptions that influence how we perceive, relate and 
think about landscapes can persist across discourses. In this 
paper, we identified key themes within regenerative agricul-
tural discourses.

A theme is an, “extended phrase or sentence that iden-
tifies what a unit of data is about and/or what it means” 
(Saldana 2009, p. 199). It is helpful in revealing the, “psy-
chological world of beliefs, constructs, identity development 
and emotional experiences” (Saldana 2009, p. 200). Whilst 
we considered themes at the semantic level—in the con-
tent of what was being said (Braun and Clarke 2006), we 
principally searched for themes at the latent level (Saldana 
2009). The latent level considers the form used to express 
insights (Braun and Clarke 2006). For example, a farmer 
discussing resilience may say that nature is able to laugh 
or shrug things off or that native grasses don’t mind being 
eaten off (Massy 2013). At the semantic level these com-
ments can be taken at face value—the landscape is resilient. 
However, the farmer’s metaphor use suggests that themes 

at the latent level may include a belief in ecological agency 
or animacy. In discussing transformative opportunities, we 
explored common ground and tension between the themes 
of regenerative discourses identified in this paper.

In discussing the transformative opportunities of regen-
erative discourses, we looked for common ground across 
our themes because a discourse is by definition shared. As 
such, common ground in this paper reflects the clear, united 
strengths shared within and between discourses. These are 
points of connection, where allies might rally around shared 
storylines. We also looked at areas of tension within the 
themes, because this can indicate how the discourse might 
be changing. Tensions demonstrate either uncertainty or 
differences within and between discourses. They can also 
provide creative points of productive, agonistic dialogue and 
mutual learning.

Common ground and tension offer insight into leverag-
ing regenerative discourses for transformation. The trans-
formative opportunities discussed in this paper are ‘deep’ 
leverage points; as explored by Abson et al. (2017) and 
Tourangeau and Sherren (2020), based on the foundational 
work of Meadows (2008). This is because discourses include 
the goals, norms, values and narratives of a system; exist-
ing in its ontological and epistemological realms (Davila 
et al. 2021). They are the, “individual and collective ideas 
… which are in turn inherited, formed, transformed, negoti-
ated or fought for” (Obrien 2018, p. 157). Points of common 
ground and tension have strong leverage potential because if 
common ground shifts, the whole discourse shifts. Likewise, 
tensions can either trigger shifts or cause new discourses to 
splinter off. Identifying how points of common ground and 
tension might be leveraged is one way of exploring whether 
regenerative agriculture offers opportunities to transform 
industrial–productivist agriculture.

Methods

The main method used in this paper was a literature-based 
discourse analysis. There have been systematic reviews 
of regenerative agriculture (Newton et al. 2020; Schreefel 
et al. 2020); which focussed on definitions. Our literature 
review complements these existing reviews, as we apply a 
discursive lens to regenerative agriculture. We did not seek 
to define regenerative agriculture, but rather to identify dis-
cursive characteristics and transformative opportunities. 
This advances the conceptual clarity of the discourses and 
their transformative potential.

The initial literature was sourced from agricultural prac-
titioners through the recommendations of farmer networks 
in Australia, specifically, the Regenerative Agriculture Alli-
ance and Institute of Ecological Agriculture. This was a 
starting point for the review. We wanted to understand what 



814 E. Gordon et al.

1 3

regenerative farmers saw as the key texts underpinning their 
discourse. The goal was to include the texts farmers actu-
ally use in their practice. Their recommendations included 
a diverse range of historical and grey literature, which act 
as the theoretical and philosophical foundation for many 
regenerative farmers.

Recognising the potentially eclectic nature of the recom-
mended literature, we supplemented it with a systematic 
search of recent literature. Regenerative agriculture has 
radically increased in popularity, hype and ideology within 
the last 5 years (Stuart and Clemens 2018). It was important 
that relevant items had not been overlooked from that period, 
from 2016 to 2020. As such, a search in Google Scholar 
was conducted for academic articles with ‘regenerative 
agriculture’ in the title, published between 2016 and 2020. 
59 items were identified in the Google Scholar search. We 
recognise that Google Scholar ranks search results in prior-
ity order, using an algorithm that is unknown but appears 
to make heavy use of citation counts and words in the title. 
It also doubled up on papers occasionally or was missing 
references. Given these limitations, we augmented Google 
Scholar with an additional search using Web of Science. 
We used the same search criteria in both searches; Web of 
Science returned 16 items. Of these four were missing from 
our literature collection, as such we subsequently included 
them in the review (Francis 2016; Hartle 2016; Sayre 2019; 
McDonald 2017).

Finally, we explored the citations in papers and used the 
‘cited by’ function in Google Scholar and Web of Science 
to find further related articles on regenerative agriculture. 
97 texts were identified this way. Three papers that were not 
included were also suggested by anonymous reviewers (Tou-
rangeau and Sherren 2020; Tourangeau et al. 2019; Gosnell 
et al. 2020a). After identifying texts from these sources, 267 
items were included in the review overall—104 from farmer 
networks, 59 from Google Scholar, 4 from Web of Science, 
97 from citations and three from reviewer suggestions.

Analysis was undertaken iteratively as the body of litera-
ture expanded. Our research question asked: what are the 
discursive characteristics of regenerative agriculture? We 
were aware that such a question would shape the kind of 
knowledge we generated (Saldana 2009), so kept it front 
of mind throughout the analysis. We gathered informa-
tion about the context that shaped the literature. This was 
recorded in analytic memos throughout the analysis period. 
These included insights from interactions with farmers who 
had suggested texts. This helped us document the context 
and its influence on the discourse. Before texts were ana-
lysed, we read and annotated them actively, which further 
informed analytic memos. Whilst annotating, we paid close 
attention to how rhetoric was being employed to put down 
any oppositional arguments or elicit a particular response 

from readers. This was a way of validating whether regen-
erative discourses were a departure from industrial–produc-
tivist agriculture.

Because the aim of the research question was to charac-
terise the discourses, we predominantly looked for similari-
ties and contrasts across texts. To achieve this, we drew on 
themeing the data in Saldana (2009). As mentioned, we prin-
cipally identified themes at the latent level (Saldana 2009). 
This level better expresses phenomenological insights of the 
life-world; what it is like to be, have and live (Saldana 2009). 
As such, this approach better suited our research question. 
Themes were reviewed by:

• Comparing them with the original data extracts to ascer-
tain whether integrity has been maintained throughout 
the process.

• Considering whether themes made sense in the context 
of the broader data set. This involved re-reading the lit-
erature and adding additional data that might have been 
missed.

Findings: what is regenerative agricultural 
discourse?

This review identified six themes, which express the charac-
teristics of regenerative agricultural discourses.

Theme one: regenerative agricultural work 
is conducted within nested, complex living systems

Regenerative farmers increasingly adhere to principles 
of resilience, design and systems thinking (Mann et al. 
2019; Gosnell et al. 2019). They believe, “that a healthy, 
non-degraded or regenerating ecological system has a self-
organising propensity which drives or inclines that system to 
greater complexity, greater interdependence, greater diver-
sity and thus greater resilience” (Massy 2013, p. 252). As 
such, “regenerative agriculture is deeply rooted in enabling 
the expression of nature’s capacity for self-organisation” 
(Massy 2013, p. 24). This concept can be linked with sym-
mathesy, which occurs when a system internally and exter-
nally engages in context specific, mutual learning through 
ongoing interaction (Bateson 2015). The systems are com-
plex, interrelated and exhibit emergent behaviour, which is 
hard to predict (Provenza et al. 2013). The novel patterns and 
properties that emerge (Goldstein 1999) are unpredictable 
because the identity and nature of the interactions are crea-
tive (Provenza 2008) and unknown.

There is general consensus that complex living systems 
and their interrelated, self-organising inclinations must 
be understood holistically (Savory and Butterfield 2016; 
Haggard and Mang 2016). The work of Smuts (1973) 
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and Koestler (1967) have been foundational in shaping 
such approaches, particularly within holistic management 
(Savory and Butterfield 2016). However, not everyone con-
siders holism to be a prerequisite for regenerative agricul-
ture. This is reflected in the distinction identified by Gosnell 
et al. (2020a) between ‘managed grazing’ as described in 
Hawken (2017) and ‘regenerative ranching.’ Both of these 
are included in regenerative agriculture, however regenera-
tive ranching is the only one that infuses managed grazing 
with holistic decision-making. As such, it cannot be pre-
sumed that managed grazing and holistic decision-making 
always co-exist in regenerative agriculture. Some authors 
avoid being associated with holism all together. Instead of 
holistic grazing or holistic management, they have deferred 
to terms like ‘multipaddock adaptive grazing,’ or ‘adaptive 
management’ (Hodbod et al. 2016; Teague and Kreuter 
2020; Teague and Barnes 2017; Park et al. 2017; Becker 
et al. 2017). These differences are semantic, but in many 
cases regenerative farmers also have different applied under-
standings of holism. For example, the holistic decision-mak-
ing framework steps back from the parts to see the whole 
(Savory and Butterfield 2016), whereas adherents to Goe-
the’s approach go into the parts to see the whole (Bortoft 
1996). There are also holarchic or nested approaches to 
holism (Wilber 2001; Haggard and Mang 2016; Benne and 
Mang 2015). These terms—holarchic and nested—are often 
used interchangeably, denoting that, “all living systems are 
made of smaller systems nested within larger systems … all 
of these levels of systems are whole and distinct from one 
another, and at the same time, they are dynamically inter-
dependent and inseparable” (Haggard and Mang 2016, p. 
45). This gives self-organisation an expansive quality; as if 
overlapping, interrelated systems were interacting and evolv-
ing ever-outwards.

In simplifying production systems we have suppressed 
nature’s capacity to self-manage, leading to less resilient 
landscapes (Haggard and Mang 2016; Provenza 2008). How-
ever, Australian farmer Colin Seis let ecological systems 
self-organise because he could no longer afford the rising 
costs associated with chemical inputs, pasture seed, increas-
ing salinity, reducing fertility and dying trees (Hes and Rose 
2019; Massy 2017). Initially, “the wheels fell off everything, 
and our production crashed for seven or eight years” (Massy 
2017, p. 196). Once Seis overcame this period and associ-
ated doubts, a natural grassland evolved. The farm began 
enjoying more biodiversity and sequestering higher rates of 
carbon, which improved the soil’s water holding capacity, 
crop yields, available fodder and animal production. Many 
input costs were no longer necessary because the landscape 
was self-healing (Hes and Rose 2019; Massy 2017). He says, 
“the closer I work to nature … the easier it becomes, and the 
more profitable it becomes, and there’s less costs, a lot less 
risk, and certainly a lot less work” (Massy 2017, p. 202). 

Seis also experienced a discursive shift; his thinking became 
more ecological and he developed a desire to continually 
evolve this through ongoing learning (Hes and Rose 2019; 
Massy 2017).

Gosnell et al. (2020a) point out the nested nature of sys-
tems, where farmers are constrained by interacting social 
and ecological variables. In order for agricultural landscapes 
to function regeneratively, farmers must understand the 
interrelated and nested systems within which they conduct 
their work—precisely because it is these systems that will 
begin to regenerate (Haggard and Mang 2016; Soloviev and 
Landua 2016). Such understanding is a prerequisite to man-
aging the systems regeneratively, and both understanding 
and managing these systems can be challenging for someone 
transitioning from industrial–productivist agriculture (Gos-
nell et al. 2020a).

Theme two: farms are relational; co‑evolution 
occurs amongst humans and other landscape biota

The self-organising and interacting nature of living systems 
supports the description of farming offered by Gosnell et al. 
(2019); that the farm is a process of becoming. They say, 
“becoming is an outcome of dynamic networks comprised 
of heterogeneous relationships and actors existing and exert-
ing agency at multiple scales and across time” (2019, p. 5). 
In other words, regenerative farmers understand that their 
farm is relational. They are therefore in constant becoming, 
or co-evolution, with their farm system and structurally cou-
pled with its ecology. Structural coupling refers to the local 
and recurrent interactions between organisms in an envi-
ronment, which leads to their congruence (Maturana and 
Varela 1992, 1980; Maturana 2002; Capra and Luigi Luisi 
2016). As interdependence increases between human and 
non-human organisms on the farm, co-evolution can happen 
at multiple levels across cultural and ecological systems. 
This might be through language, epigenetics, diet, behaviour 
and experience (Provenza 2008; Lipton 2005; Maturana and 
Varela 1992).

When farmers and their ecosystems are structurally cou-
pled it is an enablement of what Mang and Reed (2012) 
term co-evolving mutualism—“the increasing and mutually 
beneficial integration of human and natural systems that 
supports their co-evolution” (Mang and Reed 2012, p. 34). 
They refer to this as a process of progressive harmonisation. 
Many regenerative farmers animate nature as a nurturing 
mother (Massy 2013). This suggests a newfound intimacy 
and trust that would progressively harmonise the recur-
rent interactions between them. The mother that biologi-
cally births and sustains you is treated differently from an 
industrial commodity. Such relationality is a reminder that, 
“we too are ancient animals who co-evolved in landscapes 
and became genetically and physiologically hard-wired for 
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dynamic biogeochemical interaction with these landscapes” 
(Massy 2017, p. 311). Regenerative agriculture requires 
never-ending creative interactions with other lifeforms 
(Provenza et al. 2013) and a constant co-evolution in land 
and thinking (Soloviev and Landua 2016). This is because 
the unique places we inhabit are dynamically interacting 
with us (Provenza 2008).

Theme three: the innate potential of living systems 
is place‑sourced

A key premise of regenerative development is that, “co-
evolution among humans and natural systems can only be 
undertaken in specific places, using approaches that are pre-
cisely fitted to them” (Haggard and Mang 2016, p. 36). The 
concept of place represents the ecological and cultural con-
text from which higher levels of order can emerge. Mang and 
Reed define it as, “the unique, multi-layered network of liv-
ing systems within a geographic region that results from the 
complex interactions, through time, of the natural ecology 
… and culture” (2012, p. 28). Regenerative farmers develop 
a deepened pattern understanding of their place (Drengson 
1985; Mollison 1988), and subsequently the place essence 
associated with those patterns (Soloviev and Landua 2016).

Essence can be understood as, “the true nature or dis-
tinct character that makes something what it is; the perma-
nent versus the accidental element of being” (Haggard and 
Mang 2016, p. 48). Discerning the essence of a place begins 
with recognising, “that each place is a dynamic entity with 
its own unique history and future – growing and evolving, 
forming and decomposing, continuously influenced by the 
larger system in which it is embedded” (Mang and Reed 
2012, p. 31). Based on their unique essence, places have “an 
inherent potential to which they are moving toward or away, 
depending on their state of integrity and vitality” (Mang 
and Reed 2012, p. 30). This potential defines the vocation 
of that place. It is the place’s capacity for adding value to 
the broader ecological and cultural whole within which it is 
nested (Mang and Reed 2012).

Haggard and Mang (2016) provide a good example of 
this theme. The National Park Service wished to restore a 
100-acre farm that had supplied produce to the historic Hub-
bell Trading Post in the Navajo Nation at Ganado, Arizona. 
To make Hubble Farm economically viable, they suggested 
leasing it to produce alfalfa hay. However, the alfalfa hay 
did not express what was unique about Hubble Farm, nor its 
potential for creating new value for the larger whole within 
which it was nested. At that time, locals wanted to promote 
traditional crops, the hospital was running an anti-diabetes 
project and the high school was reviving threatened Churro 
sheep. These groups came together and managed the farm 
collaboratively. It provided pasture for the sheep, native 
crops for the diabetes program, hedgerows were created for 

traditional plants and the sheep provided high-quality wool 
and lamb. For farmers, working regeneratively requires con-
sidering the unique essence and potential of the living sys-
tems that form their place (Soloviev and Landua 2016). This 
often involves participation in reconciliation initiatives that 
address the trauma experienced by places and their Indig-
enous people, at the hands of settler colonialism (Brewer 
2019).

Theme four: openness to alternative thinking 
and practice is transformative

The first principle of regenerative food systems as identified 
by Duncan et al. (2020, p. 5) is to, “acknowledge and include 
diverse forms of knowing and being in the world.” Regenera-
tive farmers demonstrate a radical evolution in thinking with 
their willingness to learn and openness to alternative ideas 
or practice (Gosnell et al. 2019). Like Seis, many have pro-
claimed that the transformation they experienced left them 
addicted to ongoing learning (Hes and Rose 2019; Massy 
2017). This means constantly questioning their assump-
tions, beliefs and feelings in order to let their own complex, 
psychological systems self-organise in sync with structur-
ally coupled landscapes (Massy 2013). In this sense it has 
freed them from cultural norms and patterns constraining the 
potential for self-actualisation (Boyd 1991) in themselves 
and their farm ecosystems. This theme builds intuitively on 
the findings of Gosnell et al. (2019); that ongoing learning, 
enthusiasm and positive feedback associated with ecological 
monitoring leads to greater regenerative potential and higher 
levels of awareness over time. They demonstrate how cer-
tain activities, experiences or perceptions can, “support self-
amplifying feedback loops that involve ongoing experiential 
social learning and increasing consciousness which plays out 
on the landscape and in surrounding communities” (Gosnell 
et al. 2019, p. 11). As such, a sense of constant discovery is 
enticed, which leaves regenerative farmers indefinitely open 
to transformation.

Accepting different ways of knowing that are poten-
tially contradictory to previous experience is a quality that 
Massy (2013) associates with transdisciplinary inquiry. This 
involves a level of synthesis within an individual that helps 
them better empathise with the thought processes of others, 
that is absent in traditional disciplinary thinking (Max-Neef 
2005). Such thinking draws from but transcends disciplinary 
boundaries and paradigms (Bernstein 2015; Gibbs and Bea-
vis 2020; Nicolescu 2002). Massy (2013) believes regenera-
tive farmers demonstrate such an approach and form their 
own integrated knowledge cultures by questioning dominant 
assumptions and forms of knowledge that marginalise other 
ways of knowing. This adheres to the transdisciplinary dis-
course of transgression (Klein 2015) and aligns with the 
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non-prescriptive features of regenerative agriculture (Grelet 
et al. 2021).

For some, this openness makes attempts to ‘define’ the 
concept and practice of ‘regenerative’ agriculture counter-
intuitive (Newton et al. 2020). The two words have opposite 
meanings, with the Latin origins of the former denoting, 
“bring to an end” (Soloviev and Landua 2016). There is a 
reluctance to define regenerative agriculture because it is 
perceived as something that should continually evolve with 
the ongoing learning of farmers (Newton et al. 2020). The 
definition itself needs to constantly be regenerated (Solo-
viev and Landua 2016). Further, definitions tend to create 
boundaries and exclude minority interpretations; whereas 
regenerative agriculture is generally inclusive of diverse 
forms of knowing and being (Duncan et al. 2020). As such, 
some in the movement are, “understandably averse to adopt-
ing a single definition for strategic, political, or conceptual 
reasons as their thinking on this relatively new topic con-
tinues to evolve” (Newton et al. 2020, p. 6). It has been 
suggested that individuals and organisations have an under-
standing specific to their own context and purpose (Newton 
et al. 2020), which can freely evolve through engagement 
with other practitioners.

Theme five: multiple regenerative cultures are 
necessary for deeply regenerative agriculture

While there are important exceptions (Hintz 2015b, 2015a; 
Kearnes and Rickards 2020; Sherren and Kent 2017; Mann 
and Sherren 2018; Mann et al. 2019), most descriptions of 
regenerative agriculture do not focus on the “mental/social 
aspects of people working on the land” (Hes and Rose 2019, 
p. 10). This is demonstrated in Newton et al. (2020). Only 
17.4% of their reviewed journal articles (121) and 40.9% of 
their reviewed practitioner websites (22) mention improv-
ing the “social and/or economic wellbeing of communi-
ties” when defining or describing regenerative agriculture 
(Newton et al. 2020, p. 5). Another example is the descrip-
tion by California State University (CSU) Chico (2017), 
which identifies benefits to soil, water, biodiversity and car-
bon; but not people. Silence on regenerative agriculture’s 
social dimension is replicated in many articles (Elevitch 
et al. 2018; LaCanne and Lundgren 2018; Lal 2020; Quar-
les 2018; Colley et al. 2019; Gopal et al. 2020; Soto et al. 
2020). However, the important role of human–social pro-
cesses is increasingly recognised and discussed. For exam-
ple, the work of Gosnell et al. (2020b) explores multiple 
facets of holistic management, which span the human–social 
rather than just the biophysical. Massy (2013, 2017) goes 
into substantial socio-cultural depth, actually coining the 
term ‘human-social’ in the context of the Savory and But-
terfield (2016) landscape processes. For many practitioners, 
regenerative agriculture is not simply a new suite of climate 

smart tools but a dynamic and discourse-shifting approach to 
landscapes that re-embeds their cultural significance (Cross 
2013; Gosnell et al. 2019).

Soloviev and Landua (2016, p. 13) remark that, “deeply 
regenerative agriculture can exist only if it is completely 
interwoven into a thriving regenerative culture.” On an indi-
vidual level, farmers are developing their own regenerative 
farm cultures. This comes through in their communities of 
practice (Cross and Ampt 2017), holistic-complex systems 
thinking (Massy 2017), changed financial planning (Gosnell 
et al. 2020b), ongoing learning (Gosnell et al. 2019) and 
openness to diverse ways of knowing and being in land-
scapes (Duncan et al. 2020). However, more industrial–pro-
ductivist discourses still permeate outside the farm and its 
associated regenerative community (Lawrence et al. 2013). 
As such, regenerative agriculture operates within nested 
systems of other dominating discourses, which influence its 
capacity to function regeneratively. For example, a regen-
erative farm will still suffer the consequences of human-
induced climate change. As such, regenerative agriculture 
works to its fullest capacity if the economic, political and 
social systems within which it is nested, are also regenera-
tive (Soloviev and Landua 2016; Wahl 2016).

This is why it has been suggested that regenerative agri-
culture needs to remain connected with broader regenera-
tive movements, such as regenerative development (Hes and 
Rose 2019). Soloviev and Landua (2016, p. 14) comment 
that, “agriculture becomes a central set of annual rituals and 
ceremonies that is integral to the ongoing regeneration of 
culture.” Wahl (2016) asserts that regenerative cultures can 
be designed from the overlapping cultural and ecological 
systems of individual bioregions. Hence, there is not a single 
regenerative culture, but numerous depending on the unique-
ness of different places. Regenerative agriculture would sim-
ilarly express itself differently depending on the cultural and 
ecological systems of its place (Grelet et al. 2021).

Theme six: regenerative approaches depart 
from industrialism to varying degrees

Industrialism, and all of the ideologies that have been asso-
ciated with it, ignored and suppressed the environment 
(Dryzek 2013). As Dryzek suggests, “if what we now call 
environmental issues were thought of at all, it was generally 
in terms of inputs to industrial processes” (2013, p. 14). 
Hence, like all environmental discourses, regenerative dis-
courses are departures from industrialism, but the degree 
of departure can vary. This allows regenerative agriculture 
to be championed by what many consider opposing sides of 
the food and agriculture debate—NGO’s and civil society, as 
well as major multi-national companies (Giller et al. 2021).

Companies such as General Mills, Patagonia and Car-
gill have developed regenerative agriculture programs that 
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nevertheless maintain productivist thinking. Cargill has 
155,000 employees operating across 70 countries, moving 
countless products around the world via roads, rail, rivers 
and oceans (Cargill 2020a). They aim to, “advance regenera-
tive agriculture practices across 10 million acres” (Cargill 
2020b) and “build long-term economic viability” (Cargill 
2020c). This maintains the industrial-globalised landscape 
but partners it with ‘regenerative practices.’ Nevertheless, 
the language of these organisations explicitly critiques 
industrial–productivist approaches. Patagonia says on their 
website, “growing food and fibre with industrial techniques 
has devastated our climate” and that “big agriculture is bro-
ken” (Patagonia 2020). General Mills even identifies the 
need for transformative change (Mills 2020). This departure 
may only be semantic, but it still disassociates them from 
extractive agricultural narratives.

These companies have been criticised for confusing 
regenerative principles with basic practices that do not 
require a shift away from industrial–productivist thinking 
(Gordon 2021). General Mills lists six principles that are 
all practice based; for example, “reduce soil disturbance,” 
and “integrate livestock” (Mills 2020). By contrast, other 
widely supported regenerative principles focus on the way 
farmers think, as noted above. For example, “have the 
capacity for continuous, transformative learning” (Gor-
don 2021, p. 5), “make context-specific decisions” (Grelet 
et al. 2021, p. 15), or “express the unique and irreplaceable 
essence of each person, farm and place” (Soloviev and 
Landua 2016, p. 19). These tensions exist because each 
group advocating regenerative agriculture has departed 
from industrialism to varying degrees.

Increasingly, regenerative groups are First Nations led; 
such as the Regenerative Songlines Australia Network 
(Poelina et al. 2021). These perspectives reflect the most 
significant departure (Pascoe 2014; Gammage 2011; Mur-
phy 2007; Salmon 2020, 2000; Sutton and Walshe 2021). 
Whilst it has been recognised that cultural (Angarova et al. 
2020) and ecological (Graham and Bartel 2017) recon-
ciliation is necessary for deeply regenerative agriculture, 
not everyone acknowledges this. As such, regenerative 
agriculture has been criticised for borrowing practices 
from Indigenous cultures, whilst leaving out their world-
views and hence erasing their history and contributions 
(Angarova et al. 2020; Romero-Briones et al. 2020). As 
Romero-Briones et al. (2020, p. 9) suggest, “both systems 
should be acknowledged and can work together,” but the 
differences in how they know and explain the world should 
be recognised.

The above findings are summarised in Table 3. In the 
next section, we discuss points of common ground and 
tension between the six themes. These provide insight into 
how transformative opportunities within regenerative dis-
courses might be leveraged. Such leveraging can help shift 
the industrial–productivist discourse currently dominating 
agricultural mindscapes.

Discussion: leveraging the transformative 
potential of regenerative discourses

The six themes provide insight into whether regenerative 
discourses have the potential to transform industrial–pro-
ductivist agriculture. Three opportunities for transformation 

Table 3  Key themes of regenerative agricultural discourses

# Theme Explanation

1 Regenerative agricultural work is conducted within nested, complex 
living systems

Farms are nested within socio-ecological systems that self-organise 
and interact unpredictably across scales. Farmers need to under-
stand how these systems function in order to manage them regen-
eratively

2 Farms are relational; co-evolution occurs amongst humans and other 
landscape biota

Regenerative agriculture requires never-ending creative interactions 
with other lifeforms because the unique places farmers inhabit are 
dynamically interacting with them

3 The innate potential of living systems is place-sourced Places have a unique essence and inherent potential to which they are 
moving toward or away. This informs a farmer’s capacity for adding 
value to the broader socio-ecological whole

4 Openness to alternative thinking and practice is transformative Farmers need to question their assumptions, beliefs and feelings to 
allow for transformative, self-actualisation in themselves and their 
farm ecosystems

5 Multiple regenerative cultures are necessary for deeply regenerative 
agriculture

A plurality of regenerative cultures can emerge from the socio-
ecological systems of different bioregions. Deeply regenerative 
agriculture requires the socio-economic systems within which it is 
nested to also be regenerative

6 Regenerative approaches depart from industrialism to varying 
degrees

Regenerative agriculture departs from industrialism to varying 
degrees and thus includes diverse ways of ‘doing’ agriculture
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have been identified that reflect common ground and ten-
sion within these themes. Figure 1 visualises how these 
opportunities relate to the six themes as per our conceptual 
framework.

Leveraging transformative opportunities 
through discourse coalitions

Both theme four and previous studies demonstrate that 
regenerative agriculture often includes ongoing reflection 
and learning in relation to practice (Gosnell et al. 2019; 
Massy 2013, 2017). This involves being open to, and includ-
ing, alternative views; whilst nevertheless holding fast to 
personal ecological vision. The focus on landscape and com-
munity potential in theme three also speaks to this openness 
as does the pluralism of theme five. In being open, inclu-
sive and potential-oriented regenerative agriculture displays 
much common ground. It also creates room for numerous 
tensions, which demonstrate how regenerative agriculture 
is unsettled and contested.

The themes reflect variations in how regenerative agri-
culture is understood, practiced and discussed. For example, 
the nuanced differences to holistic thinking reflect varia-
tions in theme one as does the emphasis on, or exclusion 
of, human–social processes by some regenerative practi-
tioners in theme five. Themes three and five demonstrate 
how regenerative agriculture can manifest differently across 
socio-ecological contexts. This includes differences in how 
it relates to bioregionally specific regenerative cultures. In 
theme four, if definitions remain vague in an attempt to be 

inclusive, regenerative agriculture could be co-opted by 
industrial–productivist agendas (Newton et al. 2020). How-
ever, if definitions are too restrictive they could exclude key 
allies in shifting industrial–productivist approaches. That 
no agricultural practice is necessarily precluded raises ten-
sions between different departures in theme six—particu-
larly when industrial practices are used, e.g. chemical inputs 
(Flynn 2020), or Indigenous practices are de-contextualised 
(Angarova et al. 2020). These tensions position regenerative 
agriculture well for discourse coalitions. Such alliances natu-
rally create space for diverse interpretations to be included.

A discourse coalition consists of diverse agents collec-
tively drawn to certain storylines; who then reproduce those 
storylines (Riedy 2020). In this case, agricultural alternatives 
increasingly find resonance with the umbrella or boundary nar-
rative of regenerative agriculture. Meanwhile, their agricul-
tural practice can include any activity focussed, “on enhancing 
and restoring holistic, regenerative, resilient systems supported 
by functional ecosystem processes and healthy, organic soils” 
(Gosnell et al. 2019, p. 4). As such, there is enough common 
ground in regenerative agriculture to feel included in the com-
munity, but also enough space for interpreting it in your own 
way. Thus, regenerative agriculture constitutes a boundary 
community that is integrative of multiple agricultural dis-
courses. If those who seek more transformative departures 
from industrialism can strengthen their discourse coalition 
around regenerative agriculture, rather than abandon the term; 
then they might re-empower alternatives to industrial–produc-
tivist agriculture.

Fig. 1  Leveraging regenerative discourses for transformation
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Leveraging transformative opportunities 
through translocal organising

Themes one, two, three and five suggest the discourses 
co-evolve with specific localities and integrate relevant 
approaches (Grelet et al. 2021). The Savory Institute applies 
the same paradigms, principles, decision-making framework 
and testing questions to diverse locations or ‘hubs’ all over the 
world (Savory 2020). This reflects some uniformity by con-
trast; however the specific decisions that subsequently emerge 
still depend on local contexts. The place-based nature of regen-
erative agriculture could limit its transformative potential 
because each particular community will be place-bound and 
unable to share lessons with a wider (national or international) 
network. While recognising that any expression of regenerative 
agriculture must be local and context-dependent, the potential 
for transformation will grow if each regenerative community 
can find enough common ground to band together in translo-
cal networks (Loorbach et al. 2020), expanding their power.

For example, in some cases agricultural transformation 
has been successful thanks to communities of practice that 
are not place-based (Cross and Ampt 2017). Whilst hubs 
(such as those initiated by the Savory Institute) that promote, 
disseminate and offer trainings in regenerative agriculture 
have emerged; these were not established and available to 
the early innovators. In fact, early agricultural innovators 
were ridiculed by local communities (Massy 2017). This 
ridicule remains a tension for the transformative potential of 
regenerative agriculture. It therefore makes sense that early 
innovators found common ground by organising and con-
necting across geographies. Ironically, this ability was made 
possible by an industrial-globalised agricultural landscape.

If regenerative agriculture is widely adopted, “it could 
be argued that communities of practice are also communi-
ties of place: adapting to local circumstances, using local 
resources, and feeding local people” (Cross and Ampt 2017, 
p. 596). In the meantime, transformative organising will 
still need to share characteristics with both place-based and 
industrial-globalised approaches (Cross and Ampt 2017). 
Hence becoming translocal and providing communities with 
diverse opportunities for common ground; particularly with 
increasing technological resources and literacy.

Leveraging transformative opportunities 
through collective learning

Gosnell et al. (2019) and Massy (2013) demonstrate that 
farmers have transformative experiences in their individual 
departures from industrial–productivist agriculture. This is 
also documented by farmers themselves (Anderson 2019; 
Brown 2018; White 2008) and reflected in themes one, 
two and four. Since regenerative agriculturalists have been 

through a transformative learning process, they are well-
placed to share their experiences and help others learn.

To be transformative, regenerative discourse—or dis-
course coalitions—can’t just focus on their own regenerative 
practice (or the different departures in theme six). They need 
to engage in outreach and advocacy that influences opposi-
tional discourses. Dryzek (2013, p. 234) suggests discourses 
are needed that, “facilitate and engage in collective learning 
in an ecological context.” If regenerative approaches are to 
successfully transform industrial–productivist agriculture, 
they will need to constructively engage with those who have 
oppositional beliefs. This is not to say that oppositional dis-
courses are encouraged, but they are nevertheless worked 
with. This particularly includes ‘conventional’ farmers who 
are threatened and annoyed by the “holier than thou philoso-
phy” (Henly 2021, p. 77) of regenerative agriculture.

As implied by themes three and four, regenerative agri-
culturalists must continue questioning their own assump-
tions, beliefs and feelings to remain open and focus on the 
collective potential of diverse discourses. This leverage point 
doesn’t ‘convert’ farmers to regenerative agriculture. It is an 
opportunity to transcend paradigms (Meadows 2008) and 
facilitate a co-evolution between discourses. The shift occur-
ring within the competing discourse will be semantically 
and practically different, but nevertheless transformative for 
the individuals involved. Change will not be experienced in 
every situation, but continually trying to bring in new per-
spectives is important for this transformative opportunity. 
This kind of pluralism is foundational to theme five and can 
be achieved through outreach. The effectiveness of outreach 
will depend on the kind of language that regenerative dis-
courses use to tell their stories; “thinking differently requires 
speaking differently” (Lakoff 2014, p. xiii).

Everything people do and say is filtered by metaphorical 
building blocks (Lakoff and Johnson 2008). For example, 
“a healthy ecosystem is the ‘engine’ behind a regenera-
tive farm; it ‘charges’ your soil and ‘drives productivity.’” 
This does not articulate an ecosystem in the same way that 
regenerative discourses perceive it. Rather, it subconsciously 
reinforces the conceptualisation of an ecosystem that already 
exists in industrial–productivist agriculture. When speak-
ing about regenerative agriculture, it seems logical to use 
familiar language. This comes laden with the pre-estab-
lished ideas of the dominant discourse. As Lakoff says, 
“you should say what you believe using your language, not 
theirs” (2014, p. xiii). Regenerative agriculture cannot be 
understood differently if the language still frames it within 
the conceptual confines of industrial–productivist thinking. 
Metaphor awareness can help people recognise the influ-
ence of conceptual realities; and if desirable, rebuke them. 
This empowers individuals and organisations to opt-out of 
extractive narratives.
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Conclusion

Industrial–productivist agriculture has contributed to the 
simplification and degradation of human and ecological 
systems. As such, agricultural transformation is essential 
for creating more sustainable food systems. A prominent 
discursive alternative to industrial–productivist agriculture 
is regenerative agriculture. The purpose of this paper was to 
illustrate thematic characteristics of regenerative agricultural 
discourses and identify whether these offer opportunities for 
transforming industrial–productivist agriculture.

Six themes have been presented that illustrate regenera-
tive agricultural discourses. Firstly, regenerative agricultural 
work is conducted within nested, complex living systems. 
Therefore, ecological systems are encouraged to self-organ-
ise towards greater complexity, interdependence, diversity 
and resilience. Secondly, farms are relational; co-evolution 
occurs amongst humans and other landscape biota. Farmers 
are constantly co-evolving with farm ecosystems. Thirdly, 
the innate potential of living systems is place-sourced. 
Places have unique socio-ecological qualities that can be 
integrated with farming systems. Fourthly, openness to alter-
native thinking and practice is transformative. Engaging with 
diverse forms of knowing and being ensures that mindscapes 
are also regenerating. Fifthly, multiple regenerative cultures 
are necessary for deeply regenerative agriculture. Regenera-
tive agriculture works to its fullest capacity if the economic, 
political and social systems within which it is nested, are 
also regenerative. Finally, regenerative approaches depart 
from industrialism to varying degrees. Regenerative agricul-
ture therefore includes diverse ways of ‘doing’ agriculture.

It remains unclear whether regenerative discourses can 
shift industrial–productivist agriculture. We contribute to 
filling this research gap with three transformative oppor-
tunities. Firstly, regenerative discourses can be leveraged 
for transformative potential by creating common ground 
through shared storylines. Regenerative agriculture repre-
sents a growing discourse coalition that could significantly 
disrupt industrial–productivist agriculture if strengthened. 
Secondly, leveraging can occur through translocal organis-
ing; ensuring that regenerative farmers are well connected 
and supported. Thirdly, leveraging can occur by facilitating 
collective learning in an ecological context, particularly with 
oppositional discourses. This includes sharing personal sto-
ries of transformation using intentional language that does 
not cognitively support industrial–productivist ideas.

The transformative potential of regenerative agricultural 
discourses has only been marginally explored in the litera-
ture. This paper creates a foundation for exploring regen-
erative agricultural transformations through the discourse 
lens. Future research can build on this review in a variety 
of ways; but two gaps in particular offer opportunities for 

deeper insight. Firstly, this was an initial discourse analy-
sis identifying key thematic characteristics of regenerative 
agricultural discourses. A deeper discourse analysis could 
go beyond themes and illustrate the specific agricultural dis-
courses connected with regenerative narratives. This should 
draw on empirical work with farmers in addition to grey and 
academic literature on agricultural systems and narratives. 
Secondly, this research has identified three transformative 
opportunities that could be further explored through action 
research. These create a theoretical foundation for working 
with farmer networks aiming to shift industrial–productiv-
ist systems. There is also a role for designing, testing and 
evaluating discursive interventions for transformation with 
industrial–productivist farmers.

In an anthropocentric world, where agriculture contrib-
utes to the degradation of planetary systems; these findings 
reflect the urgent need for shifting industrial–productivist 
discourses. As a possible alternative, regenerative agricul-
ture offers some promising transformative opportunities. 
Regardless of whether these are realised, new agricultural 
landscapes and mindscapes are required that embody deeply 
restorative discourses.

Supplementary Information The online version supplementary mate-
rial available at https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10460- 021- 10276-0.
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Chapter three: 
sharing a potentially 
transformative 
storyline between 
nine discourses 
 

This chapter is published in Sustainability Science. Whilst the literature review identified 

discursive themes in regenerative agriculture, this chapter builds on that by going deeper 

into the nuance of the discourse. It paints a more detailed picture of the discursive landscape 

in regenerative agriculture. The chapter addresses research questions three, four and five.  

 

x What tensions are apparent in regenerative agriculture that point to boundaries 

between underlying discourses?  

x What discourses contribute to the emerging discourse of regenerative agriculture?  

x What shared storylines are emerging that could support transformative discourse 

coalitions? 
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Abstract
Modern agriculture is underpinned by a colonial, industrial and productivist discourse. Agricultural practices inspired by 
this discourse have fed billions but degraded socio-ecological systems. Regenerative agriculture (RA) is a prominent alter-
native seeking to transform food production and repair ecosystems. This paper proposes that RA discourse is supported by 
a shared storyline binding diverse actors and discourses together—a discourse coalition. Consequently, multiple discourses 
contribute to the over-arching discourse of RA. A discourse analysis was conducted on texts from ninety-six organisations 
and complimented by twenty-two interviews in Australia and the USA. This analysis identified nine discourses contributing 
to RA discourse: Restoration for Profit; Big Picture Holism; Regenerative Organic; Regrarian Permaculture; Regenerative 
Cultures; Deep Holism; First Nations; Agroecology and Food Sovereignty; and Subtle Energies. This paper describes and 
examines these component discourses and discusses tensions that may make RA vulnerable to co-optation and greenwash-
ing, diluting its transformative potential.

Keywords Regenerative agriculture · Discourse · Transformations · Discourse coalitions · Regenerative storylines

Introduction: transformation 
and regenerative agriculture (RA)

Modern agriculture has reshaped landscapes to maximise 
profit and production (Gliessman 2007; Lawrence et al. 
2013; McKeon 2015). It is an extractivist activity that unsus-
tainably draws on human, material and natural capital to 
increase yields (Anderson and Rivera-Ferre 2021). These 
yields rely on fossil fuel inputs, artificial fertilisers, pesti-
cides and herbicides supplied by multi-national corporations 
(Horrigan et al. 2002; Kimbrell 2002). Modern agriculture 
values agricultural expansion, which continues the displace-
ment of First Nations people and the annihilation of ecosys-
tems (Levers et al. 2021). This expansion is encouraged by 
neoliberal economic storylines (Clapp and Moseley 2020; 
Lawrence et al. 2013), which are staunchly committed to 

economic growth, leading to overconsumption and exploita-
tion (Riedy 2020). Modern agriculture is contributing sig-
nificantly to the vulnerability of food systems (Clapp and 
Moseley 2020) and the degradation of earth systems (Camp-
bell et al. 2017; Rockstrom et al. 2009). Consequently, trans-
formation is needed to prevent these systems breaking down 
(Leventon et al. 2021).

For the purposes of this paper, transformation is defined 
as a radical shift in shared socio-cultural structures, as well 
as technological, economic and ecological processes (Lin-
nér and Wibeck 2020). Adherents to modern agriculture 
have attempted to invalidate the transformative potential of 
alternative agricultural models by downplaying their per-
formance regarding yield, economic viability and capacity 
to address climate change (Ahmed et al. 2021). One such 
alternative is regenerative agriculture (RA), which has nev-
ertheless seen a radical increase in popularity amongst farm-
ers (Gosnell et al. 2019), celebrities (Kiss-the-Ground 2021) 
and corporations (Gordon et al. 2022). RA integrates differ-
ent farming approaches (Duncan 2015) to restore and realise 
the potential of damaged landscapes (Francis and Harwood 
1985; Massy 2013, 2017; Wahl 2016).

Given that RA integrates diverse practices and is informed 
by distinct bodies of literature (O’Donoghue et al. 2022), 
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we anticipated that its discursive origins would be similarly 
diverse. As Gordon et al. (2022) point out, the transforma-
tive potential of RA discourses has only been marginally 
explored in the literature: foremost by Massy (2013) and 
Page and Witt (2022). This paper brings further clarity into 
this knowledge gap by identifying discursive contributions 
to the broader discourse of RA. It examines these compo-
nent discourses and discusses tensions that may dilute RA’s 
transformative potential. First, we introduce discourse coali-
tions as a conceptual framework and outline our methods. 
Two sets of findings are presented: (1) four tensions in RA; 
(2) nine discourses contributing to RA discourse. Finally, 
the discussion positions these findings within the broader 
literature and explores implications for transformation.

Discourse coalitions as a conceptual 
framework

Discourses are shared social practices or ways of speaking 
(Fairclough 1989) that draw on dynamic configurations of 
meanings, phrases, assumptions and storylines (Dryzek 
2013; Hajer 1995; Riedy 2020). To make sense of how dis-
courses influence RA, we draw on the related concept of dis-
course coalitions (Hajer 1993). A discourse coalition binds 
diverse actors together around shared storylines (Hajer 1995; 
Riedy 2020). It is “a group of actors that, in the context of an 
identifiable set of practices, shares the usage of a particular 
set of storylines over a particular period of time” (Hajer 
2006, p. 70). These shared storylines are central to estab-
lishing alliances between the actors participating in diverse 
discourses because they create a perceived common ground 
(Hajer 1995), therefore, enabling communication between 
groups that might otherwise disagree (Edenborg 2021). The 
growing popularity of RA could be partly explained by the 
formation of a discourse coalition; yet, there has been lim-
ited work on this subject.

To understand which discourses and storylines are asso-
ciated with RA, we conducted a discourse analysis. Waring 
(2018, p. 9) defines discourse analysis as closely reading 
the “use of language along with other multimodal resources 
for the purpose of dissecting its structures and devising its 
meanings.” We looked for tensions in RA discourse that 
might point to boundaries between contributing discourses. 
The capacity to think, act and communicate is influenced 
by conceptual systems that are predominantly metaphoric 
(Lakoff and Johnson 2008). As such, we also examined 
metaphors as an indicator of discourse.

In addition to identifying the discourses contributing to 
RA discourse, we explored the transformative potential of 
the discourse. A discourse with many unresolved tensions 
may be vulnerable to co-optation and greenwashing that 
dilutes its transformative potential (Gordon et al. 2022). 

As explained by de Jong and Kimm (2017), discursive co-
optation is a process whereby non-adherents to a discourse 
appropriate, dilute and reinterpret it for their own political 
purposes. The discursive concepts embedded in a move-
ment are adopted, but their intent is subverted. Similarly, 
greenwashing is the act of misleading people regarding the 
environmental benefits of practices, products or services (de 
Freitas Netto et al. 2020). Some scholars argue that sustain-
ability discourse became unable to deliver transformation in 
this way (Blühdorn 2017). As Riedy (2022) suggests, dis-
cursive transformation involves understanding how specific 
storylines and discourses are being created and performed. 
This paper addresses this knowledge gap for RA with three 
research questions:

(1) What tensions are apparent in RA that point to bound-
aries between underlying discourses?

(2) What discourses contribute to the emerging discourse 
of RA?

(3) What shared storyline for transformation might the 
discourse coalition form around?

Methods

We took a mixed-methods approach combining desktop 
research with semi-structured interviews. A discourse anal-
ysis, adapted from Fairclough (1989) and Charteris-Black 
(2004), was conducted on texts from ninety-six organisa-
tions talking about RA. These were predominantly located 
in Australia and the USA, but also Europe, Africa, Central 
America and India (see Fig. 1). Texts included websites, 
reports, blog posts, newsletters, podcasts, email correspond-
ence and presentations associated with each organisation. 
The analysis underwent three phases:

(1) Textual identification: the lead author read and anno-
tated texts actively, identifying whether words were being 
used metaphorically or literally.

(2) Interpretation: the lead author examined the style, 
framing and modality of texts, unpacking how positions 
were made to appear credible, plausible or rational. Identi-
fying points of contrast helped establish where the tensions 
were in RA by asking: what does this perspective stand in 
contrast to? The lead author mapped how metaphors were 
connected to subconscious ‘conceptual’ metaphors. E.g. in 
some texts, potential was discussed as “arising” from place, 
or that places were “…reaching their regenerative poten-
tial” (Fullerton 2015, p. 9). This is a spatial schema: poten-
tial = up. It also provides further insight into the author’s 
metaphoric construction of place: place = the source of 
potential.

(3)  Social context and explanation: using evidence 
from phase two, the lead author articulated different social 
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practices (ways of speaking) about RA in the texts. He re-
read the texts and considered whether these categories made 
sense within the broader data set.

This data set was complimented by twenty-two semi-
structured interviews conducted in Australia, with three 
from the USA (see Table 1). The goal of the interviews was 
to answer questions arising from the discourse analysis. 

They were, therefore, conducted with people most likely to 
shed light on particular tensions between the texts. Ques-
tions were designed around tensions and aimed to determine 
how texts related to practitioner experiences. Participants 
included farmers, consultants, trainers and community lead-
ers in RA. Interviews were conducted by the lead author, 
averaging an hour in length over zoom or somewhere chosen 
by the participant. They were recruited via email. After each 
interview, the lead author created recorded reflections. These 
acted as analytic memos (Saldana 2009), which helped 
document observations on each participant’s context. Inter-
views were transcribed and used to refine discourse analysis 
findings.

Findings

Tensions in RA

We identified four major tensions, the discursive ori-
gins of which suggested that a ‘family’ of discourses was 

Fig. 1  Origins of organisations

Table 1  Participant demographics

Gender Country Participant

She/her Australia 3, 4, 10, 18, 19, 20, 21
She/her USA 14
She/her Australia, First Nations 22
He/him Australia 1, 2, 5, 7, 11, 12, 13, 17
He/him USA 15, 16
He/him Australia, First Nations 6
They/them New Zealand, First Nations 8
They/them Australia 9

Table 2  Four tensions in RA

Tensions Discourse criteria

Genealogy and holism The discourses are differentiated through their core genealogies and associated interpretations of holism
Equity and power The discourses are differentiated based on the extent to which they emphasise issues of equity and power in the food 

system
Definition The discourses are differentiated by whether their definitions of RA are process-based, outcomes based, both or neither
Departure The discourses are differentiated by the strength or invisibility of their connection with industrial and productivist 

approaches
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contributing to RA discourse. These tensions became cri-
teria for establishing the boundaries between contributing 
discourses (see Table 2).

Tension one: genealogy and holism

Participant 13 remarked that in the 1960/70s, agricultural 
alternatives had powerful leaders who clashed heavily, each 
with their own ideology. This created an either/or mentality 
between the farming approaches (Shennan et al. 2017). The 
literature reflects this dichotomy, e.g. permaculture (Hol-
mgren 2007; Mollison 1988), holistic management (Savory 
and Butterfield 2016) and organics (Howard 1940). How-
ever, as participant 13 points out “this new generation [of 
regenerative farmers] draw on the different threads that are 
going to work for them. No longer are you in this group or 
that group, it’s not a club, there’s no coercion. It’s a move-
ment of individuals.” This implies that regenerative farmers 
often participate in multiple discourses simultaneously.

Interpretations of holism also have different genealo-
gies such as systems thinking (Mann et al. 2019) or pattern 
understanding (Mollison 1988), nested (Haggard and Mang 
2016) or holarchic interpretations (Benne and Mang 2015; 
Wilber 2001), and some avoid holistic terminology (Becker 
et al. 2017; Hodbod et al. 2016; Park et al. 2017; Teague 
and Barnes 2017; Teague and Kreuter 2020). The Savory 
and Butterfield (2016) holistic decision-making framework 
promotes stepping back from the parts to see the whole. 
Meanwhile, Bortoft (1996, p. 24) argues that stepping back 
from the parts leads to an abstraction of the whole. He says, 
“authentic wholeness means that the whole is in the part; 
hence careful attention must be given to the parts instead 
of to general principles.” Seeing the ‘whole’ of a document 
does not indicate its meaning. Interpreting each letter, word 
and sentence—informed by your cultural and political con-
text—reveals the meaning of the document.

Tension two: equity and power

As Ahmed et al. (2021, p. 15) say, “approaches that aim to 
repair, regenerate, and transform our systems toward socio-
ecological resilience must address the systemic issues of 
equity and power.” Participants 8 and 9 compared RA to 
the gay liberation movement. Assimilationist tools that por-
trayed gayness and straightness as the same created a dichot-
omy between “good gay subjects” and “bad queer others” 
(Ashley 2015, p. 29). This is a form of co-optation. In RA, 
this could mean popular discourses overshadow the goals 
of smaller discourses (or bad queer others). As RA gains 
widespread participation, “the first people to benefit will be 
the most privileged; usually the whites and the able bodied” 
(participant 9). The risk is that “those who benefit the most 
from partial gains have less of an impetus to support larger 

collective gains that would benefit the whole of the move-
ment” (Ashley 2015, p. 29).

Power and equity remain largely absent in RA texts. New-
ton et al. (2020) found that only 17% of the academic papers 
and 40% of the practitioner websites talked about social and 
community issues when defining RA. Fassler (2021) further 
affirmed that there was zero mention of racial parity. As 
Fassler (2021, p. 47) comments, “if issues related to land 
access, economic equity, and racial parity fall outside its 
purview,” then what is RA really about? Romero-Briones 
refers to this as taking conversations up to the fence: “you’ll 
talk about soil and carbon, but we don’t want to talk about 
land ownership” (Fassler 2021, p. 38). This tension is height-
ened because some supporters of RA do not recognise the 
influence of Indigenous worldviews, which has led to the 
co-opting of Indigenous approaches (Angarova et al. 2020; 
Romero-Briones et al. 2020). If discussions around social 
and political transformation are omitted, RA “can be seen 
as merely a reformist approach, which leaves it susceptible 
to greenwashing” (Ahmed et al. 2021, p. 15).

Tension three: definition

Different groups define RA as either process-based, out-
comes based, or both (Grelet et al. 2021; Newton et al. 
2020). Process-based definitions focus on how you farm and 
the practices you use, whereas outcomes based definitions 
are unconcerned about practices so long as you are achiev-
ing the right results (Newton et al. 2020). There were clear 
tensions between these definitions in interviews, e.g. we will 
fail if we focus on processes (participant 12); focussing on 
outcomes is cheating (participant 15). An outcomes based 
approach might say that regenerative farmers should plant 
genetically modified seeds if those crops facilitate higher 
yields. A process-based approach would disagree because 
genetic modification raises ethical issues that are “inherently 
antithetical to the regenerative ethos” (Fassler 2021, p. 15).

Definitional ambiguity in RA means corporates can shape 
the discourse to their own ends, potentially resulting in co-
optation and greenwashing (Giller et al. 2021). Many partici-
pants were concerned that ‘big farmer’ chemical companies 
were relabelling themselves and supplying products with 
‘regenerative’ on them (participants 4, 5, 11, 13, 14, 15 and 
16). Participant 13 said, “the way the farmers think won’t 
change. It’s just the product will change.” Loring (2022b, p. 
para 11) remarks that, “corporate plans to invest in regenera-
tive agriculture appear to be mere appropriations of agro-
ecological practices, hollowed out of their potential for sup-
porting broad societal transformation.” Haslet-Marroquin 
says that the desire to define RA is a form of colonisation 
and that not defining it is fundamental for achieving regen-
erative outcomes (Loring 2022a). Definitions that reduce 
RA to processes and/or outcomes alone often exclude the 
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non-quantifiable aspects of a regenerative mindset (Seymour 
and Connelly 2022).

Tension four: departure

RA is advocated by multi-national companies, NGOs and 
civil society (Giller et al. 2021) despite coming from con-
flicting sides of food system debates (Giller et al. 2021; 
Gordon et al. 2022). Participant 11 believes this is because 
unlike the divisiveness of organics, RA “is not socially par-
tisan; it’s not politically partisan; and it’s not economically 
partisan.” This is why companies such as Patagonia, General 
Mills and Cargill can simultaneously support RA and an 
industrial, productivist food system (Gordon et al. 2022). For 
them, RA can be “layered on top of farming as it currently 
exists” (Fassler 2021, p. 6). However, others argue that 
RA requires a complete re-structuring of the food system 
(Fassler 2021), which cannot function regeneratively unless 
the surrounding “economic, political and social systems … 
are also regenerative” (Gordon et al. 2022, p. 9).

This indicates that groups within RA are departing from 
industrial and productivist approaches to differing degrees 
(Gordon et al. 2022). This spectrum was emphasised by 
participant 9 who said that RA is a stepping-stone between 
Western and Indigenous ontologies. As a group departs, 
knowledge about how and why to regenerate is increasingly 
framed through the lens of relationality instead of produc-
tivity (participants 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 17, 19, 20 and 
22). The ‘biotic community’ (Leopold 1949) is sometimes 
discussed metaphorically to suggest, “that humans belong 
to this greater community; humans are not ‘outside’ or 
‘other’ to the natural world” (Sanford 2011, p. 292). Par-
ticipant 2 referred to this as humans existing in the web of 
life. The terms regenerative and ecological are sometimes 
used together because the latter emphasises the relation-
ship between living beings and their environment, e.g. “an 
ecological agriculture that is regenerative” (IEA 2022, p. 
para 3). Relational agriculture is also a term that has been 
explored (Leslie et al. 2019) and Seymour and Connelly 
(2022) refer to a more-than-human ethics of care in RA.

Discursive contributions to RA

Based on these criteria, we identified nine discourses con-
tributing to RA. Table 3 gives an overview of these dis-
courses and their positionality regarding the four tensions.

Restoration for Profit

This discourse focusses on restoring soils to be more pro-
ductive and profitable. 33/96 organisations included in this 
analysis contributed to Restoration for Profit (see Fig. 2). It 

“appeals strongly to conventional farmers by … focusing on 
bottom line profits through increased soil health” (Soloviev 
2019, p. para 11) and integrating methods such as no-till, 
conservation agriculture and carbon farming. The shift to 
RA is fundamentally linked with regenerating soil to be 
more productive. As participant 3 said, “these sharp imple-
ments that we’ve driven into the soil time and time again, 
in mono-cropping, have actually destroyed our soil base, so 
what was there to help us to be more productive, has now 
ended up making us less productive.”

Carbon farming has become a powerful subset of this 
discourse to “save the planet by sequestering carbon in the 
landscape” (participant 3). As participant 5 said, “if you’re 
building soil carbon, you’re being regenerative.” Adherents 
to other discourses would disagree with this broad, outcomes 
based definition, pointing out that a carbon-rich farm could 
still be undertaking practices that damage the environment. 
Nonetheless, some adherents to this discourse are hyper-
focussed on carbon farming and natural capital: “you stick 
a value on the environment and pay someone to look after 
it, you’ve just protected the environment. It’s as simple as 
that” (participant 3).

The profit and production orientation of this discourse 
makes it inviting for corporate investors, because adherents 
argue that “the profitability of regenerative agriculture is 
identical to conventional agriculture” (participant 5). It is 
also focussed on scalability, which aligns with goals such 
as Cargill’s to “advance regenerative agriculture practices 
across 10 million acres” (Cargill 2020). This discourse does 
not challenge the industrial supply chain, as pointed out by 
participant 11, who said that transformation is isolated to the 
farm and people are still commodity producers: “Goodman 
Fielder or Cargill or someone like that might be promot-
ing regenerative agriculture, but they’re still running their 
corporate palaver; they’re not changing. All they’re doing 
is rebranding.”

Restoration for Profit is a powerful stepping-stone for 
conventional farmers interested in RA; its critique of indus-
trial agriculture is mild, and it departs the least from the 
mainstream. This similarity with the status-quo means that 
adherents accept many practices that other proponents of RA 
do not support. This puts the discourse at risk of co-optation 
and greenwashing because it can be absorbed into the rheto-
ric of industrial agriculture without changing behaviours, 
e.g. chemical companies relabelling themselves as ‘regen-
erative’ to market and perpetuate chemical use. Accusa-
tions that RA is being used for greenwashing are most often 
directed towards adherents to this discourse.



1838 Sustainability Science (2023) 18:1833–1849

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
3 

 D
is

cu
rs

iv
e 

co
nt

rib
ut

io
ns

 to
 R

A

D
is

co
ur

se
 o

ve
rv

ie
w

G
en

ea
lo

gy
/h

ol
ist

ic
 a

pp
ro

ac
h

Eq
ui

ty
 a

nd
 p

ow
er

D
efi

ni
tio

n
D

ep
ar

tu
re

Re
st

or
at

io
n 

fo
r P

ro
fit

: R
A

 is
 re

sto
r-

in
g 

so
il 

he
al

th
 to

 in
cr

ea
se

 p
ro

du
c-

tiv
ity

 a
nd

 p
ro

fit
ab

ili
ty

, w
hi

lst
 a

ls
o 

re
ve

rs
in

g 
cl

im
at

e 
ch

an
ge

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

, n
o-

til
l a

nd
 

ca
rb

on
 fa

rm
in

g;
 a

to
m

ist
ic

/re
du

c-
tio

ni
st 

sc
ie

nc
e;

 g
lo

ba
l N

or
th

Re
ge

ne
ra

tiv
e 

pr
ac

tic
es

 c
an

 b
e 

la
y-

er
ed

 o
ve

r t
he

 c
ur

re
nt

 a
gr

ic
ul

tu
ra

l 
sy

ste
m

; d
oe

s n
ot

 a
dd

re
ss

 is
su

es
 o

f 
eq

ui
ty

 a
nd

 p
ow

er

O
ut

co
m

es
 a

nd
 p

ro
ce

ss
-b

as
ed

; 
br

oa
da

cr
e 

fo
cu

s
U

se
s g

re
en

er
 p

ra
ct

ic
es

 to
 b

ui
ld

 so
il 

ca
rb

on
 a

nd
 in

cr
ea

se
 p

ro
du

ct
iv

ity
/

pr
ofi

ta
bi

lit
y;

 h
as

 a
 m

ild
 c

rit
iq

ue
 o

f 
th

e 
st

at
us

-q
uo

Bi
g 

Pi
ct

ur
e 

H
ol

is
m

: R
A

 is
 lo

ok
in

g 
at

 h
ow

 e
ve

ry
th

in
g 

is
 c

on
ne

ct
ed

 o
n 

th
e 

fa
rm

 to
 m

ak
e 

go
od

 m
an

ag
e-

m
en

t d
ec

is
io

ns
 a

nd
 e

nh
an

ce
 q

ua
l-

ity
 o

f l
ife

H
ol

ist
ic

/a
da

pt
iv

e 
m

an
ag

em
en

t; 
Sa

vo
ry

/S
m

ut
s a

pp
ro

ac
h 

to
 h

ol
is

m
; 

gl
ob

al
 N

or
th

Fo
cu

ss
es

 o
n 

qu
al

ity
 o

f l
ife

 a
nd

 th
e 

so
ci

al
 w

el
lb

ei
ng

 o
f t

he
 in

di
vi

du
al

; 
do

es
 n

ot
 a

dd
re

ss
 st

ru
ct

ur
al

 is
su

es
 

of
 e

qu
ity

 a
nd

 p
ow

er

O
ut

co
m

es
 b

as
ed

; b
ro

ad
ac

re
 fo

cu
s

Em
ph

as
is

es
 h

ol
ist

ic
 c

on
te

xt
 a

nd
 u

si
ng

 
to

ol
s t

ow
ar

ds
 th

at
 e

nd
. U

nc
on

ce
rn

ed
 

w
ith

 w
ha

t t
ho

se
 to

ol
s a

re

Re
ge

ne
ra

tiv
e 

O
rg

an
ic

: R
A

 is
 b

ui
ld

-
in

g 
on

 th
e 

te
ne

ts
 o

f o
rg

an
ic

 a
gr

i-
cu

ltu
re

 to
 re

ge
ne

ra
te

 so
il 

he
al

th
, 

an
im

al
 w

el
fa

re
 a

nd
 so

ci
al

 fa
irn

es
s

O
rg

an
ic

s;
 fa

rm
 v

ie
w

ed
 a

s o
rg

an
is

m
; 

gl
ob

al
 N

or
th

In
cl

ud
es

 is
su

es
 o

f s
oc

ia
l f

ai
rn

es
s, 

fo
cu

ss
in

g 
on

 k
ee

pi
ng

 fa
rm

er
s 

ac
co

un
ta

bl
e 

to
 fa

ir 
w

or
k 

st
an

da
rd

s

Pr
oc

es
s-

ba
se

d;
 sm

al
l a

nd
 b

ro
ad

ac
re

 
fo

cu
s

Sc
ie

nc
e 

pr
ed

om
in

an
t f

or
m

 o
f 

kn
ow

le
dg

e.
 U

se
s h

ol
ist

ic
 rh

et
or

ic
 to

 
em

ph
as

is
e 

so
il 

he
al

th
, a

ni
m

al
 w

el
-

fa
re

 a
nd

 so
ci

al
 fa

irn
es

s;
 st

au
nc

hl
y 

ag
ai

ns
t c

he
m

ic
al

 in
pu

ts
Re

gr
ar

ia
n 

Pe
rm

ac
ul

tu
re

: R
A

 is
 a

n 
ap

pr
oa

ch
 to

 d
es

ig
ni

ng
 in

te
gr

at
ed

 
fa

rm
 sy

ste
m

s t
ha

t r
eg

en
er

at
e 

th
e 

la
nd

Pe
rm

ac
ul

tu
re

, k
ey

lin
e 

de
si

gn
 a

nd
 

ho
lis

tic
 m

an
ag

em
en

t; 
sy

ste
m

s 
th

in
ki

ng
/p

at
te

rn
 u

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

 
ap

pr
oa

ch
 to

 h
ol

is
m

; g
lo

ba
l N

or
th

In
flu

en
ce

d 
by

 p
er

m
ac

ul
tu

re
 e

th
-

ic
s (

e.
g.

 p
eo

pl
e 

ca
re

); 
ho

w
ev

er
, 

Re
gr

ar
ia

ns
 d

o 
no

t h
av

e 
an

 e
th

ic
al

 
fr

am
ew

or
k,

 p
re

fe
r t

o 
le

t i
nd

i-
vi

du
al

s m
ak

e 
th

ei
r o

w
n 

et
hi

ca
l 

de
ci

si
on

s

O
ut

co
m

es
 b

as
ed

 (g
ui

de
d 

by
 p

er
-

m
ac

ul
tu

re
 p

rin
ci

pl
es

); 
br

oa
da

cr
e 

fo
cu

s (
w

ith
 sm

al
l-s

ca
le

 g
en

ea
lo

gi
-

ca
l i

nfl
ue

nc
e)

Pe
rm

ac
ul

tu
re

 in
flu

en
ce

 m
ea

ns
 a

dh
er

-
en

ts
 re

co
gn

is
e 

th
at

 a
gr

ic
ul

tu
re

 n
ee

ds
 

sy
ste

m
s c

ha
ng

e;
 h

ow
ev

er
, p

re
do

m
i-

na
nt

ly
 fo

cu
ss

ed
 o

n 
br

oa
da

cr
e 

la
nd

 
pl

an
ni

ng

Re
ge

ne
ra

tiv
e 

C
ul

tu
re

s:
 R

A
 is

 a
 

sp
iri

tu
al

ly
 ri

ch
 a

nd
 e

m
ot

io
na

lly
 

fu
lfi

lli
ng

 p
ra

ct
ic

e 
at

 th
e 

he
ar

t o
f 

re
ge

ne
ra

tiv
e,

 p
la

ce
-b

as
ed

 c
ul

tu
re

s

Re
ge

ne
ra

tiv
e 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t a

nd
 

de
si

gn
; h

ol
ar

ch
ic

/n
es

te
d 

an
d 

liv
in

g 
sy

ste
m

s a
pp

ro
ac

h 
to

 h
ol

is
m

; g
lo

ba
l 

N
or

th

Fo
cu

ss
ed

 o
n 

ad
dr

es
si

ng
 is

su
es

 o
f 

eq
ui

ty
 a

nd
 p

ow
er

 p
ar

tic
ul

ar
ly

 
be

yo
nd

 th
e 

fa
rm

-g
at

e

H
as

 a
 fo

cu
s o

n 
sy

ste
m

s c
ha

ng
e 

as
 

op
po

se
d 

to
 re

du
ct

iv
e 

de
fin

iti
on

s
Pl

ur
al

is
m

 is
 a

 p
ro

m
in

en
t f

oc
us

 o
f t

he
 

di
sc

ou
rs

e;
 it

 is
 c

on
ne

ct
ed

 to
 th

e 
br

oa
de

r ‘
re

ge
ne

ra
tio

n’
 m

ov
em

en
t. 

M
ov

es
 b

ey
on

d 
th

e 
fa

rm
-g

at
e 

to
 c

ha
l-

le
ng

e 
su

pp
ly

 c
ha

in
 is

su
es

D
ee

p 
H

ol
is

m
: R

A
 is

 a
 p

at
hw

ay
 fo

r 
em

pa
th

is
in

g 
w

ith
 a

nd
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

in
g 

ec
os

ys
te

m
s a

s i
ns

ep
ar

ab
le

 fr
om

 
yo

ur
se

lf

D
ee

p 
ec

ol
og

y/
ec

os
op

hy
; G

oe
th

e/
B

or
to

ft 
ap

pr
oa

ch
 to

 h
ol

is
m

; g
lo

ba
l 

N
or

th

Is
su

es
 o

f e
qu

ity
 a

nd
 p

ow
er

 a
re

 a
 

sy
m

pt
om

 o
f t

he
 ro

ot
 p

ro
bl

em
, 

w
hi

ch
 is

 a
 la

ck
 o

f e
co

lo
gi

ca
l 

id
en

tit
y

Le
ss

 fo
cu

ss
ed

 o
n 

pr
od

uc
tio

n 
ou

t-
co

m
es

 a
nd

 p
ro

ce
ss

es
. I

s c
on

ce
rn

ed
 

w
ith

 n
on

-q
ua

nt
ifi

ab
le

 a
sp

ec
ts

 o
f a

n 
ec

ol
og

ic
al

 m
in

ds
et

Re
-c

on
ne

ct
s w

ith
 re

la
tio

na
l o

nt
ol

o-
gi

es
 in

 W
es

te
rn

 p
hi

lo
so

ph
y.

 S
ha

re
s 

si
m

ila
rit

ie
s w

ith
 F

irs
t N

at
io

ns
 

di
sc

ou
rs

e 
(e

.g
. e

co
lo

gi
ca

l i
de

nt
ity

) 
bu

t d
oe

s n
ot

 e
xp

lic
itl

y 
ad

vo
ca

te
 

de
co

lo
ni

sa
tio

n
Fi

rs
t N

at
io

ns
: R

A
 is

 a
 n

ew
 n

am
e 

fo
r p

ra
ct

ic
es

 th
at

 F
irs

t N
at

io
ns

 
pe

op
le

 h
av

e 
be

en
 d

oi
ng

 fo
r t

en
s o

f 
th

ou
sa

nd
s o

f y
ea

rs

In
di

ge
no

us
 fo

od
w

ay
s a

nd
 w

or
ld

-
vi

ew
s (

in
cl

ud
in

g 
tra

di
tio

na
l 

pr
ac

tic
es

 su
ch

 a
s a

gr
of

or
es

try
, 

in
te

r-c
ro

pp
in

g,
 a

nd
 p

ol
yc

ul
tu

re
s)

; 
ki

nc
en

tri
c 

ap
pr

oa
ch

es
 to

 h
ol

is
m

; 
gl

ob
al

 N
or

th
 (s

et
tle

r c
ol

on
ia

l 
st

at
es

) a
nd

 S
ou

th

C
ha

lle
ng

es
 R

A
 to

 n
ot

 ju
st 

re
pa

ck
ag

e 
pr

ac
tic

es
 fr

om
 In

di
ge

no
us

 c
ul

tu
re

s 
bu

t a
ls

o 
re

co
gn

is
e 

th
ei

r d
ee

pe
r 

w
or

ld
vi

ew
s

Re
du

ci
ng

 R
A

 to
 a

n 
ou

tc
om

es
 o

r 
pr

oc
es

s-
ba

se
d 

de
fin

iti
on

 a
lo

ne
 is

 
co

lo
ni

al
 a

nd
 o

ve
rlo

ok
s r

el
at

io
na

l 
on

to
lo

gi
es

R
A

 is
 a

 st
ep

pi
ng

-s
to

ne
 b

et
w

ee
n 

W
es

te
rn

 a
nd

 In
di

ge
no

us
 o

nt
ol

o-
gi

es
 b

ec
au

se
 F

irs
t N

at
io

ns
 w

ay
s o

f 
be

in
g 

an
d 

liv
in

g 
ar

e 
so

 fa
r b

ey
on

d 
w

ha
t W

es
te

rn
 c

ol
on

ia
l s

pa
ce

s c
an

 
pe

rc
ei

ve

Ag
ro

ec
ol

og
y 

an
d 

Fo
od

 S
ov

er
ei

gn
ty

: 
R

A
 is

 a
bo

ut
 re

ge
ne

ra
tin

g 
co

m
m

u-
ni

tie
s a

nd
 h

av
in

g 
pe

op
le

 d
em

oc
ra

t-
ic

al
ly

 in
vo

lv
ed

 in
 th

e 
fo

od
 sy

ste
m

A
gr

oe
co

lo
gy

 a
nd

 fo
od

 S
ov

er
ei

gn
ty

 
m

ov
em

en
ts

; w
or

ld
vi

ew
s o

f t
ra

-
di

tio
na

l, 
pe

as
an

t, 
In

di
ge

no
us

 a
nd

 
sm

al
l-s

ca
le

 fa
rm

er
s;

 o
rig

in
at

in
g 

in
 

th
e 

gl
ob

al
 S

ou
th

H
as

 a
 sp

ec
ifi

c 
th

eo
ry

 o
f c

ha
ng

e 
ar

ou
nd

 fo
od

 so
ve

re
ig

nt
y 

th
at

 c
ha

l-
le

ng
es

 c
or

po
ra

te
 p

ow
er

 a
nd

 a
dv

o-
ca

te
s f

or
 d

em
oc

ra
tic

 p
ar

tic
ip

at
io

n 
in

 fo
od

 sy
ste

m
s

Pr
in

ci
pl

es
 b

as
ed

; r
el

ie
s o

n 
fo

od
 

so
ve

re
ig

nt
y 

de
fin

iti
on

 fo
r d

ec
is

io
n-

m
ak

in
g;

 sm
al

l-s
ca

le
 fo

cu
s

C
om

pl
et

e 
fo

od
 sy

ste
m

 tr
an

sf
or

m
a-

tio
n;

 re
m

ov
in

g 
co

rp
or

at
e 

po
w

er
 a

nd
 

gi
vi

ng
 c

om
m

un
iti

es
 m

or
e 

ow
ne

rs
hi

p 
in

 lo
ca

l f
oo

d 
sy

ste
m

s;
 c

re
at

es
 o

pp
or

-
tu

ni
tie

s f
or

 h
or

iz
on

ta
l k

no
w

le
dg

e 
sh

ar
in

g



1839Sustainability Science (2023) 18:1833–1849 

1 3

Big Picture Holism

This discourse is typified by holistic management, which is 
a decision-making framework used predominantly by regen-
erative graziers and developed by Savory and Butterfield 
(2016). 19/96 organisations included in this analysis contrib-
uted to Big Picture Holism (see Fig. 2). The holism of Smuts 
(1973) is core to this discourse and finds form in the Savory 
and Butterfield (2016) holistic decision-making framework. 
Participant 12 said, “when it comes to complex dynamics, 
like the social and environmental, we’re trying to simplify 
things by focussing on one thing at a time. As soon as you 
do that, you lose sight of the big picture. Holistic manage-
ment gets you to look and see that everything is connected. 
All living things: environment, soils, the business.” This is 
a ‘big picture’ approach to holism that goes “away from the 
part to get an overview” (Bortoft 1996, p. 25).

The social wellbeing of the farmer is integral for dis-
course adherents, which hope to move “farmers away from 
just looking at production, production, production. It’s about 
the environment, and it’s about people” (participant 12). 
However, this manifests on an individual level; the rhetoric 
does not generally extend to broader issues of equity and 
power. Instead, it is about getting people to understand those 
“feelings and values that they hold” (participant 12). To do 
this, adherents create a ‘holistic context’ (Savory 2012). This 
is a personal vision that considers the ‘big picture’ and is 
based on the feelings and values of adherents.

A farmer’s holistic context is the ultimate outcome in 
this discourse. The Savory Institute’s ‘Land to Market Eco-
logical Outcomes Verification System’ is an outcomes based 
program for ecological monitoring that requires a positive 
trend line for ecosystem improvements. Adherents to this 
discourse prioritise outcomes and are willing to use diverse 
‘tools’ to get there. E.g. “there’s a need to be careful about 
how we use tillage, but it’s a tool like anything else. Ferti-
liser is a tool. All these things are tools. It’s the misuse of 
tools that get us into trouble, not the tool itself” (participant 
5). Adherents to this discourse think about which tools are 
going to work best for them in the pursuit of their holistic 
context. Participant 12 said, “the processes that people are 
coming up with, they’re all fantastic. There’s no good or bad, 
even chemicals—they’re not good or bad. It’s how we use 
them, how we manage them. And we can’t manage without 
context. If we just focus on processes, we will fail.”

Regenerative Organic

This discourse extends the tenets of organic agriculture, 
e.g. cover cropping, crop rotation and composting (Rodale 
2019). It uses these as a foundation and expands to include 
practices that actively regenerate soils, and address issues 
of social fairness and animal welfare. 19/96 organisations Ta
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included in this analysis contributed to Regenerative Organic 
(see Fig. 2). Participant 15 said, “organic isn’t enough—you 
don’t have to plant cover crops to be organic. But you have 
to plant cover crops to be regenerative. You don’t have to 
graze animals to be organic, but you have to graze them if 
you want to regenerate the soil.”

This discourse is promoted by the Regenerative Organic 
Alliance and its Regenerative Organic Certification (ROC), 
supported by the Rodale Institute and Patagonia. In this dis-
course, the term regenerative was coined by Robert Rodale, 
whom with his daughter Maria articulated the seven tenden-
cies towards regeneration (Rodale and Rodale 1989). RA 
has come to be clearly defined through the ROC and “applies 
specifically to measures of soil health, animal welfare and 
social fairness” (Rodale 2019).

Adherents to this discourse do not use chemical or syn-
thetic inputs; participant 16 said this was a universal prin-
ciple, “if we get chemicals out of the system, we free up 
the soil’s innate ability to improve and regenerate itself.” 
Social fairness is also an important part of the discourse, 
which seeks “fair payments and living wages for farmers 

and farmworkers, safe working conditions, capacity build-
ing and freedom of association” (Rodale 2019). As reflected 
in the ROC standard, this discourse is process-based: “you 
can build a standard based on outcomes; but the reality is, 
you have then built a standard on cheating” (participant 15). 
They said, “one of the by-products of old coal mines is coal 
dust. It contaminates waterways, clogs fish’s gills and all 
sorts of things; it’s a pollutant. But if I take coal dust, and I 
spread it on my land, I can change my carbon tremendously, 
while I’m actually polluting the soil.” Discourse adherents 
disagree with outcomes based verification standards like 
the Savory Institute’s Land to Market: “we don’t think it’s 
enough. They don’t talk about chemicals in the system, and 
they don’t talk about social justice. We think you need more 
of a complete package if you truly want to say you’re regen-
erative” (participant 15).

Participant 16 said, “all these big companies have started 
to pick up the word regenerative agriculture to market them-
selves. If everyone is using the word, and everyone is defin-
ing the word differently, then it’s becoming meaningless. 
That’s why the Rodale Institute works very hard to promote 

Fig. 2  Discourses contributing to RA
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the idea of regenerative organic.” This discourse differenti-
ates itself from the ambiguity of RA. This differentiation is 
discursively critical, “is it regenerative agriculture or regen-
erative organic agriculture?” (participant 14). The rise of 
this discourse coincided with Organic 3.0 (Leu 2020), which 
envisions organics moving back towards its founding princi-
ples (Arbenz et al. 2017).

Regrarian Permaculture

This discourse introduces the systems thinking and design 
principles of permaculture (Holmgren 2007) to broadacre 
farming. 14/96 organisations included in this analysis con-
tributed to Regrarian Permaculture (see Fig. 2). As partici-
pant 10 remarked, “permaculture is particularly good on 
kitchen gardens, orchards, food forests; it is very weak on 
agriculture.” The discourse is championed by the Regrar-
ians (Doherty and Jeeves 2016; Regrarians 2021), which is 
a neologism of ‘regenerative agrarian’ (Regrarians 2021). 
The Regrarians are a consultancy and farmer network that 
introduced permaculture to broadacre farming by integrating 
it with holistic management and keyline design (Soloviev 
2019).

The integration of holistic management and permacul-
ture is unique to adherents of this discourse; typically, these 
approaches operate on different scales. However, participant 
11 said, “holistic management is really strong on develop-
ing a holistic context, really strong on grazing planning, 
shit on land planning though. Permaculture is quite good 
on land planning, good on its principal set; but pretty bad 
when it comes to broadacre stuff.” As such, farmers can have 
the benefit of permaculture’s land planning combined with 
holistic management’s broadacre (and particularly grazing) 
expertise. Whilst this discourse also uses the holistic con-
text, similarly to Big Picture Holism, its understanding of 
holism predominantly comes from systems thinking.

The work of the Regrarians is outcomes based, with 
clear regenerative outcomes listed on their website (Regrar-
ians 2021). Participant 11 emphasised that the Regrarian 
approach was akin to the Savory Institute, “looking more 
at outcomes—have I increased landscape function, ecologi-
cal value, biodiversity?” They remarked that RA “is sort of 
like permaculture; it’s a goal.” Participant 10 also took an 
outcome-based approach saying, “I see everything in terms 
of restoration—restoring the things that make life possible: 
air, water, soil, biodiversity.”

Participant 11 said the Regrarians have not adopted per-
maculture’s ethics because people can bring their own ethics 
to the work. Nonetheless, these ethics were referenced by 
other participants. Participant 9 felt that using permaculture 
without the ethics subverted the core intent of permaculture. 
They said, “if we don’t have ‘people care’ in this system, is 
it truly regenerative?” There is a tension in this discourse 

between the ideology of permaculture and the practicality 
of Regrarian Permaculture. Participant 10 summed this up 
neatly with the question: “are we just regenerating the land 
or are we regenerating agriculture?” Adherents to Regrarian 
Permaculture are focussed on land regeneration and do not 
typically address issues beyond the farm-gate.

Regenerative Cultures

This discourse moves beyond the farm-gate to challenge sup-
ply chain issues and has emerged predominantly from regen-
erative development: a practice that seeks to align human 
activities with the continuing evolution of living systems 
(Benne and Mang 2015; Haggard and Mang 2016; Mang 
and Reed 2012; Muller 2020). 25/96 organisations included 
in this analysis contributed to Regenerative Cultures (see 
Fig. 2). The consultancy Terra Genesis has been fundamen-
tal in bringing this approach into an agricultural context 
(Soloviev and Landua 2016).

Unlike others, this discourse is closely aligned with the 
rhetoric of the broader regeneration movement—epitomised 
in Hawken (2021). It has had a lot of interest from multi-
national non-government organisations, such as the World 
Wildlife Fund (WWF 2022). RA is considered a pathway for 
shifting towards a “culture of regeneration” (participant 9). 
Adherents to this discourse believe that “deeply regenera-
tive agriculture can exist only if it is completely interwoven 
into a thriving regenerative culture” (Soloviev and Landua 
2016, p. 13).

Participant 8 remarked, “we really love regenerative agri-
culture because of how it’s not only changing the practice of 
farming, but the practice of how we engage regeneratively in 
the economy and trade and radically shifting how power and 
land is viewed within the agricultural industry.” This dis-
course is not just talking about regenerating land, but shift-
ing supply chains by creating regenerative producer webs 
(Soloviev and Landua 2016). These move the focus beyond 
“regenerative agriculture to regenerative culture. So, it has 
to be the growing of food, it has to be the relationships with 
the people on the farm, it has to be their relationship to the 
people who transport the food, it has to be the relationship to 
the people who sell the food. And if at any point that gets co-
opted by capitalism, or colonisation, that’s not a regenerative 
system. It has regenerative parts, but it’s not regenerative” 
(participant 8).

Regenerative Cultures emerge from the context of biore-
gions (Wahl 2016) and include “songs, stories, myths, ritu-
als, foods, ceremonies and music that transform agriculture 
from a functional economic activity to a spiritually rich and 
emotionally fulfilling central heart of an agricultural com-
munity” (Soloviev and Landua 2016, p. 14). The transfor-
mation of the supply chain is critical to this. Participant 8 
posed the question “what does it take to have regenerative 
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consumers? Once we’ve gotten to that point, we really start 
to step into the space of an actual regenerative food system 
culture.”

Working regeneratively requires discerning the potential 
of a place, based on its essence (Mang and Reed 2012). This 
is “the true nature or distinct character that makes something 
what it is” (Haggard and Mang 2016, p. 48). Such work 
often involves addressing the colonialism, extraction and 
degradation experienced by First Nations people. As Brewer 
(2019, p. 4) says, “to learn about regeneration of landscapes 
is to find atonement for the loss … a great Truth-and-Rec-
onciliation is needed in each little piece of land.”

Deep Holism

This discourse emerges from deep ecology (Naess 1988, 
1989). 5/96 organisations included in this analysis contrib-
uted to Deep Holism (see Fig. 2). Deep refers to an embed-
ded way of experiencing nature, compared to a flat experi-
ence that observes nature from the outside (Valera 2018). 
It also refers to the view of holism as outlined by Bortoft 
(1996) and Goethean Science (Wahl 2005), which goes deep 
into the parts to see the whole, rather than looking at the ‘big 
picture.’ Bortoft (1996, p. 22) explains that “the universal is 
seen within the particular, so that the particular instance is 
seen as a living manifestation of the universal.” Adherents 
believe Big Picture Holism uses analytical consciousness to 
see all the parts together—viewing the totality but not the 
whole (Cochrane 2019).

Discourse adherents participate in a broadening or widen-
ing of personal identity, which invites the ecological com-
munity into a person’s sense of self. As such, “the self to 
be realised extends further and further beyond the separate 
ego and includes more and more of the phenomenal world” 
(Naess 1988). As participant 17 said, “ecological identity is 
the experience that the social identity that we’ve all grown 
up to identify with is merely the flimsiest film on top of 
our larger identity, which stretches back to the beginning of 
everything, and relates us to everything.” This is called the 
ecological self (Naess 1988).

Participant 7 referred to ecological identity as “an indivis-
ible connection with your whole environment, which is cog-
nitive, it’s emotional, it’s deep psychological, it’s probably 
stuff we’re not even aware of; it’s in our ancient brain.” He 
adds that it is “not just a paradigm; it’s a complex, social-
environmental interaction that’s like a universe.” This opens 
adherents up to the idea of Gaia, that earth is a self-regulat-
ing system made up of the interactions between organisms 
and their inorganic environments (Lovelock 2016). Partici-
pant 19 said that spirituality and ecological practice should 
be combined and that this is the “real issue for integrat-
ing ecology with self.” Participant 2 felt connected to their 

environment through deep time saying, “the piece of corn I 
can see in the distance, that’s a living organism and so am I, 
so we have a connection in history.”

This perspective is supported by the use of second per-
son pronouns (you, your, yours, yourself/yourselves) to 
connect with nature. The second person perspective creates 
“the capacity to have an I/thou or ‘we’ relationship with 
someone or something” (Cochrane 2021, p. 113). In this 
discourse, there is no completely isolatable ‘I’ and adher-
ents experience themselves as a genuine part of all life—the 
‘thou’ (Valera 2018). If people can “express their second 
person relationship with the world … it strengthens the bond 
between them and the environment, rather than looking at 
something, they’re actually taking that something inside 
themselves and putting it into their imagination” (participant 
2). This differs from the dominant I/it attitude towards nature 
(Buber 1970; Kramer and Gawlick 2003). Despite similari-
ties with First Nations perspectives, this discourse does not 
necessarily prioritise decolonisation processes.

First Nations

First Nations people have been practising regenerative forms 
of land custodianship for tens of thousands of years (Ahmed 
et al. 2021; Hawken 2021). 16/96 organisations included 
in this analysis contributed to First Nations discourse (see 
Fig. 2). This history has gone predominantly unrecognised 
in RA because all the discourses presented thus far have an 
ethnocentric bias, originating in the colonial global North. 
However, First Nations people challenge RA to not just 
repackage practices from their cultures but also recognise 
their deeper worldviews: “inspiring a consciousness shift 
that hopefully will support us to go from a dominant culture 
of supremacy and domination to one founded on reciproc-
ity, respect, and interrelations with all beings” (Angarova 
et al. 2020).

First Nations people view themselves as relations in an 
extended ecological family: “the whole of the universe is 
family to Aboriginal people. I practice that every day, it’s 
fundamental to who I am. My relationship with the earth 
is as if she were a family member and I’m enjoying her 
wisdom but bending my back for her care” (participant 6). 
Unlike English, First Nations languages structurally sup-
port relational ontologies. E.g. in English 30% of the words 
are verbs, whereas for Potawatomi, the proportion is 70% 
(Kimmerer 2013). In Potawatomi a bay, or a day, a hill or 
a colour—these can all be understood as verbs, instead of 
nouns. This animates the world—if a bay is a doing word, 
rather than an inanimate thing, it is imbued with livingness. 
Yunkaporta (2019) writes in the dual first person, which 
he translates as us-two, as such expanding the first person 
to take in another—similarly to Deep Holism. Kimmerer 
(2013) critiques the lack of pronouns for non-human beings 
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in English. She proposes the pronoun ki (or kin), inspired 
by Bemaadiziiaaki, the Anishinaabe word for ‘beings of the 
living Earth’ (Kimmerer 2015).

More-than-human kinship is an important aspect of 
First Nations discourse (participant 22) and is embedded 
in cultural practices (Salmon 2000). As participant 6 dem-
onstrated, “I do a greeting to the sun every morning and it 
reminds me of, not just who I am, but what my responsi-
bilities are. And if you do that every day, you start the day 
reminding yourself that you are responsible for the dignity 
of the earth.” Participant 9 referred to RA as a stepping-
stone between Western and Indigenous ontologies: “when 
we come from this anthropocentric, Western colonial view, 
we need stepping-stones because First Nations ways of 
being and living are so, so far beyond what Western colo-
nial spaces can really perceive.” If we look at how far each 
discourse is departing from the status-quo, we see a scale 
that moves between two different ontological perspectives. 
RA “is part of an iteration of where we need to go, it’s not 
fully formed in the fact that it can’t be fully formed” (par-
ticipant 8).

Agroecology and Food Sovereignty

Agroecology has a unique influence on RA because of its 
connection with the global South (Rivera Ferre 2018) where 
peasant farmers challenged industrial agriculture and the 
Green Revolution (Catacora-Vargas et al. 2017). 8/96 organi-
sations included in this analysis contributed to Agroecology 
and Food Sovereignty (see Fig. 2). Despite their similari-
ties, agroecology is critical of RA for being apolitical (Tit-
tonell et al. 2022). Jonas (2021, p. 7) remarks that RA “has 
not developed a theory of change for an economic or social 
transformation and is growing a new generation of ‘experts’ 
and gurus who profit from teaching the ‘how’ rather than 
the ‘what’ or ‘why.’” This leaves RA open to “corporate 
capture” (Jonas 2021, p. 1).

As such, this discourse has a specific theory of change 
and political structure around food sovereignty (IPC 2015), 
which directly challenges the dominance of corporate power 
in the food system (Chaifetz and Jagger 2014). This is why 
agroecology resisted co-optation by agri-food companies 
when it was endorsed by the Food and Agriculture Organi-
sation (de Molina et al. 2019). Participant 4 remarked that, 
“because I think more into the agroecology space too, regen-
erative agriculture is about regenerating communities and 
democratic participation in the food system. A regenerative 
food system would have people deeply and democratically 
involved in it.” Democratic participation through frame-
works such as Community Supported Agriculture is what 
prevents the corporatisation of agroecology.

Soul Fire Farm has particularly influenced RA by chal-
lenging food apartheid and the structural injustice of white, 

industrially produced food (Hughes et al. 2020; Penniman 
2018; Soul-Fire-Farm 2018). This is “an Afro-Indigenous 
centred community farm committed to uprooting racism 
and seeding sovereignty in the food system” (Soul-Fire-
Farm 2022). African American communities have had a 
rich agricultural history, which influenced the emergence 
of RA through George Washington Carver (Hawken 2021; 
White 2018). These communities focussed on developing 
democratic, collective and collaborative models to create 
self-sufficiency during a time when they were denied voting 
rights (White 2018). Growing food became an act of resist-
ance in this way (White 2018). Some regenerative farmers 
in the USA showed solidarity with the Black Lives Matter 
protests, emphasising that, “agriculture cannot be regenera-
tive without racial equity” (Quivira-Coalition 2021).

Subtle Energies

This discourse recognises an invisible or non-material 
dimension in farming systems (Wright 2021). Wright (2021, 
p. xxix) explains this as “involving vibrational energy, con-
sciousness, ether, sentience/intelligence and/or electro-
magnetic or sound waves/frequencies.” 5/96 organisations 
included in this analysis contributed to Subtle Energies (see 
Fig. 2). There is a lineage of animism in this discourse, a 
belief that “the natural world is ‘inspirited’—that is, inhab-
ited by nature spirits” (Massy 2021, p. 306). Participant 14 
said, “I’ve had conversations with plants and animals in my 
journeys that lead me to believe that everything is conscious, 
even the rocks are conscious.” It was not until participant 14 
started studying shamanism that they understood how nature 
was trying to communicate with them.

This discourse conflates Subtle Energies with quantum 
physics to explain RA. Participant 5 said, “the subtle energy 
and the quantum physics side of agriculture is one of the 
large areas that will expand and is expanding now. In my 
experience regen ag doesn’t work well if it doesn’t have 
the subtle energy side of it.” Subtle Energies focus on the 
“frequencies which cannot be measured by conventional 
instrumentation but which can affect organisms at a cellu-
lar level” (RCS 2021, p. para 7). Adherents use intuition, 
dowsing and kinesiology to connect with the “intelligence 
of nature” (MacManaway 2020, p. 2) and correct energy 
imbalances. Participant 5 said, “quantum agriculture is the 
new one coming.”

Quantum agriculture draws on the biodynamic work of 
Lovel (2015). Biodynamics is based on Steiner (1993, 2005) 
and “works with the planets and the cosmic forces of the 
constellations as a scientific process” (participant 13). For 
participant 13, “biodynamics is part of the regen ag move-
ment.” Quantum agriculture goes beyond biodynamics and 
practices an intuitive farming, where “a message is received 
from another organism, intuition arises within the human 
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body, particularly the heart, arising as a ‘knowing’ without 
knowing how one knows” (Wright et al. 2017, p. 109). The 
quantum perspective is used to explain such phenomena 
because “there’s no separation; everything is joined, linked, 
the same. When you’re looking at regeneration, you’ve got 
to do it from that perspective” (participant 5).

Quantum Leap workshops hosted by Resource Consult-
ing Services suggest that “sunlight and rainfall are natural 
and free assets in your production system to be managed 
and profited from. With the right knowledge and techniques 
quantum physics is another natural and free asset from which 
your business can benefit” (MacManaway 2020, p. 2). As 
such, quantum physics/subtle energy is an asset that can 
improve profitability, which plays into the rhetoric of Resto-
ration for Profit. Some regenerative farmers avoid mention-
ing Subtle Energies for fear the discourse will seem unscien-
tific and undermine the RA movement (participant 3).

Table 3 gives an overview of the nine discourses and their 
positionality regarding the four tensions. Figure 2 shows the 
number of organisations in this study contributing to each 
discourse.

Discussion

The findings explicitly address the first two research ques-
tions by exploring the tensions and discourses contributing 
to the emerging discourse of RA. This discussion aims to 
position these findings in the literature by exploring the third 
question: what shared storyline for transformation might the 
discourse coalition form around?

RA as a potentially transformative storyline

Loring (2022c) introduces four archetypal food system 
regimes reflecting different storylines around which dis-
courses can organise. Degenerative systems eat down 
diverse resources; regenerative systems sustain diverse 
resources; impoverished systems have little to no resources; 
and coerced systems maintain a few highly valued resources. 
Widespread participation in RA as opposed to systems that 
are degenerative, impoverished or coerced requires bring-
ing people into the discourse without compromising it to 
the extent that others leave (Hajer 1993). This means look-
ing for common ground across the nine discourses (Gor-
don et al. 2022) and finding shared storylines that enable 
transformations.

As is demonstrated by the four tensions and the lack of a 
shared definition (Newton et al. 2020), the meaning of RA 
is ill-structured, vague and malleable. This is because the 
nine discourses influencing RA have interacted and co-cre-
ated a storyline that has interpretive flexibility. As Gordon 
et al. (2022, p. 11) say, “there is enough common ground in 

regenerative agriculture to feel included in the community, 
but also enough space for interpreting it in your own way.” 
This is an essential trait for a discourse coalition approach, 
which assumes that “the political power of a text … comes 
from its multi-interpretability” (Hajer 1995, p. 61). The 
diversity of these discourses speaks directly to the multi-
interpretability of RA as a storyline.

The RA storyline broadly goes let’s work with nature to 
restore, revive and renew our environments. Since it has 
multi-interpretability, this storyline shape-shifts and expands 
depending on the discursive lens. The reasons for regenerat-
ing could be desertification (Big Picture Holism), climate 
change and better productivity (Restoration for Profit) or 
ecological identity (Deep Holism). It may mean no chemi-
cals (Regenerative Organic) or working with energy imbal-
ances (Subtle Energies). Regenerating social and cultural 
environments might be a priority (Agroecology and Food 
Sovereignty, First Nations, Regenerative Cultures); for oth-
ers, it is ecological regeneration (Restoration for Profit; 
Regrarian Permaculture). This storyline is sometimes 
imbued with a holistic (Deep Holism, Big Picture Holism) 
or systems thinking perspective (Regrarian Permaculture). 
In other cases, it is not (Restoration for Profit). As is evi-
dent across the discourses, people are not necessarily talking 
about the same thing when drawing on this storyline.

However, the discourse coalition obscures disagreements 
and creates “the appearance of discursive unity, as if every-
one were talking about the same thing” (Edenborg 2021, p. 
2). This means that consensus on the meaning of RA is not 
required for coordinated action because individuals can act 
together whilst retaining their own interpretations (Gordon 
et al. 2022). In this way, RA bridges conflicting perspec-
tives, which is a powerful “starting point for political action” 
(Edenborg 2021, p. 2). Whilst this creates opportunities for 
widespread participation in RA, it is also an invitation to 
more powerful actors—such as multi-national corpora-
tions—to try and shape the storyline in ways that suit their 
interests. This raises questions as to whether power dynam-
ics and equity discourses are sidelined in ‘mainstream’ RA, 
thus sharpening the risk of transformations perpetuating the 
status-quo (Blythe et al. 2018).

The risk of co‑optation and greenwashing 
to the transformative potential of RA

Powerful actors can dilute the transformative potential of RA 
through co-optation and greenwashing (Giller et al. 2021). 
This dilution occurs because the more radical changes such 
as food democracy (Agroecology and Food Sovereignty); 
ecological identity (Deep Holism) or Indigenous sovereignty 
(First Nations) do not get taken up. These actors attain this 
discursive power by creating principles and/or definitions 
(Mills 2020) that overshadow the contributions of minority 
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Fig. 3  RA discourse

discourses (First Nations, Deep Holism and Subtle Energies) 
or assimilate RA with the expectations of industrialism and 
productivism (Restoration for Profit). Tensions two, three 
and four reflect this process, which can lead to a splintering 
of the discourse coalition and a decline in the discursive 
power of RA amongst farmers.

For RA to achieve widespread participation, central 
actors in farming communities, corporations, supply chains 
and governments will need to be “persuaded by, or forced 
to accept, the rhetorical power of a new discourse” (Hajer 
1993, p. 48). We will likely see increased institutionalisa-
tion where the ideas of the storyline are reflected in institu-
tional practices (Hajer 1993). Zero Budget Natural Farming 
(ZBNF) in India similarly started as a grassroots move-
ment that motivated its members through discourse and 
other means (Bharucha et al. 2020; Khadse et al. 2017). It 
became institutionalised when the state of Andhra Pradesh 
developed public policies to scale ZBNF. However, there 
remains concern that external funding for these policies may 
threaten the movement’s original value of autonomy from 
capital (Khadse and Rosset 2019).

Institutionalisation can easily privilege the quantifiable 
aspects of RA, e.g. definitions that reduce RA to processes 
(Regenerative Organic) or outcomes (Big Picture Holism). 
For RA to be transformative without being greenwashed 
or co-opted, institutions need to integrate diverse forms of 
knowledge (Seymour 2021); e.g. taking the non-quantifiable 
approaches of Deep Holism, First Nations and Subtle Ener-
gies seriously. Otherwise, the risk is that institutionalisation 
will be achieved by shedding the more transformative discur-
sive elements. This would force some component discourses 
out of the coalition. To realise transformative potential, “we 
need institutions and discourses which are capable of learn-
ing” (Dryzek 2013, p. 234), e.g. via horizontal farmer-to-
farmer exchanges (Anderson et al. 2019) that let them com-
mune at the edges of their discourse and share dialogue.

The institutionalisation of ZBNF supported similar hori-
zontal learning processes (Khadse and Rosset 2019). For-
tunately, dialogic spaces are emerging between discourses 
in RA, e.g. communities of practice sharing standards for 
quality of work (IEA 2022). This is promising because 
as Dryzek (2013) demonstrates, other environmental dis-
courses have impeded their own learning, particularly when 
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over-confident in the correctness of their interpretations. 
There are different opportunities for transformation through 
each discourse: e.g. Restoration for Profit is more accessible 
to conventional farmers; First Nations leads decolonisation 
processes. As such, the transformative potential of RA could 
be realised through its multi-interpretability. This makes 
coordinated action between very different actors possible 
and increases the chances of widespread participation in RA. 
Figure 3 visualises RA discourse and its contributors.

Conclusion

This paper presented evidence that RA is an attempt to 
build a more encompassing discourse through an alliance 
of smaller discourses—a discourse coalition. We explored 
four tensions in RA (see Table 2) that were used as criteria 
for differentiating between nine discourses (see Table 3). 
RA is in part a storyline that is interpreted differently by 
these nine discourses. This multi-interpretability gives RA 
its transformative potential because it creates the appearance 
of discursive unity—that everyone is talking about the same 
thing. If the discourse coalition can remain intact, this makes 
coordinated action between very different actors possible 
and increases the chances of widespread participation in RA.

Future research can explore how high levels of discur-
sive interest are translating into institutional change. This 
includes the relationship between discursive power and 
actors such as multi-national companies, not-for-profits and 
governments. It can also explore opportunities to create 
dialogue between the discourses, and what impact this has 
for transformation—in this way, the discursive model could 
function as a conceptual framework. The discourse coalition 
approach demonstrates that RA is full of nuance and allows 
researchers to hold that complexity without resorting to an 
over-simplified and restrictive definition.
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Chapter four: 
discursive 
mindscapes in 
regenerative 
agriculture 
 

͞tĞ�ĂůǁĂǇƐ�ŚĞĂƌ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚƵŵĂŶƐ�ĂƌĞ�Ă�ƐƚŽƌǇƚĞůůŝŶŐ�ƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ǁĞ�ŶĞĞĚ�ŶĞǁ�ƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ�ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ͘�

/�ĨĞĞů�ůŝŬĞ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ƐŽ�ƚƌƵĞ͘�tŚĞŶ�ǁĞ͛ƌĞ�ƚƌǇŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƐŚŝĨƚ�ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ�Ă�ŶĞǁ�ǁĂǇ�ŽĨ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͕�

ǁĞ�ĚŽ�ŶĞĞĚ�ŶĞǁ�ƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ�ƚŽ�ŚĞůƉ�ƵƐ�ŵĂŬĞ�ƐĞŶƐĞ�ŽĨ�ŝƚ͟�;ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϮϭͿ.  

 

This chapter explores more deeply the storying of regenerative agriculture. It is an extended 

description of each of the discourses, with illustrations, using more of my empirical data. Due 

to word count, these full descriptions could not fit in chapter three because it was written for 

submission to Sustainability Science. However, all participant voices in this chapter are from 

the same data set as chapter three. This chapter addresses question four: 

 

x What discourses contribute to the emerging discourse of regenerative agriculture?  

 

Research as artistic practice  

 

The chapter also utilises illustration as a method for further interpreting and understanding 

the nine discourses. I partnered with artist Hannah Cox from Nanny Potts Illustration to 

illustrate each of the discourses. This was an opportunity to pause and reflect in a less 

͚ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐ͛�ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ͘�/ƚ�ǁĂƐ�Ă�ŚǇďƌŝĚ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚͬĂƐ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ�(Hope, 2016). 
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Research through practice involves examining a question through the practice of making and 

doing (Frayling, 1994). In this sense, the practice of illustrating the discourses. However, this 

was also a process of research for (as) practice. In this sense, the artistic practice itself is also 

the research outcome. The collaborative processes and thinking of Hannah and I are 

embodied in the illustrations, these are the final outcomes of the research through/as 

practice. Hope (2016, p. 82) sayƐ͕�͞ŝŶ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŝŶŐ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĂůƐŽ�ĨŽƌ�;ĂƐͿ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͕�

the artist is having to stand outside the artefact (to communicate it) and within it (to make 

ŝƚͿ͘͟ 

 

This was a collaborative process. Hannah and I had multiple meetings, reading through my 

research and discussing how the findings (specifically the nine discourses) might be visually 

represented. Hannah was a great collaborator because she brought fresh, interpretive eyes 

to the findings from a different discipline. The initial purpose of this was to better 

communicate the distinctions between discourses. However, the process also acted as a layer 

of analysis. The goal of visually representing the discourses challenged us to articulate their 

central themes. We did this via hours of discussion, drafting different images that 

emphasised different discursive aspects. Hannah and I reflected on the material and more-

than-human manifestation of the discourses. Who are the more-than-human actors co-

constructing the discourse? As such, the illustrations intentionally reflect different material-

discursive realities.     

 

This process was cyclical and led to the generation of nine artworks that complement the 

text. I have included a short statement alongside each artwork that reflects on how the 

image expresses the discourse. Both artwork and statement will be displayed alongside the 

discourse descriptions.  
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Artwork 1: Restoration for Profit is focused on soil health to increase productivity and profitability. In this artwork, we see a 

healthy, bio-diverse soil ecosystem
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cover, and species diversification (FAO, 2022). It relies on chemical inputs and expensive 

machinery to minimise soil disturbance and reduce soil carbon losses (Kassam et al., 2009).  

 

However, conservation agriculture is limited to cropping systems (Giller et al., 2015; Whitfield 

et al., 2015) whereas regenerative agriculture emphasises mixed farming with the integration 

of livestock for carbon capture (Newton et al., 2020). This influence has come from carbon 

farming, which focusses on soil carbon sequestration (often using livestock) to access new 

financial markets and offset the emissions of governments and companies (Baumber et al., 

2019; Baumber et al., 2020). This is an opportunity for increasing soil health and creating 

another revenue stream through enterprise stacking (Gewin, 2021). As evident, all these 

approaches focus on minimising soil disturbance for soil health. They still rely on the 

predominant paradigms of industrialism (Kimbrell, 2002), productivism (Lawrence et al., 

2013) and reductionism (Jordan, 2021). These lead to a concentrated focus on the 

maximisation of profit and production (Gliessman, 2007). Restoration for Profit subsequently 

occupies a space of discursive friction, where regenerative agriculture rubs up against 

industrial-productivist agriculture.    

 

The discourse influencing regenerative agriculture 

 

The two mantras that this discourse has genealogically inherited are soil health and profitable 

production. In a nutshell, it focusses on restoring soils to be more productive and profitable. 

This includes both the chemical and biological components of soils. Restoration for Profit 

͞ĂƉƉĞĂůƐ�ƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶǀĞŶƚŝŽŶĂů�ĨĂƌŵĞƌƐ�ďǇ�͙�ĨŽĐƵƐŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ďŽƚƚŽŵ�ůŝŶĞ�ƉƌŽĨŝƚƐ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�

ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�ƐŽŝů�ŚĞĂůƚŚ͟�(Soloviev, 2019, p. para 11). The shift to regenerative agriculture is 

fundamentally linked with this goal. Productivist rhetoric makes it a powerful stepping-stone 

discourse between industrial and regenerative approaches. For example, participant 3 said, 

͞these sharp implements that we've driven into the soil time and time again, in mono-

cropping, have actually destroyed our soil base, and we've lost topsoil from that. So, what 

was there to help us to be more productive, has now ended up making us less productive͘͟�

This frames soil as a foundation for productivity and suggests that looking after soil means 

farmers can be more productive again.   
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The name, Restoration for Profit, is a direct reference to the Farming and Grazing for Profit 

School run by Resource Consulting Services (RCS) in Australia. Whilst also drawing on other 

discourses (Big Picture Holism and Subtle Energies), RCS is a formidable force in this 

discourse. They are involved with the transition to carbon farming and monitoring in Australia 

through CarbonLink (2022). As mentioned, carbon farming has become a powerful subset of 

this discourse to͕�͞save the planet by sequestering carbon in the landscape and bringing 

down the greenhouse emissions͟�;ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϯͿ͘�Moyer et al. (2020) suggest that 

regenerative agriculture could draw down 100% of annual CO2 emissions if globally adopted ʹ 

which is a disputed claim (Gewin, 2020). Nonetheless, the discourse cites such claims to 

position regenerative agriculture as part of the solution to climate change.  

 

However, climate change mitigation is a co-benefit of healthy, carbon dense soils ʹ not the 

ultimate goal of the discourse. The ultimate goal is still profitability. As participant 6 said, 

ĐŽŶǀĞŶƚŝŽŶĂů�ĨĂƌŵĞƌƐ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�͞ŽĨƚĞŶ�ŵŽƚŝǀĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�

ƉƌŽĨŝƚ͘͟�WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϱ�ƐƵŵŵĞĚ�ƵƉ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶƐĞŶƐƵƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ǁŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞǇ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ŝf you're 

building soil carbon, you're being regenerative.͟��ĚŚĞƌĞŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ�ǁŽƵůĚ�

disagree with this broad, outcomes-based definition; pointing out that a carbon rich farm 

could still be undertaking practices that damage the environment. It is evident that adherents 

ƚŽ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ĂƌĞ�Ăƚ�ƌŝƐŬ�ŽĨ�͚ĐĂƌďŽŶ�ƚƵŶŶĞů�ǀŝƐŝŽŶ͛�(Konietzko, 2022) whereby they become 

overly and narrowly focused on carbon emissions (or sequestration in the case of 

regenerative farmers). 

  

This discourse is bound by an economic rĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƐŵ͕�ǁŚĞƌĞďǇ�ĨĂƌŵŝŶŐ�ŝƐ�Ă�͚ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ͕͛�ĚƌŝǀĞŶ�

ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�͚ďŽƚƚŽŵ�ůŝŶĞ͕͛�ƚŚĂƚ�ŶĞĞĚƐ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ĞŶĚůĞƐƐůǇ�ƐĐĂůĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ŐƌŽǁƚŚ�(Massy, 2013). It 

addresses climate change, soil health and all environmental issues so far as it makes sense to 

do so within a paradigm of production and profitability. The market is considered the best 

way to transform agriculture and protect the environment ʹ e.g., through natural capital 

;ŐŝǀŝŶŐ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů�͚ĂƐƐĞƚƐ͛�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ǀĂůƵĞͿ͘�WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϯ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞the moment you put a 

value on something, then all of a sudden, you protect it. So, you stick a value on the 

environment and pay someone to look after it. You've just protected the environment. It's as 

simple as that͘͟�dŚŝƐ�ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ�can be frustrating for adherents to other discourses. 

Participant 19 recounted their experience at a regenerative agriculture conference, saying 
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͞ƚŚĞƌĞ͛Ɛ�ƐŽ�ŵƵĐŚ�ůĂĐŬŝŶŐ�ŚĞƌĞ�͙�ƚŚĞƌĞΖƐ�ũƵƐƚ�ŶŽ�ƐŽƵů�Žƌ�ŚĞĂƌƚ͘�/ƚΖƐ�Ăůů�ũƵƐƚ�ŵŽŶĞǇ͘�/�ǁĂƐ�ƐŽ�

frustrated that I ǁĂƐ�ƐŝƚƚŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�Ă�ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ũƵƐƚ�ƚĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŵŽŶĞǇ�͙�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝŶĂŶĐĞƐ�ũƵƐƚ�

seemed to be much louder than >they@ ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ͘͟ Whilst this creates tension with 

other discourses it also makes regenerative agriculture inviting for corporate investors.   

 

AƐ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϮϬ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞƐ�ůŽǀĞ�ŵĞĐŚĂŶŝĐĂů�ŵŽĚĞůƐ�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ŚŽǁ�ƚŚĞǇ�ŐĞƚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�

bottom line. /Ĩ�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ŵĞĐŚĂŶŝĐĂů�ĂŶĚ�ǇŽƵ�ĐĂŶ�ŐĞƚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ďŽƚƚŽŵ�ůŝŶĞ͕�ǁĞůů�ǁĞ͛ůů�ŚĂǀĞ�Ă�ŐŽ͊��Ƶƚ�ŝĨ�

ŝƚ͛Ɛ�Ăůů�ƐŽƌƚ�ŽĨ�ǁĂĨĨůǇ�ĂŶĚ�ǇŽƵ͛ǀĞ�ŐŽƚ�ƚŽ�ĚŽ�Ă�ďŝƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂŶĚ�Ă�ďŝƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�ǁĞůů�ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ƚŽŽ�

complicated for corporates.͟��Ɛ�ƐƵĐŚ͕�ƚŚŝƐ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ƚĂůŬƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�

according to what is measurable and quantifiable, e.g., units of carbon sequestered or the 

integration of livestock. It is often responsible for practice-based definitions of regenerative 

agriculture such as those in Brown (2018) or Mills (2020). Other discourses would find these 

to be over-simplified and missing the core of the regenerative mindset; see Seymour and 

Connelly (2022). Adherents ƚŽ�ZĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�WƌŽĨŝƚ�ĂƌŐƵĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞the profitability of 

regenerative agriculture is identical to conventional agriculture͟�;ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϱͿ͘�dŚĞǇ�ĂůƐŽ�

focus on the scalability of regenerative agriculture, which aligns with goals such as Cargill͛Ɛ to, 

͞ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ�ĂĐƌŽƐƐ�ϭϬ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ĂĐƌĞƐ͟�;�ĂƌŐŝůů�ϮϬϮϬďͿ.    

 

�ĚŚĞƌĞŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞ�ĨŽŽĚ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�͚ďĞǇŽŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂƌŵ�ŐĂƚĞ͛�;Ğ͘Ő͕͘�ƚŚĞ�

industrial supply chain), they are focussed on farming practices and their environmental 

outcomes. As participant 11 pointed out, transformation is isolated to the farm and people 

are still commodity producers.   

 

͞Goodman Fielder or Cargill or someone like that might be promoting regenerative 

agriculture, but it's really only what happens on the farm. They're still running their 

corporate palaver; they're not changing. All they're doing is rebranding. And they may 

genuinely feel this is a good thing. It ticks the carbon box; it ticks the biodiversity box; 

but it's not necessarily relating to changes in behaviours in the way value chains or 

their corporations operate. It's business as usual.͟  

 

Restoration for Profit is a powerful stepping-stone for conventional farmers interested in 

ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͖�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞ�ŽĨ�ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĂů�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŝƐ�ŵŝůĚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŝƚ�ĚĞƉĂƌƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ůĞĂƐƚ�
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from the mainstream. This makes it very popular for investors whose, ͞ŝĚĞĂ�ŽĨ�ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�

regenerative agriculture is being part of an agriculture fund that buys up farmland and gets a 

return on investment when that farmland is sold in X amount of years. tĞůů͕�ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ŶŽƚ�

ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ͕�ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ũƵƐƚ�ĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ͟�;ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϮϭͿ͘ This demonstrates how easily 

Restoration for Profit fits into status-quo structures. It is fundamentally about layering 

greener practices over the agricultural system that already exists (Fassler, 2021). This means 

it accepts many practices (such as chemical use) that other proponents of regenerative 

agriculture do not support. Accusations that regenerative agriculture is being used for 

greenwashing are most often directed towards adherents to this discourse.    

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



115

7"/)>"$0%&()M41"#*

M&#&.&%2/"9&'2#%":$7/$%&'">'755W".#'2/'05?'&9&%8/0".#'">':5..&:/&='5.'/0&'12%3'/5'32W&'#55='

32.2#&3&./'=&:">"5.> /02/'&.02.:&'X$27"/8'51'7"1&*

Artwork 2: Big Picture Holism is predominantly used in grazing systems; utilising livestock as a management tool. In this 

artwork, we see a grazier walking with her animals through healthy pastures
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͞�ŶǇƚŝŵĞ�ǁĞ�ƚĂůŬ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŝŶƚĞƌĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚŶĞƐƐ�ǁĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŝŵƉůǇŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐ�ĞǆŝƐƚ�

between whatever is being connected. To more accurately view the world, one has to 

accept that, in reality, there are no boundaries, only wholes within wholes in a variety 

of patterns. And to understand the world, according to Smuts, we must first seek to 

understand the greater whole, which has qualities and characteristics not present in 

ĂŶǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ůĞƐƐĞƌ�ǁŚŽůĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĨŽƌŵ�ŝƚ͟�(Savory & Butterfield, 2016, p. 29).         

 

Practitioners of holistic management believe all management decisions should be made from 

ƚŚĞ�ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�͚ǁŚŽůĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͛�ʹ that is, the whole being managed by the 

farmer, which exists within (and is influenced by) greater and lesser wholes (Savory & 

Butterfield, 2016). It was on this premise that the holistic decision-making framework was 

created to help people focus on the whole when making management decisions (Gosnell, 

Grimm, et al., 2020). One of the factors included in this decision-making framework is a 

ƉĞƌƐŽŶ�Žƌ�ŐƌŽƵƉ͛Ɛ�ŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ (Savory, 2012). Originally referred to as a holistic goal, this 

ŝƐ�Ă�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ǀŝƐŝŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ƚŚĞ�͚ďŝŐ�ƉŝĐƚƵƌĞ͛�ĂŶĚ�ŝƐ�ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŐƌŽƵƉ͛Ɛ�ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐ�ĂŶĚ�

values.  

 

Whilst this framework can be used in any context, it has been most successfully applied to 

grazing, and the approach has gone under many names ʹ such as cell grazing, time control 

grazing (Richards & Lawrence, 2009), adaptive management (Mann & Sherren, 2018) or 

regenerative ranching (Gosnell, Charnley, et al., 2020). A key insight came from Voisin (1988), 

that overgrazing was not so much connected with the number of animals, but the amount of 

time plants were exposed to those animals. The predator-prey relationship was also 

important for keeping animals moving in higher densities (Savory & Butterfield, 2016). 

Holistic management can be confused with rotational grazing, but the two have different 

practical and philosophical approaches (Richards & Lawrence, 2009). Similarly, managed 

grazing, as described in Hawken (2017), does not include holism (Gosnell, Charnley, et al., 

2020).  
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The discourse influencing regenerative agriculture 

 

As mentioned, the holism of Smuts (1973) is core to the Savory and Butterfield (2016) holistic 

decision-making framework. This perspective is the bedrock of Big Picture Holism. Participant 

ϭϮ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ǁhen it comes to complex dynamics, like the social and environmental, we're trying 

to simplify things by focussing on one thing at a time. As soon as you do that, you lose sight 

of the big picture. Holistic management gets you to look and see that everything is 

connected. All living things: environment, soils, the business.͟�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�Ă�͚ďŝŐ�ƉŝĐƚƵƌĞ͛�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�

ƚŽ�ŚŽůŝƐŵ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŐŽĞƐ͕�͞ĂǁĂǇ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƌƚ�ƚŽ�ŐĞƚ�ĂŶ�ŽǀĞƌǀŝĞǁ͟�(Bortoft, 1996, p. 25). Other 

discourses differ from this approach (see Deep Holism discourse). Whilst practitioners of 

holistic management exhibit systems thinking (Mann et al., 2019), this discourse has specific 

rhetoric around holism that comes from Savory ʹ e.g., holistic context, whole under 

management, holistic decision-making framework (Savory & Butterfield, 2016). This differs 

from the systems rhetoric in other discourses (see Regrarian Permaculture).   

 

Adherents to this discourse consider the environment, social wellbeing, and economic profit 

ĂƐ�ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂů�ƚŽ�Ă�ĨĂƌŵĞƌ͛Ɛ�ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ůŝĨĞ͘�/ƚ�ŝƐ�Ă�ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů�ƐŚŝĨƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ZĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�WƌŽĨŝƚ�

because the discŽƵƌƐĞ�ŚŽƉĞƐ�ƚŽ�ŵŽǀĞ�͞farmers away from just looking at production, 

production, production. It͛s about the environment, and it͛s about people͟�;ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϭϮͿ͘�

This does not mean that production is not considered important, it is still highly valued as 

demonstrated by Gosnell, Grimm, et al. (2020). However, it is not considered more important 

than other contributing factors to quality of life. The emphasis on the social manifests at an 

individual and context specific level (as opposed to addressing systemic issues of equity and 

power). It is about getting people to understand those ͞feelings and values that they hold͟�

;ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϭϮͿ͘�dŚĞƐĞ�ǀĂůƵĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶƚŽ�ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ�ǀŝĂ�ƚŚĞ�ŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�͞ŝƐ�ĂŶ�

expression of the way people want their liveƐ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŚŽůĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�͙�

ĂŶĚ�Ă�ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁŝůů�ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ůŝĨĞ͟�

(Savory & Butterfield, 2016, p. 63).  

 

Adherents to this discourse prioritise outcomes in their monitoring and definition of 

regenerative agriculture ʹ the holistic context represents self-identified outcomes that each 

farmer should be working towards. To achieve these outcomes, farmers can use diverse 



 118 

͚ƚŽŽůƐ͛�;ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐͬƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐͿ͘�WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϱ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞in Gabe Brown͛s principles, he's got one ͚no 

tillage.͙͛�Ƶƚ�I see a lot of country that needs tillage. So, there's a need to be careful about 

how we use tillage, but ŝƚ͛Ɛ�Ă�ƚŽŽů�ůŝŬĞ�ĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ�ĞůƐĞ͘�&ĞƌƚŝůŝƐĞƌ�ŝƐ�Ă�ƚŽŽů͘�All these things are 

tools. It's the misuse of tools that actually get us into trouble, not the tool itself͘͟��Ɛ�ƚŚŝƐ�

ƋƵŽƚĞ�ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ͕�ƚŚĞ�ŵĞƚĂƉŚŽƌ�ŽĨ�͚ƚŽŽůƐ͛�ŝƐ�ƉŽǁĞƌĨƵů�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͘�/ƚ�ŝƐ�ĂŶ�

ĂŶƚŚƌŽƉŽĐĞŶƚƌŝĐ�ŵĞƚĂƉŚŽƌ͕�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞŶƐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂĚŚĞƌĞŶƚƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�ǁŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�͚ƚŽŽůďŽǆ͛�

(e.g., livestock) to achieve human-defined outcomes. In other discourses, animals are 

referred to as kin (see First Nations discourse) and are active participants in a more 

collaborative relationship. By contrast, adherents to Big Picture Holism consider which tools 

are going to work best for them in the pursuit of their holistic context.   

 

ZĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ͕�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϭϮ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ƚŚĞ processes that 

people are coming up witŚ͕�ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌe all fantastic. There's no good or bad, even chemicals ʹ 

they're not good or bad. It's how we use them, how we manage them. And we can't manage 

without context. If we just focus on processes, we will fail.͟��Ɛ�ƐƵĐŚ͕�ƚŚĞ�^ĂǀŽƌǇ�/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞ͛Ɛ�

͚Land to Market Ecological Outcomes Verification System͛�ŝƐ�ĂŶ�ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ-based program for 

ecological monitoring that requires a positive trend line for ecosystem improvements. The 

ĐĞƌƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ�ƐĞĂů�ŝƐ�͞awarded to land following a scientific, robust monitoring process to 

demonstrate positive trends in the areas of soil health, biodiversity and ecosystem function͟�

(Inside-Outside-Management, 2022)͘�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ĂƉƉĞĂůŝŶŐ�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ĨĂƌŵĞƌ͛Ɛ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ĨĞĞů�ŽďůŝŐĞĚ�

to radically transition their farm in one go. It speaks to the definitional flexibility of 

regenerative agriculture in this discouƌƐĞ͘��Ɛ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϭϮ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞everybody wants this kind 

of definition of what regenerative agriculture is. And it's a journey, you know, we're 

developing technologies, we're rediscovering knowledge. And what we think of it today can 

be completely different ŝŶ�ƚǁŽ�ǁĞĞŬƐ͛�ƚŝŵĞ͘͟� 

 

There are lineages within the discourse that emphasise slightly different elements ʹ in 

particular, the difference between followers of Allan Savory and Stan Parsons.  

 

͙͞it was all just on environment; all of our grazing and using animals as the tool and 

trying to mimic nature. That's where Savory got his knowledge from. And he was 

seeing farmers doing some really good stuff for the environment. But financially, it 
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was falling apart, or socially there were problems or community-wise there were 

problems. And then he had this epiphany about ͚Ǉeah, they're all connected.͛�You 

can't just have production without the social and financial. Around about that time he 

met up with Stan Parsons and Stan was very, very astute with the financial side. He 

brought that missing link in a way͟�;ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϭϮͿ͘��  

 

Personal differences between Savory and Parsons eventually led to slightly different lineages 

of holistic management. Followers of Savory tend to emphasise ecology and holism (e.g., 

Inside Outside Management) whereby Parsons tend to emphasise economics (e.g., Resource 

�ŽŶƐƵůƚŝŶŐ�^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐͿ͘��Ɛ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϭϮ�ĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚ͕�͞the financial side of RCS is very strong, and 

very good. They don't really touch on the decision-making or create context, which to me is 

the umbrella͘͟�/Ŷ�ŵĂŶǇ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ǁĂƐ�Ă�ƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐĂů�ƐŚŝĨƚ�ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ�ĂĚŽƉƚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƌŵ�

adaptive. This occurred because there was such resistance to the term holistic management, 

which was sometimes mistaken as a religious cult because of the word holistic (participant 

12).  

 

Participant 20 made the point that regardless of different emphasis ʹ or even different 

agricultural systems (they listed biodynamics, organics, natural sequence farming, radionics) 

all of these are management techniques ƚŚĂƚ�͞ĐŽŵĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƵŵďƌĞůůĂ�ŽĨ�ĚĞcision-making. 

If you've got to use a bit of chemical, let's! Because otherwise you're going to go bankrupt 

and have to sell the farm, for God sakes use that bit of chemical, use it. But do so whilst 

acknowledging that [your holistic context] is where you really want to be.͟ 
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Artwork 3: Regenerative Organic actively regenerates soils and addresses issues of social fairness and animal welfare. In 

this artwork, we see two farm workers, in safe working conditions, harvesting a polyculture alongside happy animals and 

healthy soils
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This led to its connection with environmental movements in the 1960͛s when Silent Spring 

(1962 (1972 repr.)) inspired public concern about chemicals in the environment (Lockeretz, 

2007). 

 

Organic agriculture has been slowly institutionalised through associations and standards 

(Schmid, 2007), which eventually led to a market worth $23 billion (Sahota, 2004). With this 

came the industrialisation of organic agriculture, which saw an increase in mono-cultural 

farms using more and more inputs (Guthman, 2004). This was a concerning development for 

many organic farmers (Darnhofer et al., 2010) ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�͚ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ͛�ŵŽǀĞĚ�ĂǁĂǇ�ĨƌŽŵ�ŝƚƐ�

founding principles. Subsequently, Organic 3.0 emerged in 2016 under the lead of the 

International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM). This was an attempt to 

redirect organic agriculture back towards the founding principles proposed by the likes of 

Howard, Balfour and Steiner (Arbenz et al., 2017). It aims to move away from practice-based 

certification requirements and be less constrained by the private standards, government 

regulations and restrictive definitions that have been the hallmark of organic agriculture to 

date (Arbenz et al., 2017). Interestingly, the launch of Organic 3.0 coincided with the rise of 

regenerative agriculture. Whilst under the guise of a different rhetoric, Regenerative Organic 

is closely aligned with Organic 3.0 (Leu, 2020).   

 

The discourse influencing regenerative agriculture 

 

As mentioned, Regenerative Organic is an extension to the tenets of organic agriculture; e.g., 

cover cropping, crop rotation, composting, no-till (Rodale, 2019). Using these as a 

foundation, it expands to include practices that will actively regenerate soils, and address 

issues of social fairness and animal welfare. As participant 15 said,  

 

͙͞organic isn't enough ʹ you don't have to plant cover crops to be organic. But you 

have to plant cover crops to be regenerative. You don't have to plant a greatly 

diversified rotation to be organic. But the more you diversify the rotation, the faster 

you regenerate soil. You don't have to graze animals to be organic, but you have to 

ŐƌĂǌĞ�ƚŚĞŵ�ŝĨ�ǇŽƵ�ǁĂŶƚ�ƚŽ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŽŝů͘͟  
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In an agricultural context, the term regenerative first emerged in this discourse. As 

mentioned in the introduction, it was coined by Robert Rodale who articulated the seven 

tendencies towards regeneration with his daughter Maria (Rodale & Rodale, 1989). In these 

͚ƚĞŶĚĞŶĐŝĞƐ͛�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�Ă�ĐůĞĂƌ�ĐŽƌƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ between soil health and community wellbeing. This 

discourse is promoted by the Rodale Institute, a science and education facility responsible for 

founding the Regenerative Organic Alliance and its Regenerative Organic Certification (ROC). 

Regenerative agrŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŚĂƐ�ĐŽŵĞ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ĐůĞĂƌůǇ�ĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ƚŚĞ�ZK��ĂŶĚ͕�͞ĂƉƉůŝĞƐ�

ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƐŽŝů�ŚĞĂůƚŚ͕�ĂŶŝŵĂů�ǁĞůĨĂƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŽĐŝĂů�ĨĂŝƌŶĞƐƐ͟�(Rodale, 2019).       

    

Whilst biological inputs are used, adherents to this discourse do not use chemical or 

synthetic inputs. Participant 16 said this was a universal principle, ͞ŝĨ�ǁĞ�ŐĞƚ�ĐŚĞŵŝĐĂůƐ�ŽƵƚ�ŽĨ�

ƚŚĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͕�ǁĞ�ĨƌĞĞ�ƵƉ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŽŝů͛Ɛ�ŝŶŶĂƚĞ�ĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞ�ŝƚƐĞůĨ͘͟�WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�

ϮϬ�ƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĞŶŐĂŐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�͞landscape in an integrated way that is not interrupted with 

artificial chemicals and fertilisers.͟�dŚŝƐ�ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ŝŶŚĞƌŝƚĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝĐ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͕�ďƵƚ�

nevertheless stands in contrast to other discourses that do not discredit chemical use (e.g., 

outcomes-based approaches such as Big Picture Holism). Moreso than other discourses, 

ZĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�KƌŐĂŶŝĐ�ŝƐ�ĨŽĐƵƐƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ĂůŝŐŶŝŶŐ�ŝƚƐĞůĨ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐ�ŽĨ�͚ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ͛͘�WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�

ϭϱ�ŵĂĚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽŝŶƚ͕�͞ǁĞΖƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ũƵƐƚ�ƚĞůůŝŶŐ�Ă�ƐƚŽƌǇ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ�ĐĂŶ�ĨĞĞů�ŐŽŽĚ�ĂďŽƵƚ͕�ƚŚĞƌĞΖƐ�

real science behŝŶĚ�ƚŚŝƐ͘͟�dŚŝƐ�ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ƚŽ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ�ƌŽůĞ�ŽĨ�

chemical inputs on soil health.   

 

Social fairness is also an important part of the discourse, which seeks ͞ĨĂŝƌ�ƉĂǇŵĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�

living wages for farmers and farmworkers, safe working conditions, capacity building and 

ĨƌĞĞĚŽŵ�ŽĨ�ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ͟�(Rodale, 2019). Participant 15 remarked that organic cotton had 

gravitated towards ROC because it had been criticised for using child labour when harvesting. 

�Ɛ�ƚŚĞǇ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞that still meets the organic standard. That's organic cotton. How do you have a 

certification standard that assures the person buying a Patagonia jacket made out of organic 

ĐŽƚƚŽŶ͕�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƚ�ĚŝĚŶΖƚ�ĐŽŵĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�ĐŚŝůĚ�ůĂďŽƵƌ͍͟ Again, this demonstrates how regenerative 

agriculture builds on organic agriculture in this discourse. An organic farmer does not need to 

address issues of social justice, but for adherents to this discourse a regenerative farmer 

does. This is established as a requirement in the ROC (2022). This social justice lens is 

predominantly focused on the rights of farm workers (Rodale, 2022).  



 123 

 

As reflected in the ROC standard, this discourse is process-based. Regenerative Organic does 

not support outcomes-based verification standards or definitions of regenerative agriculture. 

Participant 15 said, ͞ǇŽƵ�ĐĂŶ�ďƵŝůĚ�Ă�ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ�ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ͖�ďƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ�ŝƐ͕�ǇŽƵ�ŚĂǀĞ�

then built a standard on cheating͘͟�KŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĨƌŽŶƚ͕�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŝƐ�ŝŶ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ�ƚŽ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�

approaches (such as the Big Picture Holism discourse). RĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�^ĂǀŽƌǇ�/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞ͛Ɛ�

>ĂŶĚ�ƚŽ�DĂƌŬĞƚ��ĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�KƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ�sĞƌŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ�^ǇƐƚĞŵ͕�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϭϱ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ǁe don't think 

it's enough. They don't talk about chemicals in the system, and they don't talk about social 

justice. We think you need more of a complete package if you truly want to say ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ�

ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ͘͟�dŚĞ�ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ-based focus is that people will otherwise 

attempt to achieve an outcome in the easiest way possible ʹ which may have other 

consequences. For example, if the goal is to raise carbon levels, they will logically look for the 

cheapest way to do that. Participant 15 went on to explain,  

 

͙͞ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ďǇ-products of old coal mines is coal dust. It contaminates waterways, 

clogs fish's gills and all sorts of things; it's a pollutant. But if I take coal dust, and I 

spread it on my land, I can change my carbon tremendously, while I'm actually 

polluting the soil. But the outcome is raise my carbon, so I can make my carbon look 

ĂŵĂǌŝŶŐ͘͟  

 

Similarly to Restoration for Profit, this discourse is popular amongst corporates ʹ such as 

Patagonia (2020). Scaling regenerative agriculture through corporatisation is considered a 

pathway towards transformation. Participant 15 referred ƚŽ�ƐƵĐŚ�ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉƐ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƚŚƌĞĞ-

legged stool: government agencies, non-profits, and for-ƉƌŽĨŝƚ��W'͛Ɛ (consumer packaged 

goods)͘��ŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ�ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ�ĐĂŶ�ŵŽǀĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͘͟ 

Alongside Restoration for Profit, this approach stands in contrast to other discourses (see the 

Agroecology and Food Sovereignty discourse ʹ which aims to democratise the food system). 

Nevertheless, the discourse is very clear on their definition of regenerative agriculture and 

much less flexible compared with other discourses. Adherents are aware that the 

terminology risks co-optation. Participant 14 said, ͞there's a lot of people using the word 

regeneration that are not really regenerative. It's the new buzzword, and there's no 
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regulations around it yet. So it's like greenwashing.͟ The definition of regenerative agriculture 

is articulated best in the ROC standard for this discourse. Participant 16 said,  

 

͙͞all these big companies have started to pick up the word regenerative agriculture 

as a way to market themselves. If everyone is using the word, and everyone is 

defining the word differently, then it's becoming meaningless. TŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ǁŚǇ�ƚŚĞ�ZŽĚĂůĞ�

Institute works very hard to promote the idea of regenerative organic.͟�� 

 

This is an important discursive point of difference; this discourse will always refer to itself as 

regenerative organic to differentiate itself from the ambiguity and messiness of regenerative 

agriculture. Participant 14 summed it up with the question, ͞is it regenerative agriculture or 

regenerative organic agriculture?͟�dŚĞ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŝƐ�ĚƵďŝŽƵƐ�ŽĨ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�

explicitly extend on the organic approach.  
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et al., 2021). The ethics however are the bedrock of permaculture (Mollison, 1988). These 

are: earth care ʹ ƌĞďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͛Ɛ�ĐĂƉŝƚĂů͖�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ĐĂƌĞ�ʹ caring for self, kin and community; 

and fair share ʹ setting limits to consumption and reproduction, and redistributing surplus 

(Holmgren, 2007). Landscapes are designed to mimic patterns and relationships in nature 

while meeting local needs (Mollison & Holmgren, 1978). As such, the systems that 

permaculture designers develop integrate ecology, horticulture, animals, water systems, 

architecture, energy efficiency and the vertical stacking of production systems to maximize 

solar capture (Leu, 2020).  

 

Keyline design was also developed in Australia and became popularised by Water for Every 

Farm (1993) wherein Percival Yeomans detailed his keyline system. This is a land planning 

approach that collects run-off water from sloping ground using diversion channels. The water 

is distributed across a property into small to medium-sized dams (Yeomans, 1958). As Duncan 

(2015, p. 276) ĞǆƉůĂŝŶƐ͕�͞ƚŚĞƐĞ�ǁĂƚĞƌ�ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ�ĐŚĂŶŶĞůƐ�>keyline swales@ 

often involve a 1:400 fall (i.e., every 400m, the keyline channel descends 1m in the 

landscape), which dramatically slows the flow of rainfall over the landscape. During large 

ƌĂŝŶĨĂůů�ĞǀĞŶƚƐ͕�ŬĞǇůŝŶĞ�ĐŚĂŶŶĞůƐ�ĚĞůŝǀĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆĐĞƐƐ�ǁĂƚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĂŵƐ͘͟�dŚŝƐ�ŚĞůƉƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ǁĂƚĞƌ�

retention in the soil. Permaculture land planning stands on the shoulders of keyline design 

(Mollison, 1988)͘��ŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ�ĂƐƉĞĐƚ�ŽĨ�zĞŽŵĂŶ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�keyline scale of 

permanence (Yeomans, 1958). This arranges the features of the farm into a hierarchy of 

permanence ʹ the first three features are climate, land shape and water. Yeomans referred 

to these as the 'inseparable trinity of landscape design' because the first two in particular 

ĨŽƌŵ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƵŶĂůƚĞƌĂďůĞ�ďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ͟�(Yeomans, 1971). Water is the first 

landscape factor that can be changed by farmers followed by roads, trees, buildings, 

subdivision, and soil (Yeomans, 1958). These are less permanent aspects of the landscape 

ƚŚĂƚ�ĨĂƌŵĞƌƐ�ĐĂŶ�ǁŽƌŬ�ǁŝƚŚ͕�ďƵƚ�ǁŚĞŶ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶŝŶŐ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞƐ�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ƚŽ�ƐƚĂƌƚ�ďǇ�

considering the unalterable features ʹ climate and land shape (Duncan & Savory, 2015).   

 

The discourse influencing regenerative agriculture  

 

Regrarian Permaculture brings permaculture into broadacre farming context. As participant 

10 remarked, ͞permaculture is particularly good on kitchen gardens, orchards, food forests; it 
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is very weak on agriculture͘͟�dŚĞ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŝƐ�ĐŚĂŵƉŝŽŶĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�Regrarians (Doherty & 

Jeeves, 2016)͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�Ă�ŶĞŽůŽŐŝƐŵ�ŽĨ�͚ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌĂƌŝĂŶ͛�(Regrarians, 2021). The 

Regrarians are a consultancy and farmer network that introduced permaculture to broadacre 

farming by integrating it with holistic management and strengthening its connection to 

keyline design (Soloviev, 2019). The integration of holistic management and permaculture is 

particularly unique. These approaches operate on different scales and would not normally 

overlap͘�,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϭϭ�ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƌŝƚǇ͘�dŚĞǇ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐ�

management is really strong on developing a holistic context, really strong on grazing 

planning; shit on land planning though. Permaculture is quite good on land planning, good on 

its principal set; but pretty bad when it comes to broadacre stufĨ͘͟��Ɛ�ƐƵĐŚ͕�ĨĂƌŵĞƌƐ�ĐĂŶ�ŚĂǀĞ�

the benefit of broadacre grazing from holistic management alongside the benefit of good 

land planning from permaculture.    

 

Adherents understand holism through the lens of systems thinking and pattern 

understanding (Alexander et al., 1977). These are considered interchangeable, as participant 

11 said, ͞patterns are observations of systems in place.͟ Similarly, Mollison (1988) describes 

pattern understanding as an ability to recognise the basic patterns that are continuously 

replicated in nature, and that can be used in permaculture design. Other holistic frameworks 

are also used, such as the holistic context (see Big Picture Holism) and the keyline scale of 

permanence (Doherty & Jeeves, 2016). The scale helps adherents understand the different 

systems and layers to the farm (Duncan & Savory, 2015). The Regrarians list the key features 

as: climate (e.g., metrological, human and regulatory climates), geography (instead of land 

shape), water, access (instead of roads), forestry (instead of trees), buildings, fences (instead 

of subdivision), and soil. They have also added economy and energy to the scale (2021). 

Participant 11 said,   

 

͙͞that started to become less of a scale of permanence and more of just a checklist, a 

catalogue. We go through each of the different layers and they're all naturally 

interlinked. When you͛ƌĞ considering the water layer, well, you should think about the 

economy layer. How much is all this water infrastructure gonna cost? You think about 

the water layer, you think about integrating that with access. So its systems thinking, 

basically. And for something as complex as agriculture, that's a really mighty task͘͟� 
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Forestry is also referred to as the living systems layer ʹ the ͚Kingdoms of Nature͛ layer 

(participant 11) ʹ whereby they consider how all the living systems on the farm (e.g., flora, 

fauna, fungi, bacteria) might integrate in a dynamic whole that reflects ƚŚĞ�ĨĂƌŵĞƌ͛Ɛ�Śolistic 

context (participant 12). In considering these layers, Regrarian Permaculture is 

unapologetically outcomes-based; with clear regenerative outcomes listed on their website 

(Regrarians, 2021). Participant 10 said, ͞/�ƐĞĞ�ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚĞƌŵƐ�ŽĨ�ƌĞƐƚŽƌation ʹ restoring 

the things that make life possible: air, water, soil, biodiversity. I look at the landscape and 

think ʹ ƚŚŝƐ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ŚĂƉƉĞŶ͘�/�ƐĞĞ�ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů͘͟ Participant 11 emphasised that the Regrarian 

approach was akin to the Savory Institute (2020)͕�͞looking more at outcomes ʹ have I 

ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ�ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ͕�ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ǀĂůƵĞ͕�ďŝŽĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ͍͟ They remarked that, 

͞ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŝƐ�ƐŽƌƚ�ŽĨ�ůŝŬĞ�ƉĞƌŵĂĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͖�ŝƚΖƐ�Ă�ŐŽĂů.͟  

 

There is a tension in this discourse between the political views of permaculture and the 

practical approach of Regrarian Permaculture. Participant 10 summed this up neatly by 

ƉŽƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ͗�͞ĂƌĞ�ǁĞ�ũƵƐƚ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶĚ�Žƌ�ĂƌĞ�ǁĞ�regenerating agriculture͍͟�

Whilst adherents recognise the shortcomings of modern agriculture, their answer to this 

would generally be: we are only regenerating the land. Regrarian Permaculture is focused on 

practical applications, and adherents do not typically address issues beyond the farm-gate. 

However, they are influenced by permaculture to different degrees. For example, some abide 

by permaculture values such as self-ƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶĐǇ�;Žƌ�͚ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ-ƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶĐǇ͛�ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�

participant 9). Self-sufficiency requires a fundamental shift in the food system. Participant 10 

demonstrated this when they said, ͞ƚŚĞ�ƐĂĨĞƐƚ�ƚŚŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ƚŽ�ĚŽ�ŝƐ�ũƵƐƚ�ŐƌŽǁ�ĨŽŽĚ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�

they are ͙�that means on balconies, rooftops, sheds.͟ These tensions are heightened 

because adherents to Regrarian Permaculture do not necessarily value the permaculture 

ethics.   

 

According to participant 11, the Regrarians decided not to include the permaculture ethics in 

their work because it went against their belief of self-determination. The participant said,   

 

͞zŽƵ�ũƵƐƚ�ƐƚĂƌƚ�ƚŽ�ŐĞƚ�Ă�ďŝƚ�ƌĞůŝŐŝŽƵƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƐŽƌƚ�ŽĨ�ĐƵůƚǇ͕�ǁŚĞŶ�you start to do that sort of 

thing. /ΖĚ�ƐĂǇ�ƚŚĞƌĞΖƐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ΖĐƵůƚΖ�ŝŶ�ƉĞƌŵĂĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƚŚĞ�͚ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͛͘ Most 
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people have good ethics. And so there's other frameworks that deal with that ʹ 

whether it's your parents, religion, society or laws. I don't need to tell you how to do 

that. All we're really interested in his how do you work with the land? And the 

government's regulations, and just the more practical part of all of this. As opposed to 

getting too much in between people's ears and being anotŚĞƌ�ƐŽƌƚ�ŽĨ�ĐƵůƚǇ�ŶŽŝƐĞ͘͟� 

 

This has caused controversy. WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϭϵ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ĚŽ�ǇŽƵ�ƚŚŝŶŬ�ŝƚΖƐ�ƉĞƌŵĂĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͍��ĞĐĂƵƐĞ�

ƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ�ďƌŽƵŐŚƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƵƉ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ĚĂǇ�ŽŶ�&ĂĐĞďŽŽŬ�ĂŶĚ�/�ǁĂƐ�ǁŽŶĚĞƌŝŶŐ͙�/�ƐĂŝĚ�ŝƚ�ǁĂƐŶΖƚ͘͟�

They went on to say that because the Regrarians removed the ethics, ͞ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ǁŚǇ�ŝƚ�ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ�

feel like permaculture anymore.͟ Participant 9 challenged whether it could even be dubbed 

regenerative agriculture without the permaculture ethics, they said, ͞if we don't have 'people 

care' in this system, is it ƚƌƵůǇ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ͍͟  

 

Both permaculture and regenerative agriculture have been critiqued for repackaging 

Indigenous approaches (Angarova et al., 2020). Participant 11 remarked that permaculture 

ŚĂƐ�͞been really good at appropriating other concepts and sort of making them its own͘͟�&Žƌ�

a discourse that sits at the interface of both permaculture and regenerative agriculture, this 

ŝƐ�Ă�ƚŽƉŝĐĂů�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ͘�WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϴ�ƐĂŝĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉĞƌŵĂĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�͞as decolonial or as 

constrictive as the ethics and practices of the designer. We do see a lot of critique of perma-

colonization. But it's about who does it. If you've got a racist doing permaculture, that's racist 

ƉĞƌŵĂĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͘͟ This is a pointed comment for a discourse that does not uphold the rhetoric 

of permaculture ethics. As per self-determination, adherents can be as ethical or unethical as 

they please. However, participant 9 said that First Nations people are critiquing colonizers 

rather than permaculture itself; ͞white people with resources that are using permaculture. 

We've seen permaculture be used in Indigenous spaces to help reclaim sovereignty and 

actually practice their own culture͘͟ 
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simultaneous whole/parts͟�(Wilber, 2001, p. 41). Whilst Big Picture Holism also refers to 

nested wholes, that discourse does not tend to use the holarchy rhetoric.  

 

��ŬĞǇ�ƉƌĞŵŝƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞ĐŽ-evolution among humans and natural 

systems can only be undertaken in specific places, using approaches that are precisely fitted 

to ƚŚĞŵ͟ (Haggard & Mang, 2016, p. 36). The concept of place represents the ecological and 

cultural context from which higher levels of order can emerge. Mang and Reed (2012, p. 28) 

ĚĞĨŝŶĞ�ŝƚ�ĂƐ͕�͞ƚŚĞ�ƵŶŝƋƵĞ͕�ŵƵůƚŝ-layered network of living systems within a geographic region 

ƚŚĂƚ�ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ�ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ͕�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ƚŝŵĞ͕�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĂƚƵƌĂů�ĞĐŽůŽŐǇ�͙�ĂŶĚ�

culture.͟ Each place has an inherent essence, which is the distinct and permanent character 

that makes that place what it is (Haggard & Mang, 2016). This essence is the bedrock for the 

potential of a place (Benne & Mang, 2015).  

 

�Ǉ�ĨŽĐƵƐƐŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů͕�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ�ĞǆƉůŽƌĞ�Ă�ƉůĂĐĞ͛Ɛ�ǀŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ 

for adding value to the broader ecological and cultural whole within which it is nested (Mang 

& Reed, 2012). As Hes and Rose (2019, pp. 9-10) ƉŽŝŶƚ�ŽƵƚ͕�͞ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ĂŝŵƐ�

to work within a system to enable the potential of that system to emerge, to co-evolve the 

aspects of the system so that it can constructively adapt to change and evolve towards 

ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ŽĨ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ĂŶĚ�ĂďƵŶĚĂŶĐĞ͘͟�dŚŝƐ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝǀĞůǇ�ƚŽ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ�

potential and involves a shift away from focusing on problem-solving (Mang & Reed, 2012).  

 

Regenerative development emerged in design and architecture (Cole, 2012a, 2012b; Cole et 

al., 2012; Cole et al., 2013; Dias, 2015; France, 2008; Lyle, 1994; Plaut et al., 2012; Svec et al., 

2012). However, it now spans multiple sectors such as urban design (Gou & Xie, 2017; Zari, 

2012, 2015), regenerative economics (Fullerton, 2015; Morseletto, 2020), regenerative 

businesses (C. Sanford, 2011; Sanford, 2017, 2020), regenerative sustainability (Gibbons, 

2020; Hes & du Plessis, 2015) and regenerative health (United, 2020). This work starts to 

collectively paint a picture of regenerative cultures. Wahl (2016) asserts that regenerative 

cultures can be designed from the overlapping cultural and ecological systems of individual 

bioregions. There is not a single regenerative culture but numerous depending on the 

uniqueness of different places. 
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The discourse influencing regenerative agriculture 

 

The consultancy Terra Genesis has been fundamental in bringing regenerative development 

and design into an agricultural context (Soloviev & Landua, 2016). Regenerative Cultures is 

the first discourse that moves beyond the farm-gate to challenge supply-chain issues and 

think about managing whole bioregions (the social and ecological systems of place). As 

participant 21 said,   

 

͙͞ǁĞ�ĐĂŶ͛ƚ�look at regenerative agriculture as just being the farm. When I think of 

ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŝƚ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�ƚŽ�ŵĞ͕�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�

renewal. Iƚ͛Ɛ�ƌĞƚŚƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ�all those connections that are so integral to our food, 

community and lives. When I really try and strip it back, [regenerative agriculture is] 

farming on the side of life. /ƚ͛Ɛ�reviving our rural community through healing the 

ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞƐ͘͟  

 

This is the only discourse that is rhetorically aligned with the broader regeneration 

movement. This includes explicit links to regeneration in the different sectors mentioned 

ĂďŽǀĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ŝŶ�WĂƵů�,ĂǁŬĞŶ͛Ɛ�ďŽŽŬ�ŽŶ�ƐŽĐŝĞƚĂů�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĞŶĚŝng the 

climate crisis (Hawken, 2021). Adherents are keenly aware of what regeneration means 

across these sectors, not just in agriculture. Participant 21 said, ͞ƚŚŽƐĞ�ĂĐƚŝǀĞ�ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶƐ�

happening beyond the sphere of agriculture in all the other disciplines ʹ [they are] really 

important because the regenerative work in those fields will feed directly back into what 

ǁĞ͛ƌĞ�ĚŽŝŶŐ͘͟�As an example, they commented that an extractive financial system is not fit-

for-purpose alongside regenerative farming systems. In this sense, regenerative agriculture is 

discussed as a major pathway for shifting towards a ͞culture of regeneration͟�;ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϵͿ͘�

The fundamental belief of adherents to this discourse is that ͞Ěeeply regenerative agriculture 

can exist only if it is completely interwoven into a thriving regenerative culture͟�(Soloviev & 

Landua, 2016, p. 13).  

 

Regenerative cultures emerge from the context of bioregions (Wahl, 2016) and include, 

͞ƐŽŶŐƐ͕�ƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ͕�ŵǇƚŚƐ͕�ƌŝƚƵĂůƐ͕�ĨŽŽĚƐ͕�ĐĞƌĞŵŽŶŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŵƵƐŝĐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐĨorm agriculture from a 

functional economic activity to a spiritually rich and emotionally fulfilling central heart of an 



 133 

ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͟�(Soloviev & Landua, 2016, p. 14). As per regenerative development, 

culture emerges from the essence and potential of place (Haggard & Mang, 2016). 

Participant 19 referred to regenerative tourism (Bellato, et al., 2022; Bellato, Frantzeskaki, & 

Nygaard, 2022) and said, ͞Ăll I dream of is going to a little bakery in a village, and they don't 

have exactly the same ƐƚƵĨĨ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ďĂŬĞƌǇ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĚŝĚ�Ăƚ�ŚŽŵĞ͘�zŽƵ͛ƌĞ�ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŚĂǀĞ 

[different] culture and food in places͘͟�Exploring the potential of local culture can often 

involve addressing colonialism, extraction, and degradation. As Brewer (2019, p. 4) ƐĂǇƐ͕�͞ƚo 

learn about regeneration of landscapes is to find atonement for the loss ͙�Ă great Truth-and-

Reconciliation is needed in each little piece of land.͟�^ƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ͕�ƚŚŝƐ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŝƐ�ŽƉĞŶ�ƚŽ�

addressing issues of indigenous sovereignty and asking questions of land access and custody, 

͞ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ƚŚĞƌĞΖƐ�ĚĞĞƉ�ƐĞĂƚĞĚ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ƚƌĂƵŵĂƐ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�ůĂŶĚ�ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ͟ (participant 8). In 

some instances groups who adhere to Regenerative Cultures are First Nations led; see 

Poelina et al. (2021).       

 

By focussing on the regeneration of broader socio-ecological systems (beyond the farm-

gate), Regenerative Cultures is compelled to authentically consider transforming supply-

chains into what Soloviev and Landua (2016) call regenerative producer webs. These are 

predominantly local, non-linear networks of enterprises that continuously add value to each 

other and the earth when exchanging their goods and services (C. Sanford, 2011). The value 

that is produced is a direct expression of the uniqueness in the surrounding landscape 

(Soloviev & Landua, 2016). It is no surprise that adherents to this discourse also refer to the 

localisation movement (participant 19); see Norberg-Hodge (2016, 2019). Participant 8 

ƌĞŵĂƌŬĞĚ͕�͞we really love regenerative agriculturĞ͕�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ŚŽǁ�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ŶŽƚ�ŽŶůǇ�ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�

practice of farming, but the practice of how we engage regeneratively in the economy and 

ƚƌĂĚĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĂĚŝĐĂůůǇ�ƐŚŝĨƚŝŶŐ�ŚŽǁ�ƉŽǁĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ůĂŶĚ�ŝƐ�ǀŝĞǁĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ͘͟  

The transition from supply-chains to regenerative producer webs plays a central role in this 

ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�͞the interactions between people need to be regenerated and be regenerative͟�

(participant 19). This was articulated clearly by participant 8 when discussing how to move 

beyond regenerative agriculture to regenerative culture. They said, 

 

͙͞ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�has to be the growing of food, it has to be the 

relationships with the people on the farm, it has to be their relationship to the people 
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who transport the food, it has to be the relationship to the people who sell the food. 

[And then] what does it take to have regenerative consumers? Once we've gotten to 

that point, we really start to step into the space of an actual regenerative food system 

culture. If at any point that gets co-opted by capitalism, or colonization, that's not a 

regenerative system. It has regenerative parts, but it's not regenerative.͟ 

 

This discourse is increasingly being normalised in popular media. For example, in film 

campaigns by Damon Gameau ʹ 2040 (2019) and Regenerating Australia (2022). This is 

potentially occurring to this discourse and not others because its rhetoric extends beyond the 

agricultural context. These films demonstrate the role agriculture plays in the broader 

regeneration movement, typically for a non-farming audience. Hawken (2021) had a lot of 

exposure and the discourse received interest from multi-national non-government 

organisations, such as the World Wildlife Fund (2022). Cultural regeneration is central to the 

ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͕�ĂƐ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϮϮ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞this cultural regeneration stuff could be really profound in 

helping nest people within that abundance that ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ͘͟�WĂƚŚǁĂǇƐ�ƚŽ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�

regeneration (and within that, truly regenerative agriculture) are explored through the 

ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ǀŝĞǁ͘�ZĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ƐĞĞŶ�ĂƐ�͞Ă�really dynamic kind of living entity in itself and so it 

shifts͟�;ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϮϭͿ͘�Participant 22 said people need to be working with,  

 

͙͞the systems of cultural literacy, cultural intelligence, and cultural humility from the 

heart space, the ͚being͛ stuff and then cultural safety. I think when you have those 

things working in harmony it creates cultural regeneration ͙�culture has to be alive 

and being transmitted. And therefore, it's always open to change͘͟� 

        

As demonstrated by these quotes, the systems language in this discourse is more socio-

cultural and often includes the word ͚ůŝǀŝŶŐ͛͘�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ŝŶ�

Regrarian Permaculture, which is more mechanistic and focused on establishing practical and 

infrastructure-based systems (e.g., water infiltration systems on the farm). By contrast, 

adherents to this discourse see systems as living entities that they are relating to. In this 

discourse, regenerative practitioners are framed as systems actualizers (Plaut & Amedee, 

2018), which is a recognition that people are participating in numerous cultural and 
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ecological systems that respond to them (participant 22). They actualise these by awakening 

͞ƚŚĞ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĐĂƉĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ĞŵďŽĚŝĞĚ�ŝŶ�Ăůů�ůŝǀŝŶŐ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͟ (Plaut & Amedee, 2018, p. 5).  

 

WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϮϮ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ǁĞ�ŚĂǀĞ�ƚŚĞ�opportunity to activate or animate that biorhythmic 

potential ʹ the potential that's innate within all of us.͟�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�Ă�ƚĞƌŵ�ĐƌĞĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�

ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ƌĞĨĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů�ŽĨ�͞those conditions that enable life͘͟�dŚĞǇ�ƐĂŝĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�

it is Country that enables life ʹ the relational potential of Country. As participant 22 said, 

͞Žften, we're too much in our head to allow that potential to be realised.͟�dŚĞǇ�ƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŝƚ�

as a sacred contract that they reaffirm every time they do a breath in ʹ ͞relying on the trees 

and the plants to provide that oxygen, that purity of the air that I need to breathe, and I 

exhale that out.͟�tŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ůŝǀŝŶŐ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ƚŽ�ƌĞĂůŝƐĞ�ďŝŽƌŚǇƚŚŵŝĐ�ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů�;ƚŚĞ�

regenerative capability that emerges from relational, living systems) is at the heart of 

Regenerative Cultures discourse.    
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A key proponent of the deep ecology worldview is the ecological self (Naess, 1988). This is a 

broadening or widening of personal identity, which invites the ecological community into a 

ƉĞƌƐŽŶ͛Ɛ�ƐĞŶƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƐĞůĨ͘��Ɛ�ƐƵĐŚ͕�͞ƚŚĞ�ƐĞůĨ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ƌĞĂůŝƐĞĚ�ĞǆƚĞŶĚƐ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�ďĞǇŽŶĚ�

ƚŚĞ�ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞ�ĞŐŽ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶĂů�ǁŽƌůĚ͟�(Naess, 1988). 

Macy (2007, p. 153) ŵĂŬĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽŝŶƚ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�͞ŽƵƌ�very breathing, acting, and thinking arise in 

interaction with our shared world through the currents of matter, energy and information 

that move through us and sustain us.͟ To further stress this point, Bateson (1972, p. 319) 

says that the boundaries of our environment͕�͞ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�Ăƚ�Ăůů�ĐŽŝŶĐŝĚĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐ�

ĞŝƚŚĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ďŽĚǇ�Žƌ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƌůǇ�ĐĂůůĞĚ�͚ƐĞůĨ.͛͟ As such, this perspective entails a deep 

integration between self and world. 

 

Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (1749-1832) was a poet and scientist with early objections to 

vitalism (that the world is infused with a mystical life force) and the mechanistic direction of 

science. For Goethe, vitalism credits the generative power of organisms to a vague and free-

floating, mystical force whilst mechanistic science denies them their full mystery (Brook, 

2021b). A middle ground emerged in what Goethe ƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĂƐ�Ă�͚ĚĞůŝĐĂƚĞ�ĞŵƉŝƌŝĐŝƐŵ͛�

(Wahl, 2005). This approach is known as the Goethean method. It makes the subject utterly 

identical to the object being studied (Bradley, 2011). The method has four stages: exact sense 

perception; exact sensorial imagination; seeing-in-beholding; and being one with the object 

(Brook, 2021a).   

 

Rather than seeing human faculties (e.g., imagination) as impairing scientific objectivity, 

Goethe saw the human being as a scientific instrument to understand the workings of nature 

(Brook, 2021a)͘�,ŝƐ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚ�ƌĞůŝĞƐ�ŽŶ�͞rigorous attention to direct experience, empathy, 

intuition and imagination as a path towards meaningful insights iŶƚŽ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͛Ɛ�ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞ�

process͟�(Wahl, 2005, p. 60)͘�hƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĨĂĐƵůƚŝĞƐ͕�ĂŶ�ŽďƐĞƌǀĞƌ�;Ğ͘Ő͕͘�ŽĨ�Ă�ƉůĂŶƚͿ�ĐĂŶ�͞become, 

for a moment, that which we study, for example, to experience vegetative growth or even 

ƉŚŽƚŽƐǇŶƚŚĞƐŝƐ͟�(Brook, 2021a, p. 75). This is a qualitative and experiential approach to the 

ǁŽƌůĚ͕�͞ďƵƚ�ŶŽƚ�ŽŶĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƌĞǀĞůƐ�ŝŶ�ƵŶĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĞĚ�ƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ͟�(Brook, 2021a, p. 231). The 

method involves self-ĞǆĂŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů�ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�͞Ă�ĐǇĐůĞ�ŽĨ�ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͕�

ĞǆĂŵŝŶŝŶŐ�ŽŶĞƐĞůĨ͕�ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ�ĂŐĂŝŶ͟�(Brook, 2021a, p. 74). Goethe also influenced the 
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spiritual science of Steiner (anthroposophy), which in turn influenced biodynamic agriculture 

(Steiner, 1993, 2005). 

 

The discourse influencing regenerative agriculture 

 

The use of the word deep in the title of this discourse refers to deep ecology and its 

embedded way of experiencing nature (Valera, 2018). Participant 2 highlighted the 

distinction between humans being at the top of the pyramid of life versus in the web of life. 

Participant 19 reĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�͞the language of distance͟�ǁŚĞƌĞďǇ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�Ɛƚŝůů�ƐĞĞ�ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ�ĂƐ�

͞ŬŝŶŐƉŝŶ�ƵƉ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŽƉ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌŝĂŶŐůĞ͕�ƚŚĞǇ�ŚĂǀĞŶΖƚ�ǇĞƚ�ĨĂůůĞŶ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƌĐůĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�

ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů͘͟ Other discourses are similarly non-anthropocentric (e.g., Regenerative Cultures). 

However, adherents to this discourse go further in articulating a breakdown between their 

sense of self and the environment. Participant 19 said,  

 

"When we first moved here, I was pregnant with my sixth child. After he was born I 

dived headfirst into postnatal depression. In that time of complete vulnerability, I 

really became connected to this place. It was in that time of darkness that I kind of 

looked for gentler ways of managing the land. That has been a very reciprocal 

relationship, full of compassion and empathy for both the property and myself. I find 

it hard to distinguish between self and property now, if that makes any sense?͟ 

   

Unlike other discourses, this is not just a recognition that humans and landscapes are in 

relationship, but a broadening of identity to take in the more-than-human. As participant 17 

said, ͞ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŽĐŝĂů�ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĞΖǀĞ�Ăůů�ŐƌŽǁŶ�ƵƉ�ƚŽ�

identify with is merely the flimsiest film on top of our larger identity, which stretches back to 

ƚŚĞ�ďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞůĂƚĞƐ�ƵƐ�ƚŽ�ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ͘͟ In the above story, participant 19 

developed a sense of ecological identity through time and shared experience with place. They 

nevertheless continued using the language of ownership (referring to place as property), 

which conceptually separates participant 19 from the farm. This reflects the discursive 

tension in participant 19 as they move away from dominant ideas of relating to land, towards 

more marginal ideas. Whilst contradictory, these discourses can co-exist.  
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Participant 7 discussed structural coupling; whereby recurrent interactions lead to 

congruence between organisms (Maturana, 2002). This concept was a pathway into 

ecological identity. They said that structural coupling is,  

 

͙͞an indivisible connection with your whole environment, ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�ĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞ͕�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�

ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂů͕�ŝƚƐ�ĚĞĞƉ�ƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů͕�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ�ƐƚƵĨĨ�ǁĞ͛ƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ĞǀĞŶ�ĂǁĂƌĞ�ŽĨ͖�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ŝŶ�

ŽƵƌ�ĂŶĐŝĞŶƚ�ďƌĂŝŶ�͙�/�ĚŽŶ͛ƚ�ƚŚŝŶŬ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌƵůǇ�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ůĂŶĚ�ŵĂŶĂŐers, thinkers or 

ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝƐƚƐ�ŐĞƚ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƐŽƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂů�ĐŽƵƉůŝŶŐ͘�/ƚ͛Ɛ�ĂŶ�ĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�

ĐŚƵĐŬ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ĐŚĂŝŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĞ͛ǀĞ�ďŽƵŶĚ�ŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ͕�ŚƵŵĂŶŝƐŵ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŝƐƚ�

thinking, chuck them out! And open-ƵƉ�ǇŽƵƌ�ŚĞĂƌƚ�ĂŶĚ�ǇŽƵƌ�ŵŝŶĚ͘͟� 

 

They went on to say that ŝƚƐ͕�͞ŶŽƚ�ũƵƐƚ�Ă�ƉĂƌĂĚŝŐŵ͖�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�Ă�ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ͕�ƐŽĐŝĂů-environmental 

ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ůŝŬĞ�Ă�ƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĞ͘͟ This opens adherents up to the idea of Gaia, that earth is a 

self-regulating system made up of the interactions between organisms and their inorganic 

environments (Lovelock, 2016). Adherents to this discourse believe you need this kind of 

ecological transformation in how you see the landscape to be truly regenerative (participant 

19). Participant 19 said that definitions are for those who have not experienced ecological 

identity and ĨĞĞů�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�͞ŚĂŶŐ�ŝƚ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŽŶ�Ă�ĐŽĂƚ�ŚĂŶŐĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƵƚ�ŝƚ�ŝŶ�

their closet.͟ In this discourse, an ecological shift can also have a spiritual dimension.   

 

Participant 19 emphasised how integrated regenerative approaches are with spirituality. 

They said that despite a dichotomy existing between spirituality and ecological practice, 

these should be combined ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƌĞĂů�ŝƐƐƵĞ�ĨŽƌ�ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŶŐ�ĞĐŽůŽŐǇ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƐĞůĨ͘͟ 

Participant 2 self-identified as a pantheist, referring to this as a person who connects with the 

environment͘�dŚĞ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ�ǁĂƐ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƐƉŝƌŝƚ�Žƌ�ƐŽƵů�ǁŽƌůĚ͘�dŚĞǇ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞Ɛpirituality is really 

about connectedness, about the relatedness, about seeing our part in the system of life, that 

ǁĞ͛ƌĞ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ůŝĨĞ͕�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĞ͛ƌĞ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƌĚƵƐƚ͕�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĞ�ĂƌĞ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƐŽŵĞ�

ŵĂŐŶŝĨŝĐĞŶƚ�ĞǀĞŶƚ͕�ǁĞ͛ƌĞ�ďŽƚŚ�ŝŶ�ŝƚ�ĂŶĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵƌĨĂĐĞ�ŽĨ�it at the same time͘͟�dŚĞ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�

ĨĞůƚ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ĚĞĞƉ�ƚŝŵĞ�ƐĂǇŝŶŐ͕�͞the piece of corn I can see in 

ƚŚĞ�ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ͕�ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�Ă�ůŝǀŝŶŐ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŽ�Ăŵ�/͕�ƐŽ�ǁĞ�ŚĂǀĞ�Ă�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͘͟   
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Adherents to this discourse often use second person pronouns (you, your, yours, 

yourself/yourselves) to connect with nature. A story written from the second person 

perspective attempts to connect the reader and the protagonist as one ʹ expanding the first 

person to take in another. This is not possible in the third person (looking objectively to an 

external world) or first person (looking internally to a subjective world) because both 

subscribe to a subject-ŽďũĞĐƚ�ďŝŶĂƌǇ͘�dŚĞ�ƐĞĐŽŶĚ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶ�ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ĐƌĞĂƚĞƐ͕�͞ƚŚĞ�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�

have an I/thŽƵ�Žƌ�͚ǁĞ͛�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ�Žƌ�ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ͟�(Cochrane, 2021, p. 113). 

dŚĂƚ�ŝƐ͕�ƚŽ�ĂůǁĂǇƐ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ŽĨ�͚/͛�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ŽĨ�ŝƚƐ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ�ƚŽ�͚ƚŚŽƵ͛͘� 

 

/Ŷ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�ŶŽ�ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇ�ŝƐŽůĂƚĂďůĞ�͚/͛�ĂŶĚ�ĂĚŚĞƌĞŶƚƐ�experience themselves as 

a genuine part of all life ʹ ƚŚĞ�͚ƚŚŽƵ͛�(Valera, 2018). /Ĩ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ĐĂŶ͕�͞express their second 

person relationship with the world ͙�it strengthens the bond between them and the 

ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͕�ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ͕�ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ�actually taking that something inside 

themselves and putting it into their imagination͟�;ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϮͿ͘�dŚŝƐ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�

dominant I/it attitude towards nature (Buber, 1970; Kramer & Gawlick, 2003). The I/thou 

relationship reflects the ability of the ͞subject to leave its boundaries in order to understand 

ŽƚŚĞƌŶĞƐƐ͟ (Valera, 2018). This is exactly what is happening in the Goethean method, which 

has influenced the interpretation of holism in this discourse.    

 

The use of the word deep in the title of this discourse also refers to the view of holism as 

outlined by Bortoft (1996) and Goethean Science (Wahl, 2005); which goes deep into the 

parts to see the whole, rather than ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�͚ďŝŐ�ƉŝĐƚƵƌĞ͛͘�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ŝŶ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�

approach of Big Picture Holism, which (as per the title) is more concerned with seeing the big 

picture. Deep Holism discourse is prevalent in the Bachelor of Science (Regenerative 

�ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞͿ�Ăƚ�^ŽƵƚŚĞƌŶ��ƌŽƐƐ�hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ͕�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵďũĞĐƚ�͚�ĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�WĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞs: 

,ƵŵĂŶ��ĐŽůŽŐǇ͛͘�dŚŝƐ�ǁĂƐ�ǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞ�ŽĨ��ĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů��ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͘� 

 

The coursework for this subject refers to the difference between totality and holism 

(Cochrane, 2019, 2021). The former uses analytical consciousness to simply view all the parts 

together (as per Big Picture Holism). Cochrane (2019) ƐĂǇƐ͕�͞ŶŽƚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�

standing back to view something versus going into the object and placing it in your 

ŝŵĂŐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ͘�dŚĞ�͚ƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ�ďĂĐŬ͛�ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ�ŐŝǀĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŽƚĂůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�ŝŵĂŐĞ�ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�͚ŐŽŝŶŐ�
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ŝŶƚŽ͛�ĞŶĂďůĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐ�ŝŵĂŐĞ�ƚŽ�ĞŵĞƌŐĞ͘͟�^ŽŵĞ�ĂĚŚĞƌĞŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞ�ƚŚĞ�

ƚŽƚĂůŝƚǇ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�͚ƉƐĞƵĚŽ-ŚŽůŝƐŵ͛�(Bortoft, 1996) ʹ a term for approaches that are not 

authentically holistic. The ǁŚŽůĞ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ĞǆŝƐƚ�ĂƐ�Ă�͚ƚŚŝŶŐ͛�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ŬŶŽǁŶ͖�ŝƚƐ�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ�

can only be experienced through the parts. Consequently, ͞careful attention must be given to 

ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƌƚƐ�ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ�ŽĨ�ƚŽ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂů�ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ͟�(Bortoft, 1996, p. 24).  

 

Leopold (1949) tells a story called thinking like a mountain, in which he recounts killing a 

mother wolf and watching her die. In this story, he uses his imagination to enter the 

perspective of the mountain. This is like the Goethean method. Leopold knew the mountain, 

hunted on the mountain, and saw the mountain evolve over many seasons. As such, through 

observation and then imagination he was able to extend his feelings to experience a deeper 

and more direct connection with the mountain. WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�Ϯ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞/͛ŵ�Ă�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ďĞůŝĞǀĞƌ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�

use of imagination in ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚĞŶ�ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ�ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ�ŝŶ�ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ�ŚĞĂĚ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ǁŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ŽƵƚ�

there ͙�I do that a lot ͙ and that brings me closer to the natural world.͟�/ŵĂŐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�

ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ�;ǁŚĂƚ�'ŽĞƚŚĞ�ǁŽƵůĚ�ĐĂůů�ŚƵŵĂŶ�ĨĂĐƵůƚŝĞƐͿ�ĂƌĞ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ƵƐĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƌĂŝƐĞ�>ĞŽƉŽůĚ͛Ɛ�

awareness of the relationship between him, the wolf, and the mountain. Meaning (or an 

understanding of the whole) emerges through this raised awareness (Wahl, 2005).  

 

In his story, the ͞ĨŝĞƌĐĞ�ŐƌĞĞŶ�ĨŝƌĞ͕͟�(Leopold, 1949, p. 130) in the eyes of the dying wolf is 

ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŝƚ�ƐǇŵďŽůŝƐĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƵŶƚĂŝŶ͛Ɛ�ĂŶĚ�ǁŽůĨ͛Ɛ�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ƐĞĞ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŚŽůĞ͘  As 

Leopold (1949, p. 130) ƐĂǇƐ͕�͞/�ƌĞĂůŝƐĞĚ�ƚŚĞŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ŬŶŽǁŶ�ĞǀĞƌ�ƐŝŶĐĞ͕�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ǁĂƐ�

something new to me in those eyes ʹ somethiŶŐ�ŬŶŽǁŶ�ŽŶůǇ�ƚŽ�ŚĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƵŶƚĂŝŶ͘͟�

Everything that Leopold needed to feel and know about the whole existed in the fierce green 

fire of the wolf. Bortoft (1996, p. 22) ĞǆƉůĂŝŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞the universal is seen within the particular, 

so that the particular iŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ�ŝƐ�ƐĞĞŶ�ĂƐ�Ă�ůŝǀŝŶŐ�ŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĂů͘͟ These 

particular instances, such as the fierce green fire, are referred to as Urphänomen ʹ the primal 

ƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽŶ͖�ĂŶ�͞ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ�ǁŽƌƚŚ�Ă�ƚŚŽƵƐĂŶĚ͕�ďĞĂƌŝŶŐ�Ăůů�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ŝƚƐĞůĨ͟�(Bortoft, 1996, p. 43). 

Leopold is unable to truly see the whole until he enters the perspective of the mountain 

through imagination ʹ when he starts thinking like a mountain. The is how adherents to this 

discourse understand holism. 
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summer, Tamang herders graze Chauri in alpine pastures and in winter they move to forestry 

belts. In each of these areas the Chauri are moved every 10 ʹ 15 days to prevent overgrazing. 

Herders observe the groundcover to inform the frequency of these rotations (Dong et al., 

2009). There are many examples of regenerative practices in pre-colonial systems. These 

include no-till, crop rotations, intercropping, agroforestry, silvopasture, soil amendments, 

cover crops, and biochar ʹ see Sands et al. (2023) for descriptions of these. As participant 4 

ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ŵost of these are not new ways, of course; they're old ways. So, it's like we have new-

old ways.͟�This influence has gone predominantly unrecognised because all the discourses 

presented thus far have an ethnocentric bias, which originates within settler states and the 

global North.  

 

Consequently, First Nations people have challenged regenerative agriculture to not 

repackage practices from their cultures without Indigenous recognition or inclusion (Romero-

Briones et al., 2020). They have also critiqued the use of Indigenous practices without 

recognising the deeper worldviews that inform them (Angarova et al., 2020). For example, 

the Tamang have rituals to protect their animals through winter (Gurung & McVeigh, 2002) 

and celebrate them with music and dance in festivals (Joshi et al., 2020). The relationship 

between the people and the animals carries cultural significance, which itself holds important 

knowledge for understanding the relational values that are lacking in many descriptions of 

regenerative agriculture (Sands et al., 2023). Angarova et al. (2020) say that understanding 

the worldviews that underpin regenerative practices could inspire a consciousness shift. This 

ǁŝůů�ŚŽƉĞĨƵůůǇ͕�͞support us to go from a dominant culture of supremacy and domination to 

one founded on reciprocity, resƉĞĐƚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶƚĞƌƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ăůů�ďĞŝŶŐƐ͘͟�� 

 

The discourse influencing regenerative agriculture 

 

First Nations people view themselves as relations in an ecological family that shares ancestry 

and origins (Salmon, 2000). As participant 6 sĂŝĚ͕�͞ƚŚĞ�ǁŚŽůĞ�Žf the universe is family to 

Aboriginal people. I practice that every day, its fundamental to who I am. My relationship 

ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĂƌƚŚ�ŝƐ�ĂƐ�ŝĨ�ƐŚĞ�ǁĞƌĞ�Ă�ĨĂŵŝůǇ�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�/͛ŵ�ĞŶũŽǇŝŶŐ�ŚĞƌ�ǁŝƐĚŽŵ�ďƵƚ�ďĞŶĚŝŶŐ�

ŵǇ�ďĂĐŬ�ĨŽƌ�ŚĞƌ�ĐĂƌĞ͘͟ Kimmerer (2013) critiques the lack of pronouns for non-human beings 

in English. She explains how the grammar either reduces the more-than-human to an it, or 



 144 

genders them inappropriately as he or she. Consequently, she proposes the pronoun ki (or 

kin) inspired by Bemaadiziiaaki͕�ƚŚĞ��ŶŝƐŚŝŶĂĂďĞ�ǁŽƌĚ�ĨŽƌ�͚ďĞŝŶŐƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ůŝǀŝŶŐ��ĂƌƚŚ͛�

(Kimmerer, 2015).  

 

More-than-human kinship is an important aspect of First Nations worldviews. Participant 22 

ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞we have a biologic connection to some kin, and then we have other kin within our 

species, but we [also] have so much more! I call them the ͚more-than-human kin,͛�ʹ ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ 

the plants, the animals, the waterways, the mountains and the weather.͟�dŚŝƐ�ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ�

how the concept of kin transcends the living and non-living binary and gives life to what many 

would perceive as inert. This perspective is embedded in cultural practices (Salmon, 2000). 

For example, participant 6 does a greeting to grandfather sun every morning as a reminder 

ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ�responsible for the dignity of the earth. The non-anthropocentric softness in this 

way of being is beautifully demonstrated in a story shared by participant 6. They said,   

 

͞/�ǁĂƐ�ĐĂƚĐŚŝŶŐ�ƉƌĂǁŶƐ�ŽŶĞ�ŶŝŐŚƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŝǀĞƌ͕�ĂŶĚ�/�ĐŽƵůĚ�ŚĞĂƌ�ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚŝŶŐ�

me. I was waist deep in the water and I worked out that it was a bird, a water bird. 

What I was hearing were the droplets coming off her toes as she stepped through the 

wĂƚĞƌ͖�ĂŶĚ�ƐŚĞ�ǁĂůŬĞĚ�ďĞŚŝŶĚ�ŵĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŬĞƉƚ�ŽŶ�ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ͘��ĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ǁŚĂƚ�ƐŚĞ�ǁĂƐ�

ĚŽŝŶŐ�ƚŽŽ͘�^ŚĞ�ǁĂƐ�ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ͘��ĞŝŶŐ�ŝŐŶŽƌĞĚ�ďǇ�Ă�ďŝƌĚ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ�ĚŽŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƚŚŝŶŐ͘�

She understood that I was fishing; I understood that she was fishing; and we went 

about our different ways. We each followed our own lore. She followed her lore, I 

ĨŽůůŽǁĞĚ�ŵŝŶĞ͘�tĞ�ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ�ŐĞƚ�ŝŶ�ĞĂĐŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ͛Ɛ�ǁĂǇ͕�ǁĞ�ďŽƚŚ�ŚĂĚ�ĨŽŽĚ͘͟� 

 

There is mutual understanding and respect between participant 6 and the water bird ʹ that 

each need to follow their own lore (their own knowledges and rituals). They are also equal 

participants in, and connected through, the shared act of fishing. They are both reliant on the 

health of the waters. Participant 6 went on to say͕�͞ǇŽƵ͛ǀĞ�ũƵƐƚ�ŐŽƚ�ƚŽ�ƐĞĞ�ǇŽƵƌƐĞůĨ�ĂƐ�one of 

the animals. This is the thing about aboriginal belief, we see the animals as our past 

ĂŶĐĞƐƚŽƌƐ͘�tĞ�ĚŽŶ͛ƚ�ƐĞĞ�Ă�ŬĂŶŐĂƌŽŽ͕�ǁĞ�ůŽŽŬ�ĐĂƌĞĨƵůůǇ�ĂŶĚ�ŐŽ͕�͚/�ƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶ͕͛�Žƌ�͚/�

ǁŝůů�ƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶ͕͛�Žƌ�͚/�ǁŝůů�ďĞĐŽŵĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶ͛�ǁŚŽ�ŝƐ�ŶŽǁ�Ă�ŬĂŶŐĂƌŽŽ͘�zŽƵ͛ƌĞ�

ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ĂŶŝŵĂůƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ůŽǀĞ͘͟ Similarly to Deep Holism, participant 6 is using 

ƐĞĐŽŶĚ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶ�ƉƌŽŶŽƵŶƐ�ŚĞƌĞ�;ǇŽƵ͛ǀĞ͕�ǇŽƵƌƐĞůĨ͕�ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞͿ͘ Yunkaporta (2019) also writes in the 
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dual first person, which he translates as us-two; as such, expanding the first person to take in 

another. Unlike English, First Nations languages structurally support relational ontologies. For 

example, in English 30% of the words are verbs; whereas for Potawatomi the proportion is 

70% (Kimmerer, 2013). In Potawatomi a bay, or a day, a hill, or a colour ʹ these can all be 

understood as verbs, instead of nouns. This animates the world ʹ if a bay is a doing word, 

rather than an inanimate thing, it is imbued with activity and livingness.  

 

For participant 8 agricultural transformation will be within reach only when questions of land 

ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĐƵƐƚŽĚǇ�ƐƚĂƌƚ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ĂƐŬĞĚ͕�͞ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ƚŚĞƌĞΖƐ�ĚĞĞƉ�ƐĞĂƚĞĚ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ƚƌĂƵŵĂƐ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�

land ownership.͟�dŚŝƐ�ǁĂƐ�ƌĞŝƚĞƌĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϮϮ�ǁŚŽ�ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂƵŵĂ�from 

colonisation and consequently the lateral violence that exists in Aboriginal communities. They 

ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ƚŚĞƌĞΖƐ�ũƵƐƚ�ƐƵĐŚ�Ă�ŚƵŐĞ�ƌŽůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ŚĞĂůŝŶŐ͘͟ The privatisation of land, and the subsequent 

loss of access to sacred sites, is a significant issue for adherents to this discourse. Adherents 

have a collective approach to land management that is difficult to integrate with private 

farms. As participant 6 said,  

 

͙͞ŝƚ͛Ɛ�hard to look after the earth when individuals are putting up fences and saying, 

͚ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ŵǇ�ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ�/͛ůů�ĐĂƌĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂůŽŶĞ͛͘�If someone upstream of you is damming 

the water, then your ability to look after the land is reduced. In the old days people 

would look after the land as a collective and cooperate with the people who lived 

outside their zone. When fires were lit, people over thousands of kilometres would be 

included in the plan. Iƚ͛Ɛ�Ă�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ǁĂǇ�ŽĨ�ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĂƌƚŚ͘͟� 

 

Similarly to Regenerative Cultures and Deep Holism, this discourse looks beyond the farm-

gate and considers the cultural and ecological health of whole bioregions. 

 

Participant 6 referred to regenerative agriculture as ͞ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ŬŝŶĚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĂƌƚŚ͘͟ 

dŚĞǇ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ŝf you hate the land, if the land is your enemy; which a lot of our farming practice 

assumes; theŶ�ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ�ŐŽŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ĐƌƵĞů͘�/Ĩ�ǇŽƵ�ůŽǀĞ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶĚ͕�ǇŽƵ͛ůů�ďĞ�ŬŝŶĚ͘��ŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĂƌƚŚ�

needs kindness͘͟�Participant 9 took this definition further and referred to regenerative 

agriculture as a stepping-ƐƚŽŶĞ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�tĞƐƚĞƌŶ�ĂŶĚ�/ŶĚŝŐĞŶŽƵƐ�ŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĞƐ͖�͞ǁŚĞŶ�ǁĞ�

come from this anthropocentric, Western colonial view, we need stepping-stones because 
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First Nations ways of being and living are so, so far beyond what Western colonial spaces can 

ƌĞĂůůǇ�ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞ͘͟�If we look at how far each discourse is departing from industrial-productivist 

agriculture, we see a scale that moves between two different ontological perspectives. As 

participant 8 said, ͞ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŝƐ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�ŝƚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ǁĞ�ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŐŽ͕�ŝƚΖƐ�

not fully formed in the fact that it can't be fully formed͘͟� 

 

As a stepping-stone, a critical shift occurs ͞ǁŚĞŶ�ǇŽƵ�ƐƚĂƌƚ�ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶĚ�ĂƐ�a being, 

not there for your plunder, but there for your protection ʹ ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�Ă�ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ͟ 

(participant 6). Participant 22 stressed that regenerative farmers are not separate from 

Country ĂŶĚ�ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƐĞĞ�ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ�ĂƐ�͞an echo of Country.͟�dŚĞǇ�ƌĞĐŽƵŶƚĞĚ�Ă�ƐƚŽƌǇ�ƚŚĂƚ�

reflects the cultural difference between Western and Indigenous ways of seeing Country.  

 

͞/�ƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌ�ǁŚĞŶ�/�ƵƐĞĚ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƚǇ͕�/Ζd go in and walk up the Parliament 

stairs and everyone would be thinking about what they had to do in the day. Their 

minds were totally occupied with all those pressures, and I could feel the full-on 

sound from their feet as they clamped up the stairs. Often the noises and vibrations 

that we give to her [Country] are aggressive, people are stamping on her. I just 

ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ͕�͚KŚ͕�ŚŽǁ�ĚŽĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĨĞĞů�ĨŽƌ��ŽƵŶƚƌǇ͍͛��ĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ƐŚĞ͛Ɛ�ĂůŝǀĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĨĞĞůƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĂǇ͘�

She would have been having soft feet dancing on her in the ƉĂƐƚ͘͟�� 

 

In this story, participant 22 is aware of Country as an animate being with feelings. Adherents 

to this discourse have deep respect and concern for Country. This connection is 

predominantly relational and localised, but adherents also conceive of Country as 

interconnected with the world. Participant 22 also said, ͞/�ĨĞĞů�ůŝŬĞ�ǁŚĞŶ�Ăůů�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ďĂĚ�ƚŚŝŶŐƐ�

were happening in other parts of the world, Country would have been drawing back through 

the magma and connecting into the love that was coming froŵ�ŽƵƌ�ĐŽŶƚŝŶĞŶƚ͘�/�ŬŶŽǁ�ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�

still there.͟�� 

 

Increasingly, non-indigenous regenerative farmers are starting to engage with this discourse 

(participants 4, 5, 7, 10 and 21) and form relationships with their local Indigenous 

communities. This includes working with Indigenous people to do cool burns on the farm, 

access sacred sites for ceremonies, and host workshops with graziers. However, some of 
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these participants (4, 7 and 21) felt that the regenerative movement couldn͛ƚ�ŐŽ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�

without placing Indigenous sovereignty at the centre. This is uncommon in regenerative 

agriculture, however literacy around Indigenous issues is increasing. Participant 21 said,   

 

͙͞ǁŚĂƚ�/͛ŵ�ŚĞĂƌŝŶŐ�ĨƌŽŵ�&ŝƌƐƚ�EĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŶĞĞĚƐ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĨƵů�

shifts in the structures of power and participation in the food system. [This includes] 

acknowledging history and facing up to reparations ʹ not just consultation. Who 

ŬŶŽǁƐ�ŚŽǁ�ǁĞ�ĐŽŵĞ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�ďƵƚ�ĨŝƌƐƚůǇ�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ƐŚƵƚƚŝŶŐ�ƵƉ�ĂŶĚ�ůŝƐƚĞŶŝŶŐ͘�dŚĞŶ�ďĞŝŶŐ�

prepared to give ƵƉ�ƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŝŶŐƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĞ�ŚĂǀĞ͘�dŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ƌĞĂůůǇ�

ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ŶŽƚ�ĞĂƐǇ�ĂŶĚ�/�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ŵǇƐĞůĨ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĂƚ͘͟  

 

These farmers are initiating sensitive conversations around access and land ownership. 

Participant 21 continued, ͞/͛ǀĞ�ŐŽƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ǀĞƌǇ�ƐƚƌŽŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ŐƌŽǁŝŶŐ�ƐĞŶƐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĞ�ĐĂŶ͛ƚ�ďĞ�

ƉƌĂĐƚŝƐŝŶŐ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŝĨ�ǁĞ͛ƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ŚĂǀŝŶŐ�&ŝƌƐƚ�EĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ�

ĂŶĚ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŝĐƚƵƌĞ͕�ƐŽ�/͛ŵ�Ɛƚŝůů�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ŽƵƚ�ǁŚĂƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂƌŵ�ůĞǀĞů͘͟ This 

discourse demonstrates how regenerative agriculture risks adopting and promoting 

Indigenous knowledge and practices without explicitly addressing issues of land ownership 

and historic land extraction. However, if the politics of land aƌĞ�ŵĂĚĞ�ĐĞŶƚƌĂů�ƚŽ�ŚŽǁ�͚ďĞŝŶŐ�

ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ͛�ŝƐ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞĚ�;ĂƐ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ�ϰ͕�ϳ�ĂŶĚ�Ϯϭ�ŝŶ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌͿ�

this would enhance the transformative potential of regenerative agriculture.  
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Artwork 8: Agroecology and Food Sovereignty invites the community to be democratically involved in their food system. In 

this artwork we see a thriving local food system with people participating in different aspects of production and distribution

:(+(-14/86)-/&4($414/8)-+,)544,)#4'(&("/+08)*4'(*(+0#)))

N#)*(+0"4+(,)"+)09()@"&#0)_-0"4+#),"#$4%&#(I)D+,"/(+4%#).(4.1()9-'()<((+)$%10"'-0"+/)544,)"+)

#4$"-118)-+,)($414/"$-118)*"+,(, J-8#)54&)*"11(++"- XB"'(&-)@(&&(I)FGOUYK)N/&4($414/8)

(*(&/(,)5&4*).&-$0"$(#)%#(,)<8)D+,"/(+4%#)5-&*(&# .-&0"$%1-&18)"+)09( /14<-1)?4%09 Xd(V(1)(0)

-1KI)FGG\YK)D0)<(/-+)04)54&*)-#)-)$4+$(.0)"+)d(#0(&+)#$"(+$(),%&"+/)09()O\HG#^ZG#)X@&-+$"#)(0)

-1KI)FGGHY -+,)/&(J)-#)-)*4'(*(+0)09&4%/9)09()O\UG#^\G# Xd(V(1)(0)-1KI)FGG\YK)N/&4($414/8)

9-# -).41"0"$-1)5&-*(J4&L)-+,)09(4&8)45)$9-+/()-&4%+,)544,)#4'(&("/+08)XD>AI)FGOWY)09-0)



 149 

directly challenges the dominance of corporate power in the food system (Chaifetz & Jagger, 

2014).  

 

Food sovereignty is defined as ͞ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ŽĨ�ƉĞŽƉůĞƐ�ƚŽ�ŚĞĂůƚŚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůůǇ�ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ�

food produced through ecologically sound and sustainable methods, and their right to define 

ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŽǁŶ�ĨŽŽĚ�ĂŶĚ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͟ (World-Forum-for-Food-Sovereignty, 2007). As such, 

it advocates for the rights of traditional, peasant, Indigenous and small-scale farmers 

(Chaifetz & Jagger, 2014). For this reason, agroecology also challenged the Green Revolution 

and the spread of industrial-productivist agriculture (Catacora-Vargas et al., 2017). It was 

endorsed by the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) (Barrios et al., 2020) and has 

gained support in the global North (Bellon & Ollivier, 2018). However, the movement is 

critical of how the FAO has interpreted agroecological principles (Giraldo & Rosset, 2018). 

Consequently, agroecology has resisted up-take and co-optation by agri-food companies (de 

Molina et al., 2019).  

 

The discourse influencing regenerative agriculture 

 

This is the only discourse identified in this research with links to the global South. Even the 

First Nations discourse (as understood through this research) exists predominantly in settler 

states of the global North. Agroecology and Food Sovereignty also includes a broader 

network of actors compared with First Nations, e.g., small-scale farmers who are not 

Indigenous. Food sovereignty language is not necessarily used in First Nations discourse. As 

such, agroecology brings a unique perspective to regenerative agriculture. In particular, the 

political activism associated with agroecology does not sit comfortably in regenerative 

agriculture (Tittonell et al., 2022). As Tittonell et al. (2022) explains, this is likely because 

agroecology is aligned with peasant movements who need to protect their rights and access 

to natural resources. However, regenerative agriculture is also being adopted by large scale, 

commercial farmers for whom these issues are not a concern. Consequently, agroecologists 

have been critical of regenerative agriculture for not having a political position. Jonas (2021, 

p. 7) ƌĞŵĂƌŬƐ͕�͞regenerative agriculture has not developed a theory of change for an 

ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�Žƌ�ƐŽĐŝĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ŝƐ�ŐƌŽǁŝŶŐ�Ă�ŶĞǁ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�͚ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ͛�ĂŶĚ�ŐƵƌƵƐ�

who ƉƌŽĨŝƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�͚ŚŽǁ͛�ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƚŚĞ�͚ǁŚĂƚ͛�Žƌ�͚ǁŚǇ.͛͟�dŚŝƐ�ůĞĂǀĞƐ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�
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agriculture open to corporate capture (Jonas, 2021). However, participant 21 emphasised 

that despite this regenerative agriculture ͞is inherently political, without it being deliberately 

so in its frame. But it is political and challenging the status quo͘͟� 

 

Many regenerative farmers assume that regenerative agriculture and agroecology are 

synonyms or the same movement (Tittonell et al., 2022). However, this is not the case. Both 

are ecologically minded, but adherents to agroecology go further in considering food 

sovereignty issues. Regenerative Organic and Regenerative Cultures are focussed on social 

and societal transformation too ʹ but they do not challenge corporatisation. Meanwhile, Big 

Picture Holism only emphasises the social values of the individual. As such, this discourse 

makes important contributions to discussions of transformation and regenerative agriculture 

and is the only discourse to directly challenge corporatisation. As participant 4 remarked, 

͞because I think more into the agroecology space too, regenerative agriculture is about 

regenerating communities and democratic participation in the food system. A regenerative 

food system would have people deeply and democratically involved in it.͟�&ŽŽĚ�ƐŽǀĞƌĞŝŐŶƚǇ�

was a critical framework for participant 4, and it was used in all their decision-making. They 

said,   

 

͞I use as the food sovereignty definition as my framing questions all the time. The 

definition is: advocating for everyone's right to access culturally appropriate and 

nutritious food, producing and distributed it in ethical and ecologically sound ways, 

and our right to democratically participate in the food system. So, is what I'm going to 

produce culturally appropriate in this setting? Is it nutritious? Is it produced in ethical 

and ecologically sound ways? If it's not being produced in those ways, then I'm not 

going to do it. If it's something that involves confining animals, it's out! Can people 

democratically participate in the decision-making? We're CSA [community supported 

agriculture] so people get to vote on whether there's a price increase. The people 

that eat our food can give us feedback at any time, and they're regularly surveyed. I 

think we're about as democratic as it gets.͟�  

 

Democratic participation through frameworks such as Community Supported Agriculture 

(CSA) is what prevents the corporatisation of agroecology. African American communities 
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focussed on developing democratic, collective and collaborative models to create self-

sufficiency during a time when they were denied voting rights (White, 2018). Growing food 

became an act of resistance in this way (White, 2018). They influenced the emergence of 

regenerative agriculture through George Washington Carver (Hawken, 2021). Some 

regenerative farmers in the USA showed solidarity with the Black Lives Matter protests; 

ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�͞ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ĐĂŶŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ�ƌĂĐŝĂů�ĞƋƵŝƚǇ͟�(Quivira-

Coalition, 2021)͘��Ɛ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϰ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞regenerative practices, of course, are not just 

ecological, they're ethical.͟�^ŽƵů�&ŝƌĞ�&Ăƌŵ�ŚĂƐ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�

by challenging food apartheid and the structural injustice of white, industrially produced food 

(Hughes et al., 2020; Penniman, 2018; Soul-Fire-Farm, 2018)͘�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ͕�͞an Afro-Indigenous 

centred community farm committed to uprooting racism and seeding sovereignty in the food 

system͟�(Soul-Fire-Farm, 2022). 

 

Participant 4 operates a pork-based CSA, which was the first CSA in their region. When I 

interviewed them, eight more had emerged within 40kms. They are members of two 

vegetable CSAs, a fruit CSA, and a duck CSA. They barter and exchange goods (with the fruit 

and duck CSAs) in exchange for their pork. This approach to regenerative agriculture is a 

͞deeply grounded community practice͟ ;ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϰͿ͘��Ɛ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϮϬ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞Ăll these local 

food systems are now cropping up. People in the city buy the local CSA boxes. They get their 

newsletters every week that tell them all about when the piglets were born, what͛Ɛ�

happening on the farm and ǁŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞƌĞ͛Ɛ�ďĞĞŶ�ƌĂŝŶ͘͟��ĚŚĞƌĞŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ĂƌĞ�

predominantly small-scale farmers. As participant 4 said,  

 

͙͞small-scale farms are increasing so rapidly. Whereas broadacre farming is a harder 

space to influence. The size of the acreage is prohibitive for people to buy, and most 

of its locked up in old agricultural families. We have new farmers turning up and 

changing 69 acres. But in the broadacre space it's not about changing land ownership, 

it's changing the mindset of those farmers͘͟ 

 

Many of the other discourses in regenerative agriculture have a broadacre focus (see 

Restoration for Profit, Big Picture Holism and Regrarian Permaculture). Adherents to this 

discourse struggle to gain recognition and support because food sovereignty and small-scale 
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production is challenging to current structures of power. Participant 4 was introduced to a 

policymaker working for the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation 

(CSIRO) ʹ ĂŶ��ƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂŶ�'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ�ĂŐĞŶĐǇ͘�dŚĞǇ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞food sovereignty came up and he 

[the policymaker] goes, ͚food sovereignty, well that raises alarm bells for policymakers.͛ And I 

went, ͚right, advocating for people's right to democratically participate in the food system 

ƌĂŝƐĞƐ�ǇŽƵƌ�ĂůĂƌŵ�ďĞůůƐ�ĂŶĚ�ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ a policymaker.͛ And he goes, ͚Ǉeah, well it impedes trade.͛͟�

This demonstrates the structural and values-based challenges that this discourse faces in 

attempting to bring about transformation. Participant 21 also said, ͞ŚŽǁ�ĚŝĚ�ŝƚ�ŚĂƉƉĞŶ�ŝŶ�

Australia that the food sovereignty movement is led by non-Indigenous white people when in 

every other ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ůĞĚ�ďǇ�/ŶĚŝŐĞŶŽƵƐ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ͍͟�� 
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Artwork 9: Subtle Energies works with the non-material dimensions of farming systems. In this artwork we see a farmer 

using their dowsing rods to tap into the vibrational energies of the landscape
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established the Quantum Leap workshops (MacManaway, 2020). These use intuition, 

dowsing and kinesiology to access information about the landscape and restore energy 

imbalances (MacManaway, 2020).  

 

Quantum Leap is a fundamental pathway for this discourse in Australia, however it is unclear 

how prevalent this discourse is beyond Australia. This requires further research. The 

discourse adopts the language of quantum physics to explain subtle energies as the energies 

beyond those presently acknowledged in physics (Tiller, 1999). These are the ͞ĨƌĞƋƵĞŶĐŝĞƐ�

which cannot be measured by conventional instrumentation but which can affect organisms 

Ăƚ�Ă�ĐĞůůƵůĂƌ�ůĞǀĞů͟�(RCS, 2021, p. para 7). The pamphlets also refer to research undertaken by 

MacManaway demonstrating the effects of quantum physics and subtle energies on yield 

increases in potatoes (MacManaway, 2020). However, this is not cited. WĂƚƌŝĐŬ�ƐĂǇƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞ƚŚĞ�

tone, quality and content of our mind and spirit, our attention and intentions, [define] our 

ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ͟�(MacManaway, 2021, p. 293). This is a basic tenet of this 

discourse. Adherents are becoming more aware, and working with, the impact of their own 

consciousness on the surrounding landscape and environment. 

 

As Massy (2013) explains, dowsing is a technique conducted with steel rods, wire or branches 

to divine energy flows, metals, water, or currents of radiation beneath the ground. In both 

biodynamics and subtle energies, ley lines are identified by dowsing the lines of energy that 

run across the landscape. These are the alignments between places with geographical and 

historical significance. Ley lines with positive energy are used to distribute biodynamic 

preparations. Energy towers (vertical towers often made from metal or ceramic, sometimes 

called reagent wells) are placed at ley line intersections alongside biodynamic preparations. 

These act as a means of field-ďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŽǁĞƌ͛Ɛ�ƐĞŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶĐĞŶƚƌĂƚĞĚ�

energies from the site out across the farm. Sometimes statements of intent are placed within 

the towers to also spread the mind-energy of farmers.  

 

However, it is important to genealogically differentiate this discourse from biodynamics, 

which emerged alongside organic agriculture and is based on the work of Steiner (1993; 

2005). Biodynamics is closely related to the regenerative agriculture movement and works 

with the planets and the cosmic forces of the constellations as a scientific process 
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(participant 13). As such, it uses some very specific preparations and is a very disciplined 

ŵŽĚĞů�ŽĨ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͖�͞ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĞĚ͟�;ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϮϬͿ͘ Participant 19 articulated the 

difference between subtle energies and biodynamics. They said,   

 

͙͞ƚŚĞƌĞΖƐ�Ă�ůŝƚƚůĞ�ďŝƚ�ŽĨ�ƉĂƚƌŝĂƌĐŚǇ�ŝŶ�ďŝŽĚǇŶĂŵŝĐƐ͘�^ƚĞŝŶĞƌ�ŚĞΖƐ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞ�Ăůů�ĂŶĚ�ĞŶĚ�Ăůů͕�

he has the answers, you just need to look harder in his work. Whereas subtle energies 

are more feminine when Patrick teaches them. It's very much about tapping into self 

and finding the answers yourself. The fear of [doing it wrong and] someone else 

having the answers is just not there at all. It's yourself and how you respond 

intuitively to the messages you get from ǇŽƵƌ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ͘͟ 

  

As demonstrated, there are instances of overlap between biodynamics and subtle energies. 

&Žƌ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϱ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ƋƵĂŶƚƵŵ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞǁ�ŽŶĞ�ĐŽŵŝŶŐ͘͟�YƵĂŶƚƵŵ�

agriculture draws on the biodynamic work of Lovel (2015), which integrates intuitive farming 

approaches like those used by adherents to this discourse (Wright et al., 2017). However, 

ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƚǁŽ�ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ŵƵĐŚ�ŽǀĞƌůĂƉ͕�͞ƚŚĞƌĞΖƐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŽǀĞƌůĂƉ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ƐƵďƚůĞ�

ĞŶĞƌŐŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ��ƌƵŝĚƌǇ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƐƵďƚůĞ�ĞŶĞƌŐŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ďŝŽĚǇŶĂŵŝĐƐ͟�;ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϭϵͿ͘� 

 

The discourse influencing regenerative agriculture    

 

This discourse recognises an invisible or non-material dimension in farming systems (Wright, 

2021). As Wright (2021, p. xxix) ĞǆƉůĂŝŶƐ͕�ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�͞Ă�ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƐĞĐƵůĂƌ�

terms as involving vibrational energy, consciousness, ether, sentience/intelligence and/or 

ĞůĞĐƚƌŽŵĂŐŶĞƚŝĐ�Žƌ�ƐŽƵŶĚ�ǁĂǀĞƐͬĨƌĞƋƵĞŶĐŝĞƐ͘͟ Adherents use intuition, dowsing and 

ŬŝŶĞƐŝŽůŽŐǇ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�͞ŝŶƚĞůůŝŐĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͟�(MacManaway, 2020, p. 2) and 

correct energy imbalances. Participant 20 compared this to vibrational medicine. They said, 

͞ǁŚĞŶ�/�ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ�ƚŽ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ǀŝďƌĂƚŝŽŶĂů�ŬŝŶĞƐŝŽůŽŐǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĨĂƌŵŝŶŐ�

ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ƐŝŵƉůǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŶĞƌŐǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŚƵŵĂŶ�ďŽĚǇ�ĂƐ�ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŶĞƌŐǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�

ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ͘�/ƚ͛Ɛ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ͕�ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ�ũƵƐƚ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ƚŚƌĞĂĚƐ�ŽĨ�ĞŶĞƌŐĞƚŝĐ�ŚĞĂůŝŶŐ͘͟ As such, 

farmers are working with the energetic body or consciousness of the landscape.  

 



 156 

Consequently, tŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�Ă�ůŝŶĞĂŐĞ�ŽĨ�ĂŶŝŵŝƐŵ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͖�Ă�ďĞůŝĞĨ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�͞ƚŚĞ�ŶĂƚƵƌĂů�ǁŽƌůĚ�

ŝƐ�͚ŝŶƐƉŝƌŝƚĞĚ͛�ʹ that is, inhabited by nature spirits, that a sacred reality exists and is different 

from everyday profane realities, and is manifested at special times and places, usually 

ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ŶĂƚƵƌĂů�ĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉůĂĐĞƐ͟�(Massy, 2021, p. 306)͘�WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϮϬ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ŶĂƚƵƌĞ�ƐƉŝƌŝƚƐ�

are at another level of cŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐŶĞƐƐ͕�ƚŚĞƌĞ͛Ɛ�ŶŝŶĞ�ůĞǀĞůƐ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐŶĞƐƐ͘�KƵƌ�ŚƵŵĂŶ�ůĞǀĞů�

ŽĨ�ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐŶĞƐƐ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŚĞĂǀĞŶůǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĂƌƚŚůǇ͕�ǁĞ͛ƌĞ�ƐŽƌƚ�ŽĨ�

in the middle. Some of us have developed the capacity to connect with the heavenly and the 

earƚŚůǇ�ďƵƚ�ŵŽƐƚ�ŽĨ�ƵƐ�ũƵƐƚ�ůŝǀĞ�ŝŶ�ŽƵƌ�ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĨŽƌŵ͘͟�dŚĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ůĞǀĞůƐ�

of consciousness was further explained by participant 14.  

 

WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϭϰ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƐŚĂŵĂŶŝĐ�ũŽƵƌŶĞǇŝŶŐ͘�dŚĞǇ�ƐĂŝĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƚ�ǁĂƐŶ͛ƚ�

until they started studying shamanism that they understood that nature was trying to 

communicate with them; which is not uncommon in this discourse (Wright, 2021). Using a 

drumbeat, they were able to lower their vibrational consciousness to the same level as the 

weeds in their garden. When at the same level, they had a conversation with their weeds. 

WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϭϰ�ĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŽŶĞ�ƉůĂŶƚ͕�͞ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ�ĂƉƉĞĂƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŵĞ�ĂƐ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚŚŝƌƚǇ-foot tall, 

ďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵů͕�ŐůŽǁŝŶŐ�ŐƌĞĞŶ�ǁŽŵĂŶ͖�ĂŶĚ�ǇŽƵ�ƌĞĂůŝǌĞ�ůŝŬĞ͕�͚ŽŬĂǇ͕�ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�Ă�ǀĞƌǇ�Ɖowerful being, a 

ǀĞƌǇ�ůŽǀŝŶŐ�ďĞŝŶŐ͛͘͟�^ƵĐŚ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ�ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŚŽǁ�ĂĚŚĞƌĞŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�

perceive the more-than-human world ʹ ĂƐ�ĂůŝǀĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶƐƉŝƌŝƚĞĚ͘�WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϭϰ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞/͛ve had 

conversations with plants and animals in my journeys that lead me to believe that everything 

is conscious, even the rocks are conscious. And what͛s the worst that can happen if you 

ďĞůŝĞǀĞ�ƚŚĂƚ͍�EŽƚŚŝŶŐ͘͟ 

 

This discourse is also associated with intuitive farming approaches that explore telepathic 

interspecies ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͖�ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ǁŚĞƌĞ͕�͞Ă�ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ�ŝƐ�ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵ͕�

ŝŶƚƵŝƚŝŽŶ�ĂƌŝƐĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŚƵŵĂŶ�ďŽĚǇ͕�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ƚŚĞ�ŚĞĂƌƚ͕�ĂƌŝƐŝŶŐ�ĂƐ�Ă�͚ŬŶŽǁŝŶŐ͛�ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ�

ŬŶŽǁŝŶŐ�ŚŽǁ�ŽŶĞ�ŬŶŽǁƐ͟�(Wright et al., 2017, p. 109). Below are two stories that 

demonstrate how regenerative farmers are using these approaches.   

 

͞/ƚ͛Ɛ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƚŚĂŶ�ŝŶƚƵŝƚŝŽŶ͕�ďƵƚ�ŝŶƚƵŝƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�Ă�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ŝƚ͘�/ƚ͛Ɛ�tapping into your native 

energy and letting that connect with the energy of the landscape or the energy of the 

animals. I know one lady who uses it all the time to find missing calves. SŚĞ͛ůů�ŚĂǀĞ�Ă�
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mother come to her, and she knows the calf is missing. BƵƚ�ƐŚĞ�ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ�ŬŶŽǁ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�

ƉĂĚĚŽĐŬ�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ŝŶ, ƐŽ�ƐŚĞ͛ůů�ũƵƐƚ�ƵƐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĂƉ. Is it north? Is it south? Is it east? Is it west? 

And then, which paddock? She will refine it down and then go and get the missing 

cow͟�;ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϮϬͿ͘�� 

 

͙͞through subtle energies, you get a bit more in tune with what's being mentioned to 

you from the land. I can tell when the cattle need moving even ǁŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�

across the other side of the property, and I can't hear them. But I know that they 

need checking. I know that it's either the cattle or the soil that is hurting. So, I just go 

over and check. That's quite an intuitive thing. That's why I don't use a grazing chart, 

because it takes away from that heart ʹ that allowance for the other elements of the 

ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ�ƚŽ�ƐƉĞĂŬ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ͟ (participant 19). 

 

Other discourses (Restoration for Profit, Big Picture Holism, Regenerative Organic, Regrarian 

Permaculture) are more ͚ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐ͛�ĂŶĚ�͚ŵĞĂƐƵƌĂďůĞ.͛ That everything must have a 

measurable value is a usual bias in agriculture (Seymour & Connelly, 2022). However, 

adherents to this discourse (alongside Deep Holism and First Nations in particular) raise the 

question that perhaps some aspects of transformative thinking are non-measurable? 

Adherents to this discourse draw on quantum physics to explain regenerative agriculture 

from a holistic perspective. Participant 2 remarked,  

 

͙͞ƚŚĞƌĞ͛Ɛ�ĂůŵŽƐƚ an aspect of quantum theory which comes into regenerative 

agriculture that enables us to be comfortable in letting go of the magnificence of the 

scientific method and embracing the fact that all sorts of variables exist at the atomic 

level which are quite strange and quite different, and therefore we have to allow 

ƚŚŽƐĞ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŵĞ�ŝŶƚŽ�ŽƵƌ�ǁĂǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͘͟� 

 

In this discourse quantum physics is conflated with subtle energies. This is because the 

intuitive practices in this approach rely on a radical interconnectedness with everything. As 

ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϱ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ŝĨ�ǇŽƵ�ŐĞƚ�ďĂĐŬ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƋƵĂŶƚƵŵ͕�ƚŚĞƌĞ͛Ɛ�ŶŽ�ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘��ǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ�ŝƐ�ũŽŝŶĞĚ͕�

ůŝŶŬĞĚ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ͘�^Ž�ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕�ǁŚĞŶ�ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ�ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ǇŽƵ͛ǀĞ�ŐŽƚ�ƚŽ�ĚŽ�ŝƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�

that peƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͕�ƚŚĂƚ�ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ�ŝƐ�ůŝŶŬĞĚ͕�ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ͛Ɛ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ͘͟��Ɛ�ƐƵĐŚ͕�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϱ�
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ďĞůŝĞǀĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ�ǁŽƌŬ�ǁĞůů�ŝĨ�ŝƚ�ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ�ƐƵďƚůĞ�ĞŶĞƌŐǇ�

and quantum physics. They used these terms interchangeably, as does RCS when marketing 

their Quantum Leap workshops (MacManaway, 2020). This quantum rhetoric brings a 

ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐ�ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͕�ǁŚĞƌĞďǇ�͞ĂŶĐŝĞŶƚ�ǁŝƐĚŽŵ�ŵĞĞƚƐ�ŵŽĚĞƌŶ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͟�

(MacManaway, 2020, p. 1). Participant 20 made an interesting comment about the language 

ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƐ͘�dŚĞǇ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞ŝĨ�ŚĞ�WĂƚƌŝĐŬ�DĂĐDĂŶĂǁĂǇ�ǁĂƐ�ŶŽƚ�ƚĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�tĞƐƚĞƌŶ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�

he would describe it [subtle energies] very differently because he understands it intimately 

from a SŚĂŵĂŶŝƐƚŝĐ�ƉŽŝŶƚ�ŽĨ�ǀŝĞǁ͘��Ƶƚ�ŝĨ�ŚĞ�ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ�tĞƐƚĞƌŶŝƐĞ�ŝƚ͕�ǁĞ�ǁŽƵůĚŶ͛ƚ�ďĞ�ĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�

ĞŵďƌĂĐĞ�ŝƚ�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ǁĞ�ŚĂǀĞŶ͛ƚ�ŐŽƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�^ŚĂŵĂŶŝƐƚŝĐ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͘͟� 

 

In many cases, this approach to regenerative agriculture continues the pattern of 

transplanting European practices into non-European contexts (e.g., Australia). As such, it is 

not place-based or place-informed (unlike other discourse such as Regenerative Cultures and 

First NationsͿ͘�WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ�ϭϵ�ƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ŝŶǀŝƚĞĚ�͞into an Indigenous Australian 

perspective of subtle energies.͟�/Ŷ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƐŬĞĚ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ͕�͞what's the 

connection to Australia here? Why am I here? What am I doing?͟�dŚŝƐ�ƚǇƉĞ�ŽĨ�ĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐ�ŝƐ�

not apparent in the discourse more broadly. For example, adherents are erecting Celtic-

inspired stone circles on their properties to harness landscape energies. However, there is no 

consultation with Indigenous people to ensure that sacred sites (also considered energetic 

centres by some and often located on private land) are not negatively impacted by changes 

in energy flow.    

 

dŚĞ�YƵĂŶƚƵŵ�>ĞĂƉ�ǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƐ�ŚŽƐƚĞĚ�ďǇ�Z�^�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƉĂŵƉŚůĞƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�͞ƐƵŶůŝŐŚƚ�ĂŶĚ�

rainfall are natural and free assets in your production system to be managed and profited 

from. With the right knowledge and techniques quantum physics is another natural and free 

ĂƐƐĞƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ǇŽƵƌ�ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ͟�(MacManaway, 2020, p. 2). As such, quantum 

physics/subtle energies are assets that can improve profitability. This plays into the rhetoric 

of the Restoration for Profit discourse. RCS is an organisation that participates in Restoration 

for Profit, Subtle Energies and Big Picture Holism. The interaction between Subtle Energies 

and Big WŝĐƚƵƌĞ�,ŽůŝƐŵ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ŝƐ�ĞǀŝĚĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĂŶƚŚƌŽƉŽĐĞŶƚƌŝĐ�͚ƚŽŽů͛�

metaphor ʹ subtle energies are tools for achieving human-defined outcomes. Participant 20 

demonstrated this saying,   
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͙͞ĨĂƌŵŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŝŶƚƵŝƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ƌĞĂůůǇ�ǁŚĂƚ�Ă�ůŽƚ�ŽĨ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ĨĂƌŵĞƌƐ�ĚŽ�

ŽŶĐĞ�ƚŚĞǇ�ƌĞĂůůǇ�ŐĞƚ�ŝŶƚŽ�ŝƚ�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ�ǁĂůking the landscape, they feel the 

ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ͕�ƚŚĞǇ�ƐĞŶƐĞ�ǁŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ŐŽŝŶŐ�ŽŶ͘���ůŽƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŵ�ǁŝůů�ƵƐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŽǁƐŝŶŐ͕�ƚŚĞǇ͛ůů�ƵƐĞ�

ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƉĞŶĚƵůƵŵ�Žƌ�ƚŚĞǇ͛ůů�ƵƐĞ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŵƵƐĐůĞ�ƚĞƐƚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŽƵƚ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŵŝŶĞƌĂůƐ�ƚŚĞ�

landscape is lacking. They are so disciplined in how they can use these alternative 

ŝŶƚƵŝƚŝǀĞ�ŵŽĚĞůƐ�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ�ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ�ũƵƐƚ�ƚŽŽůƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞǇ�ƵƚŝůŝƐĞ͘͟� 

 

However, as already established, adherents to this discourse also perceive the land as 

inspirited. This belief creates tension around using the tool metaphor. Participant 19 said, 

͞subtle energy is great as a tool, but it also helps you become more empathetic to Country 

than I would have thought. It's actually picking up on the subtle nuances of what the land 

ǁĂŶƚƐ͘͟�dŚŝƐ�ƐŚŝĨƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ĨŽĐƵƐƐŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞs and outcomes, to focussing on relationships is 

also beautifully articulated by participant 21. They said, ͞/�ŵŝŐŚƚ�ďĞ�ŽƵƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂĚĚŽĐŬƐ�ĚŽŝŶŐ�

the most amazing high density rotational grazing or cover cropping and ticking all the boxes, 

ďƵƚ�ŝĨ�/͛ŵ�ĂŶŐƌǇ in my spirit or arrogant in my attitude or not responsive and tuning in to the 

ĨŽƌĐĞƐ�ďĞǇŽŶĚ�ŵǇƐĞůĨ͕�ƚŚĞŶ�/�ĚŽŶΖƚ�ƚŚŝŶŬ�ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĨĂƌŵŝŶŐ͘͟� 
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Chapter five: 
relationality for 
agricultural 
transformation ± an 
action-oriented case 
study in regenerative 
agriculture 
 

This chapter has been prepared for submission to Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems. 

It examines a volunteer led co-operative, the Institute of Ecological Agriculture (IEA), as a 

case study on how advocates of regenerative agriculture are pursuing agricultural 

transformation. This chapter addresses research questions six and seven. 

 

x How are advocates of regenerative agriculture pursuing agricultural transformation in 

Australia?  

x How effective are these attempts at generating agricultural transformations?  
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Abstract 
 

Agricultural landscapes have been reshaped globally to drive unsustainable increases in profit 

and production. This is contributing significantly to the degradation of planetary systems and 

the vulnerability of food systems. The discourse coalition that has formed around the 

storyline of regenerative agriculture (RA) promises to address these issues by transforming 

food production and repairing ecosystems. The coalition has diverse contributors that 

interpret RA differently. This discursive diversity will be difficult to retain as RA moves 

towards discourse structuration and institutionalisation. There is a risk that 

institutionalisation might be achieved by shedding the more transformative elements of RA ʹ 

such as relational paradigms. This paper examines a volunteer led co-operative, the Institute 

of Ecological Agriculture (IEA), as a case study on how RA advocates are pursuing agricultural 

transformation. Subsequently, it evaluates these efforts in the context of discursive 

structuration and institutionalisation. 

   

Introduction: transformations through the discourse of regenerative agriculture (RA) 
 

Since the beginning of Green Revolution programs, agricultural landscapes globally have been 

reshaped to expand profit and production (Gliessman, 2007; Lawrence et al., 2013; McKeon, 

2015). Farmers have unsustainably increased yields (Anderson & Rivera-Ferre, 2021) by 

relying on industrial processes, fossil fuel inputs and artificial fertilisers, pesticides and 

herbicides supplied by multi-national corporations (Horrigan et al., 2002; Kimbrell, 2002). 

�ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ�ŽĐĐƵƉŝĞƐ�ϯϴй�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂŶĞƚ͛Ɛ�ƚĞƌƌĞƐƚƌŝĂů�ƐƵƌĨĂĐĞ�(Foley et al., 2011) so 

unsustainable agricultural practices contribute significantly to the degradation of earth 

systems (Campbell et al., 2017; Rockstrom et al., 2009). Ironically, over-reliance on these 

industrial practices to serve global markets is contributing to the vulnerability of food systems 

by making food production dependent on fragile supply chains (Clapp & Moseley, 2020). 

Transformation is consequently needed to prevent these systems breaking down (Linnér & 

Wibeck, 2020) and to protect agricultural landscapes (Neufeldt et al., 2013).     

 

Roux-Rosier et al. (2018) point out that agriculture is a critical site for transformation because 

the re-organisation of land use and food production systems is essential to addressing 
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ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ĐƌŝƐĞƐ͘��ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�͞ŵĂũŽƌ͕�ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞĨƵů�ĂĐƚŝŽŶ�ƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞŶ�

at the farm and supra-ĨĂƌŵ�ůĞǀĞů͟�(Rickards & Howden, 2012, p. 240) ĂŶĚ�ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐ�͚ƐĞĞŝŶŐ͛�

agricultural land use differently (Campbell et al., 2009). For the purposes of this paper, 

transformation is broadly defined as a radical shift in shared socio-cultural structures, as well 

as technological, economic, and ecological processes (Linnér & Wibeck, 2020). Many 

different approaches have been proposed to transform agricultural systems, including 

agroecology and organic agriculture. Here, we focus on one such approach ʹ regenerative 

agriculture (RA).  

 

Depending on the farm context (Grelet et al., 2021), RA integrates different agricultural 

approaches (Duncan, 2015) to restore and realise the potential of damaged landscapes 

(Francis & Harwood, 1985; Massy, 2013, 2017; Wahl, 2016). Proponents of modern 

ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŽĨƚĞŶ�ƐĞĞŬ�ƚŽ�ŝŶǀĂůŝĚĂƚĞ�Z�͛Ɛ�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝve potential by downplaying its 

scalability, comparative yield, economic viability, and capacity to address climate change 

(Ahmed et al., 2021). Despite this rhetoric, RA continues to gain popularity ;K͛�ŽŶŽŐŚƵĞ�Ğƚ�

al., 2022). Due to its integrative approach, ͞ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�Ă�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĂŵŽƵŶƚ�ŽĨ�ĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�

ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ͟�(Seymour, 2021, p. 106). This includes diverse people, 

political views, locations, farm types, landscapes, and practices. The discursive origins of RA 

are also diverse (Gordon et al., 2023).   

 

Discourses are shared social practices or ways of speaking that inform behaviour and 

decision-making (Fairclough, 1989). They draw on systemic constellations of meanings, 

phrases, assumptions, and storylines (Dryzek, 2013; Hajer, 1995; Riedy, 2020) to shape these 

social practices. Gordon et al. (2023) documented nine discourses contributing to RA. To 

make sense of how these influence the movement, they drew on the related concept of 

discourse coalitions (Hajer, 1993). ��ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ĐŽĂůŝƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ͕�͞Ă�ŐƌŽƵƉ�ŽĨ�ĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�

context of an identifiable set of practices, shares the usage of a particular set of storylines 

ŽǀĞƌ�Ă�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ�ƉĞƌŝŽĚ�ŽĨ�ƚŝŵĞ͟�(Hajer, 2006, p. 70). Discourse coalitions and storylines are 

middle-range concepts that show how discursive orders are maintained or transformed 

(Hajer, 1995). RA has become a shared storyline for restoring, reviving, and renewing 

agricultural environments (Gordon et al., 2023). The political power of ƚŚŝƐ�ƐƚŽƌǇůŝŶĞ͕�͞comes 
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from its multi-ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ͟ (Hajer, 1995, p. 61). That is, it can have multiple 

interpretations and create space for inclusive conversations (Seymour, 2021).  

 

Transformation or co-optation?  
 

RA is a relatively undefined term (Newton et al., 2020), which has contributed to its multi-

interpretability as a storyline. It also means that ͞governmental agencies, industries and 

sector organizations have their own interpretation of regenerative agriculture, depending on 

particular interests͟�(Tittonell et al., 2022, p. 2). This has been identified as a potential 

greenwashing strategy (Giller et al., 2021; Tittonell et al., 2022); which means misleading 

people about environmental benefits (de Freitas Netto et al., 2020). In this way, multi-

interpretability is an invitation for powerful actors to shape the storyline in ways that suit 

their interests. Nonetheless, it also means that consensus is not required for coordinated 

action because individuals can act together while retaining their own interpretations (Gordon 

et al., 2023)͘��Ɛ�ƐƵĐŚ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚŽƌǇůŝŶĞ�ŽĨ�Z��ŝƐ�Ă�ƉŽǁĞƌĨƵů�͞starting point for political action͟�

(Edenborg, 2021, p. 2).  

 

However, if a discourse is to support the ambitious goal of transforming agriculture, it needs 

to navigate the difficult transition from marginal idea to mainstream acceptance. As a 

discourse gains widespread participation it undergoes structuration whereby many people 

use it to conceptualise the world and a particular framing of the discourse becomes 

dominant in society (Hajer, 2006). This process is often the precursor to institutionalisation, 

which occurs when a discourse solidifies into institutions and organisational practices (Hajer, 

2006). The success of a discourse correlates to the success of specific institutions and actors 

tied to the discourse (Hajer, 1993). The risk is that such institutionalisation will be achieved 

through an accommodation with dominant productivist discourses. This may fail to retain the 

more transformative discursive elements of RA, resulting in incremental change rather than 

transformation. 

 

This dynamic has been observed in organic agriculture, whereby certification and regulation 

pushed organics to fit into a model of ͞profitable and high productivity agriculture, hence 

going against the intentions of the original organics movement in reaction to the green 
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ƌĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͟ (Elrick et al., 2022, p. 4). This could be understood as a process of co-optation, 

whereby the discursive concepts embedded in a movement are adopted whilst their intent is 

subverted (de Jong & Kimm, 2017). As such, the original claims of a movement are diluted as 

it is aligned with dominant institutional requirements and political agendas. By contrast, 

agroecology has a core political framework around food sovereignty (IPC, 2015) that 

challenges the dominance of corporate power in the food system (Chaifetz & Jagger, 2014). It 

consequently resisted co-optation by agri-food companies when it was endorsed by the Food 

and Agriculture Organisation (de Molina et al., 2019). 

Whether RA resists co-optation is yet to be seen. Institutionalisation in RA and its impact on 

transformation has only been marginally addressed in the literature; see Elrick et al. (2022) 

and Day and Cramer (2020). Currently, many groups are working to institutionalise their own 

versions of RA through certification, verification, or accreditation programs. These include: 

regenagri / regenerative certified (2022); Regen1 (2022); AGW Certified Regenerative (2022); 

Regenerative Organic Certification (2022); Regenified ʹ formerly Regen Earth Verified (2022); 

Soil Regen Regenerative Verified (2022); Savory Institute Land to Market Ecological Outcomes 

Verification (2022); the Soil Carbon Initiative (2022); Roots Regenerative (2023); and 

Southern Cross Certified (2023). Elrick et al. (2022) says many believe that RA will need to 

have clearly defined principles and regulations to build a certification system that works; but 

this view is not shared by all practitioners.  

In Australia, one organisation that has been exploring the role that accreditation of RA can 

play in expanding discourse coalitions and transforming agriculture is the Institute of 

Ecological Agriculture (IEA). This paper reports on the IEA as a case study of how regenerative 

agriculture advocates are pursuing transformation. It utilises action-oriented research 

through practice as a conceptual framework for exploring this case study. Two research 

questions were developed to guide the research through practice:  

x How are advocates of regenerative agriculture pursuing agricultural transformation in 

Australia?  

x How effective are these attempts at generating agricultural transformations?   
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Conceptual framework: action-oriented research through practice  

To explore how advocates of RA are pursuing transformation, this research took an action-

oriented approach. This combines knowledge creation with simultaneous intervention so that 

͞Ăction is occurring in tandem with the research͟�(Bradbury & Divecha, 2020, p. 278). In a 

context where transformations are urgently required (Feola, 2015), action-oriented research 

aspires to help generate changes through the way we do research (Bradbury et al., 2019). It is 

inherently political ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ͕�͞ŝƚ�involves exploring how incumbent systems and power might 

break down allowing for a broader societal shift towards transformative alternatives͟�(Fazey 

et al., 2018, p. 63).  

dŽ�ĂĐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐůǇ͕�ƚŚĞ�ůĞĂĚ�ĂƵƚŚŽƌ�ƵŶĚĞƌƚŽŽŬ�Ă�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�͞research 

through practice, where the act of practice itself becomes the research͟�(Fazey et al., 2018, 

p. 62)͘�dŚŝƐ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ĐŽŵĞƐ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƵŵďƌĞůůĂ�ŽĨ�͚ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ-ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ͛�(Hope, 2016). He 

joined a group of ten IEA members exploring the development of an accreditation for RA 

between 2020-2022 and engaged fully in these discussions. In this sense, the practice of 

developing the accreditation alongside IEA members was a means to discern communicable 

knowledge about how RA advocates are pursuing transformation. This approach involves a 

paradigm shift towards viewing researchers as practitioners (Hope, 2016) and breaking down 

the researcher-practitioner dichotomy.  

�Ɛ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐ�ǁĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůǇ�͞embedded within, and not separate from, the systems >we@ 

seek to observe͟�(Fazey et al., 2018, p. 56). The lead author has farmed regeneratively and 

been a member of the IEA co-operative throughout the research period. He participated in 

IEA conversations and introduced ideas that were incorporated into the accreditation. The 

author was shaped in return by the IEA community. As Bradbury et al. (2019, p. 8) ƐĂǇ͕�͞it is 

not just about changing something ͚out there͕͛ but it is also about both changing ourselves 

and our mental models, and our relationships between the out there and the in here͘͟�� 

As per Hope (2016, p. 77)͕�͞Ă�non-practice-research project might start with a defined 

research question, a methodology, and set of methods to find answers. Research that starts 

with practice can often complicate these dynamics as the questions and methodology 

emerge through making, doing, and testing things out.͟�This does not mean the practice-
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research process was less rigorous. It simply means that the research question and 

methodology emerged at different points within the practice-research journey (Haseman, 

2006). Fundamentally, this enquiry was about thinking through making (Ingold, 2013) the 

accreditation. As Hope (2016, p. 77) ƌĞŵĂƌŬƐ͕�͞ŝn research that privileges practice the 

researcher does not necessarily know what they are going to do before they do it and this 

may rub up against other research approaches which place theory and methodology before 

practice͘͟ 

 

Case study: the Institute of Ecological Agriculture (IEA) 
 

Alongside other examples listed in the introduction, IEA is similarly exploring the 

institutionalisation of RA discourse through an accreditation scheme. Examining the IEA 

approach to accreditation sheds light on how advocates of RA are pursuing transformation. 

IEA is a volunteer-led co-operative that advocates for ecological thinking in food, farming, 

and forestry (IEA, 2022f). IEA use the terms regenerative and ecological either together or 

ŝŶƚĞƌĐŚĂŶŐĞĂďůǇ͖�Ğ͘Ő͘�͞ĂŶ�ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ͟�(IEA, 2022f, p. para 3). 

When first formed in 2009, IEA was known as the Ecological Agriculture Australia Association 

(EAAA). In 2016 the EAAA dissolved and the Australian Institute of Ecological Agriculture Co-

operative Ltd was registered ʹ this was unofficially shortened to the current name.  

 

The IEA community began to discuss an accreditation process in 2012. It was known originally 

as the Farmer Endorsement Scheme (FES) and imagined as a third-party accreditation. In this 

sense, a completely independent third party (IEA) would endorse the competence of the 

farmer in ecological approaches to agriculture. Eventually, IEA stopped referring to the FES 

ĂŶĚ�ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ�ƐŝŵƉůǇ�ĐĂůůĞĚ�ŝƚ�͚ƚŚĞ�ĂĐĐƌĞĚŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ͛͘��Ɛ�/���ŝƐ�Ă�ĐŽ-operative that includes 

members who are farmers, complete third-party independence was not possible. The vision 

consequently evolved into a second party accreditation where someone related to the 

farmer endorses them. In this case, IEA as a co-operative to which the farmer belongs.  

 

IEA intended to endorse farmers who embraced ecological and relational paradigms in 

agriculture. Paradigms include conceptual and metaphoric constellations that form the basis 

for scientific methods and theories ;K͛�ƌŝĞŶ�Ğƚ�Ăů͕͘�ϮϬϮϯͿ. They can be validated or rejected 
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depending on the discourses operating in hegemonic cultural groups ;>ĞŝĐŚĞŶŬŽ�Θ�K͛�ƌŝĞŶ͕�

2019)͘�ZĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂů�ƉĂƌĂĚŝŐŵƐ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�͞ŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĞƐ͕�ĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůŽŐŝĞƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĞƚŚŝĐƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�

presuppose subject-object and nature-ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ďŝŶĂƌŝĞƐ͟�;K͛�ƌŝĞŶ�Ğƚ�Ăů͕͘�ϮϬϮϯ͕�Ɖ͘�ϰͿ. They are 

based on principles of interconnectedness and entanglement with the more-than-human 

world (Walsh et al., 2021; West et al., 2020). These paradigms are prominent amongst 

regenerative farmers (Seymour & Connelly, 2022), but have an older history with Indigenous 

thinking and scholarship ;K͛�ƌien et al., 2023). IEA therefore had the challenge of designing 

an accreditation based in a relational paradigm, rather than a quantitatively reductionist one.  

 

The terminology of RA was not used extensively in Australia until after the publication of 

Massy (2017). As such, IEA did not use this terminology in their early discussions about 

accreditation. In fact, it was unclear why this endorsement was necessary. Only farmers 

selling direct to consumers could benefit from using the IEA brand in their marketing. This 

lack of clarity, combined with waning capacity within IEA, stalled progress until the 

emergence and popularity of RA grew between 2016 and 2020. During this period, IEA 

collaborated with the Regenerative Agriculture Alliance (RAA) at Southern Cross University 

(SCU) to write, develop and deliver the Bachelor of Science (Regenerative Agriculture). RAA is 

a collaboration between RA researchers and practitioners in Australia to improve the health 

of rural landscapes and communities. The degree was a world first (SCU, 2019) and the Good 

Universities Guide 2020/21 ranked SCU as first in Australia for undergraduate overall 

experience in agriculture (GUG, 2021). Such pedagogical institutionalisation provided 

formalised access and credibility to RA in Australia.  

The lead author became involved with IEA in 2020. At the time, accreditation was seeing 

renewed interest from RAA at SCU as a post-degree pathway for students studying RA. Due 

ƚŽ�/���ĂŶĚ�Z��͛Ɛ�ƐŚĂƌĞĚ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͕�ŵĂŶǇ�/���ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĂůƐŽ�ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�Z��͘��Ɛ�ƐƵĐŚ͕�

ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ĨƌŽŵ�ϮϬϭϵ�ŽŶǁĂƌĚƐ͕�Z��͛Ɛ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ�in the accreditation concept led IEA to renew 

discussions about its development. Not many work opportunities existed in RA for graduating 

students, so a professional endorsement from an industry organisation was appealing. As 

such, some of the demand for accreditation was coming from students emerging from the 

SCU degree. 
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This practice-research was undertaken between 2020 and 2022 alongside ten IEA members 

(core group). This group met monthly during the research period (thirty-six meetings) and 

sought to establish the basis for accreditation ʹ a set of ethical and professional standards, 

which IEA members wish to emphasise in quality assurance. These were drafted by the core 

group in four documents: 

x Knowledge circles (2022c): accreditees would be expected to have knowledge and 

experience across multiple areas listed in this document. 

x Code of ethics (2022b): the general ethical code for accreditees. 

x Rules of conduct (2022e): an expansion of the code of ethics with more specific detail 

about how accreditees should conduct themselves. 

x Professional standards (2022d): the standards set to guide and monitor the 

professionalism of accreditees.  

These documents were sent to twelve additional IEA members (contributors 11, 12, 13, 14, 

15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 23) and four non-members (contributors 25, 26, 28, 29) for review 

and comment. A further five non-members (contributors 24, 27, 30, 31, 32) and one member 

(contributor 22) did not comment directly on the documents but still made contributions to 

accreditation discussions. There were twenty-two contributors altogether, in addition to the 

core group (see table 10). Document review occurred between January and June 2022. 

Documents were emailed to contributors who had three weeks to respond. Once feedback 

was collated, the core group met weekly between July and October (an additional sixteen 

meetings) to fine tune the documents and the accreditation concept. Fifty-two meetings 

were had altogether. 

Table 10: contributor demographics 

Occupation Contributors* Collective agricultural knowledge 
Educators 3 (He/him); 10 (He/him); 21 

(He/him); 23 (She/her); 25 (She/her); 
28 (They/them); 30 (He/him)  
 

Systems thinking, holism, human ecology, 
regenerative agriculture, holistic management, 
permaculture, agroecology, indigenous foodways, 
carbon farming   
 

Consultants  4 (She/her); 8 (He/him); 11 
(She/her); 15 (He/him); 17 (He/him); 
18 (He/him); 27 (She/her); 30 
(He/him)  
 

Ecological agriculture, natural resource 
management, sustainability engagement, organic 
agriculture, regenerative agriculture, landscape 
hydration, permaculture, holistic management, 
carbon farming  
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Farmers 1 (He/him); 6 (She/her); 7 (He/him); 
10 (He/him); 13 (He/him); 19 
(She/her); 20 (He/him); 22 (He/him); 
24 (She/her); 25 (She/her); 26 
(He/him); 29 (He/him)   
 

Biodynamics, subtle energies, holistic management, 
permaculture, plasma science, GANS technology, 
adaptive farming, horticulture, no-kill cropping, self-
herding, mushrooms, agroecology, holistic 
management, carbon farming, regenerative 
agriculture  
 

Students 5 (She/her); 6 (She/her); 11 
(She/her); 12 (She/her); 13 (He/him); 
14 (She/her) 
 

Sustainable agriculture, regenerative agriculture   
 

Researchers 1 (He/him); 10 (He/him); 16 (He/him) Regenerative agriculture, adaptive grazing, 
sustainable agriculture  
 

Other 2 (They/them); 8 (He/him); 9 
(She/her); 13 (He/him); 19 (She/her); 
31(organisation); 32 (organisation)  
 

Accounting, Landcare, environmental conservation, 
food systems transformation  

*Contributors 1-10 were part of the core group; 1-23 were also members of the IEA; 24-32 were external 
contributors  

 
Methods 
 

Research through practice involves examining a question by making and doing (Frayling, 

1994). As mentioned in the conceptual framework, the question can sometimes emerge from 

doing the practice (Hope, 2016). Our research questions developed this way. They asked: 

how are advocates of regenerative agriculture pursuing agricultural transformation in 

Australia? How effective are these attempts at generating agricultural transformations? To 

identify and address these questions, the lead author kept field notes and wrote analytic 

memos throughout the research period (Saldana, 2009).  

 

&ŝĞůĚ�ŶŽƚĞƐ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ůĞĂĚ�ĂƵƚŚŽƌ͛Ɛ�ǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ�ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ŝŶƚerpretations of 

the process and goals of accreditation (summarising the process and insights). Analytic 

memos were devoted to analytic reflection and thinking critically about what IEA was doing 

and why (reflecting and expounding upon insights). Both field notes and analytic memos 

ǁĞƌĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌůŝŶŬĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶĞĚ�ĂƐ͕�͞Ă�ƐŝƚĞ�ƚŽ�͚ĚƵŵƉ�ǇŽƵƌ�ďƌĂŝŶ͛�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ͕�

phenomenon, or process under investigation by thinking and thus writing and thus thinking 

ĞǀĞŶ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞŵ͟�(Saldana, 2009, p. 44). By using field notes / analytic memos as a 

central data point, we made space for uncovering information via informed hunches, 

serendipitous occurrences, and intuition as per Saldana (2009) and the practice-research 

approach (Hope, 2016).         
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Contributors were involved at different stages between 2020-2022. They were approached 

by the core group based on (a) their philosophical and practical perspective on RA ʹ 

attempting to get input from a wide range of approaches; (b) their availability. All 

accreditation conversations (fifty-two meetings) were recorded in minutes and email 

correspondence. The core data points used in the analysis were: (1) core group meeting 

minutes; (2) core group emails; (3) contributor feedback and notations; (4) analytic 

memos/field notes; (5) both draft and final versions of the four accreditation documents. We 

analysed the data to identify themes. A theme is an ͞ĞǆƚĞŶĚĞĚ�ƉŚƌĂƐĞ�Žƌ�ƐĞŶƚĞŶĐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�

ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞƐ�ǁŚĂƚ�Ă�ƵŶŝƚ�ŽĨ�ĚĂƚĂ�ŝƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ĂŶĚͬŽƌ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŝƚ�ŵĞĂŶƐ͟�(Saldana, 2009, p. 199). The 

themes are shaped by the primary questions, goals and frameworks being used (Saldana, 

2009). The process was as follows:   

 

1. The lead author read and annotated texts actively. He was already familiar with 

them because he was involved in their creation. 

2. Analysis: themes were recorded and consolidated in iterative cycles of analysis, 

constructed as simple statements identifying what an item of text was about in 

relation to the research questions.     

3. Categorisation: the lead author looked for how various themes were similar, or 

different, and what relationships exist between them in and across texts. In this way, 

he grouped them into broader themes.   

4. Review: broader themes were reviewed by considering whether they made sense in 

the wider data set and comparing them with the original data extracts to ensure 

integrity was maintained in analysis.   

 

This process was useful for making sense of the research through practice, which is based on 

observation and reflection whilst doing (Hope, 2016). To authentically communicate the 

outcomes of the practice-research, this paper will also make use of vignettes. These are the 

ůĞĂĚ�ĂƵƚŚŽƌ͛Ɛ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ�ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŶŐ�ŚŽǁ�ƚŚĞ practice-research contributed to 

ŵĂũŽƌ�ƐŚŝĨƚƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĂĐĐƌĞĚŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ͘��ĂĐŚ�ƚŚĞŵĞ�ĐŽƌƌĞůĂƚĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ǀŝŐŶĞƚƚĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĞǆƉůŽƌĞƐ�

ĂŶ�͚ĂĐƚŝŽŶ�ƚŝƉƉŝŶŐ�ƉŽŝŶƚ͛�ʹ moments in the practice-research where major shifts in thinking 

occurred. The themes and vignettes work together to portray the multiple cycles of tension 
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and resolution that occurred whilst undertaking the practice-research. Sometimes evidence 

cited will rely on personal knowledge. Any insights that rely on personal knowledge from 

participating in this process will be cited in-text as: (personal knowledge). E.g., there was a 

sense of urgency to launch the accreditation (personal knowledge). See figure 6 for practice-

research timeline.  

 

Figure 6: practice-research timeline 

 

 

Findings of the research through practice  

The analysis identified four themes that illustrate how IEA, as RA advocates, are pursuing 

transformation. The effectiveness of these attempts will be explored in the discussion.  

Theme one: cultivating relational paradigms ʹ the why of RA 

Experts in RA have been criticised by Jonas (2021) for teaching the how of regeneration (e.g., 

cover cropping) but not the what (e.g., communities, landscapes) or the why (e.g., ethics of 

care). IEA is mostly concerned with the why as opposed to the how (analytic memo). For IEA, 

values and emotions are the heartbeat behind the why of RA (Cochrane, 2019). The IEA 

President, Kerry Cochrane (2019, p. 7) ƌĞŵĂƌŬƐ͕�͞ƚŚĞ�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ĞŵƉĂƚŚŝƐĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�

environment and with all organisms (including people) is vital for the journey into the 

regenerative mindset͘͟ IEA draws on a relational paradigm where humans are one thread in 

the web of life (IEA, 2022a). Contributor 19 said that humility was a fundamental quality for 

being aware of something beyond ourselves and caring for other life ʹ yet it was missing in 

many regenerative groups. The IEA  core group became concerned that the why of RA would 

be lost as the term gained widespread appeal (personal knowledge). This challenged IEA to 
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consider how they might embed qualities (such as humility) into an accreditation system 

(personal knowledge). Despite being a structure for standardising the how, the accreditation 

was designed as an attempt to safeguard the why (analytic memo). 

Vignette 1: inner transformations as an action tipping point 

Whilst working with IEA, I was simultaneously researching nine discourses interpreting RA differently (Gordon 

et al., 2022, 2023). This multi-interpretability is potentially transformative if there is also common ground 

between discourses gluing actors together. I realised that (to varying degrees) these discourses framed 

knowledge about how and why to regenerate ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂů�ƉĂƌĂĚŝŐŵƐ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�/��͛Ɛ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂů�why 

might serve as glue for adherents to different RA discourses. Without relational paradigms, RA becomes a 

suite of greener farming practices. This is not enough to address deeper food system issues of equity, power, 

and identity. IEA felt Z�͛Ɛ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƌŝƚǇ was putting it at risk of co-optation because practices were being 

adopted whilst subverting relational paradigms. It is by separating practices from relational paradigms that 

some First Nations approaches have been co-opted under the banner of RA. Therefore, we decided the 

accreditation should foster inner transformations. That is, the shifts in values, emotions, and assumptions 

needed to experience the world relationally and with care. As IEA says, ͞Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŚĞĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�

Ă�ĨĂƌŵ�ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ�ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ŝŶƚĞŐƌŝƚǇ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂƌŵĞƌ͛Ɛ�ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝŶŐ�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞůĨ͟�;ϮϬϮϮŐ͕�

p. para 2). This was a tipping point. There are many ways to regenerate (how), and many structures, places 

and communities that require regeneration (what) ʹ so multi-interpretability makes sense. Relational 

paradigms (why) became a source for common ground to avoid co-optation whilst respecting these 

differences. This made accreditation logistics difficult. The how (practices) is more visible than the why 

(paradigms), which make them easier to evaluate and accredit. IEA was attempting to work with the non-

quantifiable side of RA.  

 

Theme two: engaging politically  
 

The ĂĐĐƌĞĚŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ĞǆƉĞĐƚƐ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ůĞĂƌŶ�ĂďŽƵƚ͕�͞indigenous sovereignty; racial parity; 

land accessibility; the unequal distribution of resources; concentration of ownership; and 

over-reliance on external inputs͟�(IEA, 2022c, p. 6). Contributor 13 was concerned that it was 

becoming ͞ƋƵŝƚĞ�ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů͟�ĂŶĚ�Đontributor 20 deleted this section entirely. There was 

discussion about whether equity and power needed to be singled out or if an emphasis on 

holistic thinking would naturally address them (contributor 3). Others urged for this power-

ĨŽĐƵƐ�ƚŽ�ŐŽ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�;ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŽƌƐ�ϭ͕�Ϯ͕�Ϯϯ͕�Ϯϱ͕�ϮϴͿ�ƉŽŝŶƚŝŶŐ�ŽƵƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƚ�ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ͕�͞push the edge of 

meaningful social cŚĂŶŐĞ͟ (contributor 28). Contributor 23 said IEA should consciously look 

to include migrant and Indigenous farmers as opposed to just drawing on Indigenous 
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knowledges. The code of ethics (2022b) and rules of conduct (2022e) emphasised respect for 

First Nations people. Contributor 28 said,    

͞KƵƌ�ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ͕�agricultural, and social models don't actually have the literacy 

or competency to meaningfully respect First Nations cultures in a way that doesn't 

ultimately uphold the systems of violence that impact Indigenous Peoples in the first 

place. This section needs to include the pathways to actions of respect and align a 

ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƐ�ĂŶ��ƚŚŝĐ͘͟  

In identifying pathways to actions of respect, contributor 25 referred to the Australian Food 

^ŽǀĞƌĞŝŐŶƚǇ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ͛Ɛ�;�&^�Ϳ�&ŝƌƐƚ�WĞŽƉůĞƐ�&ŝƌƐƚ�ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŽƵƚůŝŶĞƐ�ŚŽǁ��&^��ŝƐ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐ�

&ŝƌƐƚ�WĞŽƉůĞƐ͛�ĨŽŽĚ�ƐŽǀĞƌĞŝŐŶƚǇ through free membership, promotion, allyship, land sharing, 

solidarity training, and by Paying the Rent (AFSA, 2022). CŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŽƌ�Ϯϴ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞there should be 

ŵŽƌĞ�ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ǁŽǀĞŶ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĂĐĐƌĞĚŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ�͙�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ŽĐĐƵƌƐ�ǀŝĂ�ĂĐƚŝŽŶ͕�ǁĞ�ŵƵƐƚ�ŚŽůĚ�

ƐƉĂĐĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂĐƚŝŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů͘͟ The accreditation needed to shift its stance 

ĨƌŽŵ�ŚĂǀŝŶŐ�Ă�͞ǁŝůůŝŶŐŶĞƐƐ͟�ƚŽ�ŚĞůƉ�ƌĞĐƚŝĨǇ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ŝƐƐƵĞƐ͕�ƚŽ�ŚĂǀŝŶŐ�Ă�͞ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ͟�

(contributor 28). If IEA wanted to avoid upholding institutional power imbalances through the 

accreditation, it would need to contemplate further its role in decolonisation (contributor 23, 

28).  

 

Vignette 2: directionality of transformation as an action tipping point 

Regeneration is in part a political act, to renew what has been degraded. To be unaware of political issues is 

to potentially reinforce oppressive structures. This led me to consider the directionality of our transformation 

efforts ʹ who is our primary audience? Many certifications are being established to endorse farmers, but 

farmers are not the only RA actors. We began discussing the role of accreditation in building the capacity for 

extension, consultation, education, and training in RA. Further, graduates-to-be in the Bachelor of Science 

(Regenerative Agriculture) did not have clear employment pathways. Inhibitive land prices meant many 

would not be farmers. Therefore, a fundamental difference in the IEA accreditation today, compared with 

2012, is a shift in focus from farmers to consultants and educators. These are more accessible employment 

pathways for students. There are companies hoping to benefit from RA by relabelling themselves and 

ƐƵƉƉůǇŝŶŐ�͚ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ͛�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ or services, thus changing the product but not the thinking. This is a form 

of co-optation. Unregulated advice puts farmers, landscapes, and transformation efforts at risk ʹ including 

the credibility of genuine RA consultants and educators. IEA is thinking about the systems of support that are 

needed to build an authentically transformative agricultural sector.   
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Theme three: valuing multi-interpretability without compromising relational ethics  
 

The core group did not want to restrict the interpretation of RA and potentially lock-out 

marginal voices (IEA, 2022c). They valued multi-ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ƐŽ�ůŽŶŐ�ĂƐ�ŝƚ�ĚŝĚŶ͛ƚ�

compromise the relational ethics of their why (personal knowledge). As IEA (2022c, p. 1) says, 

ŝƚ�͞is not accrediting a specific skillset. It is accrediting a broad range of ecological approaches 

to agriculture, each of which have their own goals and measurements for success. The core 

of this accreditation is to share and abide by ethical and professional standards as a 

community of educators and consultants ʹ ƌĞŐĂƌĚůĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ĞĂĐŚ�ĂƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚ͛Ɛ�ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ�ďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ�

or training.͟�As such, a diverse range of approaches to RA were listed as eligible areas of 

speciality in the accreditation (IEA, 2022c). 

  

These had different goals (e.g., social transformation, ecological improvement); 

measurements of success (e.g., community engagement, ecological monitoring); and 

definitions of RA (e.g., practice-based, outcomes-based). Consequently, this list was 

controversial and there was a desire for a clearer ͞ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�͚ŝŶ͛�ĂŶĚ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�

͚ŽƵƚ͛͟ (contributor 20). Pushing back on this in-out dichotomy, accredited members would be 

expected to, ͞interact responsibly with people who are different to them, and reflect 

critically on their own knowledge, advice and position͟�(IEA, 2022c, pp. 9-10). Contributor 30 

commented that accreditation was a way of setting arbitrary boundaries around what people 

do. However, this accreditation took a very different approach and focussed on how a 

plurality of RA knowledges could be enabled and allowed to exist. 

 

Vignette 3: collective learning as an action tipping point 

Whilst collaborating on the accreditation, I informally shared ideas from my research. I was working from the 

premise that RA draws on nine discourses. Sharing this view significantly impacted how we thought about the 

accreditation ʹ and it was designed to include diverse approaches. Finding common ground (relational 

paradigms) between discourses is important. However, equally as important to transformation is respecting 

agricultural diversity in context and approach. IEA did not want to accredit siloed expertise through a box-

ticking endorsement. We envisioned a community of practice where diverse practitioners could commune 

and uphold shared standards for quality of work. In this way, adherents to different RA discourses could 

share knowledges and collectively learn. Many adherents to environmental discourses impede their own 

learning through over-confidence in the correctness of their interpretations (Dryzek, 2013). This impacts 
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opportunities for transformation because groups sharing similar goals become semantically divided. IEA 

hoped to break down barriers to connection in RA. Collective learning was identified as a transformative 

opportunity in my research (Gordon et al., 2022). It is central to /��͛Ɛ�theory of change ʹ communing around 

commonality (ethical/professional standards based in relational paradigms), collectively learning around 

differences (nine RA discourses).   

 

Theme four: re-imagining accreditation  
 

There was apprehension from contributors 27 and 31 that an accreditation would structurally 

reinforce uneven power dynamics. Contributor 31 was concerned about locking out 

grassroots knowledge holders who wouldn't go through an accreditation process by deeming 

ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�͚ŝŶǀĂůŝĚ͛͘ This was reinforced when experienced agriculturalists told IEA they 

did not think they were worthy of being accredited (personal knowledge). It was suggested 

by contributors 7 and 2 that /���ƌĞƉůĂĐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƌŵ�͚ĂĐĐƌĞĚŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ͛�ǁŝƚŚ�͚ĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ͛�ʹ or 

IEA commended member (meeting minutes 5/9/22). However, contributors 3, 4 and 8 

thought this would lead to a drop in interest (meeting minutes 5/9/22). Nevertheless, it 

became obvious that the accreditation needed to be structured in a way that was inclusive 

and avoided elitism.   

Contributor 27 pushed the core group to consider ways in which they might redesign 

accreditation systems. They emphasised First Nations co-design referring to inter-

generational totemic knowledge systems. A person͛Ɛ�ƚŽƚĞŵ�ŝƐ�attached to a body of 

knowledge that they are bound to learn. What would this look like in a contemporary system 

for ensuring quality of work? IEA was eager to initiate First Nations partnerships (personal 

knowledge). This was jointly inspired by the Hua Parakore verification process in Aotearoa for 

DĈŽƌŝ�ĨŽŽĚ�ƐŽǀĞƌĞŝŐŶƚǇ�(Hutchings, 2015). A challenge going forward will be ensuring that 

ƚŚĞ�ĂĐĐƌĞĚŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ĚĞĐŽůŽŶŝƐĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂůůǇ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐƌĞĚŝďŝůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�&ŝƌƐƚ�EĂƚŝŽŶƐ͛�

consultants and educators through co-design (analytic memo).    

These discussions resulted in the inclusion of more horizontal knowledge sharing 

opportunities (analytic memo). A peer-to-peer Participatory Guarantee Systems (PGS) 

approach was adopted (email correspondence 10/10/22). PGS ĂƌĞ�͞ůŽĐĂůůǇ�ĨŽĐƵƐĞĚ�ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ�

assurance systems. They certify producers based on active participation of stakeholders and 
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are built ŽŶ�Ă�ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚƌƵƐƚ͕�ƐŽĐŝĂů�ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�ĞǆĐŚĂŶŐĞ͟�;DĂǇ͕�ϮϬϭϵ͕�Ɖ͘�

3). They are inspired by first-party, grassroots certification systems common in the 1970/80s 

(Cuéllar-Padilla & Ganuza-Fernandez, 2018). PGS are prevalent in organic agriculture and 

agroecology as an alternative to third-party certification (Bouagnimbeck et al., 2017) ʹ which 

has received extensive critique (Montefrio & Johnson, 2019). Figure 7 demonstrates how this 

peer-to-peer approach would work in the context of the IEA accreditation. 

Vignette 4: peer review as an action tipping point 

In 2022, I proposed redesigning the accreditation around PGS principles, prioritising peer review. The 

responsibility of accrediting would be distributed amongst the accreditees themselves. There would be no 

independent IEA inspectors. All accreditees would jointly determine the standards, participate in decision-

making, carry out actions, and take responsibility for assessing quality of work. The standards could be 

amended via a vote from /��͛Ɛ�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐŚŝƉ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ŐĞŶĞƌĂů�ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ĐŽƵůĚ�

either water down or strengthen them over time. This approach is low cost, allowing IEA to keep the 

accreditation financially accessible. Each accreditee may not go through the process in figure 2 every year, it 

may be split over two years ʹ e.g., you review someone one year, you get reviewed the following. Peer 

review provides an opportunity for accreditees to discuss their work and explore how they might improve by 

exchanging experiences and sharing knowledge. The focus is on support, accountability, and learning. 

Accreditees would be commended to farmers by their peers because: a) they have sound experience and 

knowledge in RA; b) they can therefore give sound advice to farmers; c) they are committed to a shared 

integrity (ethical and professional standards freely available on the IEA website); d) they are accountable to 

their peers; and e) they are actively committed to ongoing learning.  

 

Figure 7: peer review in the accreditation 
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Discussion: towards effective agricultural transformation 
 

The four themes illustrate how IEA, as RA advocates, are pursuing agricultural 

transformation. The potential effectiveness of these attempts is less clear. We first discuss 

ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂů�ƉĂƌĂĚŝŐŵƐ�ĂŶĚ�/��͛Ɛ�ŐŽĂů�ŽĨ�ŝŶŶĞƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘�tĞ�

then highlight the tension in retaining relational paradigms amidst processes of discursive 

structuration and institutionalisation.     

 

Relational paradigms and inner transformations 

 

Gosnell (2021) argues that agricultural transformations cannot be understood without 

ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ĨĂƌŵĞƌƐ͘���ĨĂƌŵĞƌ͛Ɛ�ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ŬŝŶƐŚŝƉ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ�ŝƐ�ĂŶ�

underappreciated leverage point for transformation. Interior lives have been identified as 

deep leverage points (Abson et al., 2017; Leventon et al., 2021; Meadows, 2008). This is 

because the values and emotions of people determine their motivations and decision-making 

(Ives, 2020). /��͛Ɛ�ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�the ͞ŝŶƚĞƌĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚŶĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ͟�(IEA, 2022g, p. 

para 2) recognises an interdependent and dialectical relation where humans and 

environments shape each other (Booth, 2013). This sense of interconnectedness is 

foundational to their relational paradigm in theme one. 

There is a clear connection between relational paradigms and inner transformations. As 

Seymour (2021, p. 56) ƐĂǇƐ͕�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚŝƐ�ǁĂǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞ŵĂŬĞƐ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�

regenerative movement radical and transformative because viewing the world relationally 

and with care challenges deep-seated values, attitudes, and assumptions about how 

ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ĞǆŝƐƚ͘͟�In theme one, empathy is a pathway for withholding assumptions, 

critiquing personal perspectives, and adopting new paradigms (Ives, 2020) ʹ e.g. relational 

paradigms. It is important for cultivating action (Ericson et al., 2014) because it encourages 

pro-environmental behaviour (Berenguer, 2003). Ives (2020, p. 211) remarks, ͞the scale of 

the sustainability crisis extends all the way from planetary systems to the heart and soul of 

every human being͘͟� 

Seymour (2021) makes a distinction between the technical practice of RA (e.g., rotational 

ŐƌĂǌŝŶŐ͖�ĐŽǀĞƌ�ĐƌŽƉƉŝŶŐͿ�ĂŶĚ�͚ďĞŝŶŐ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ͛͘��ĞŝŶŐ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĚƌĂǁƐ�ŽŶ�Ă�ŵŽƌĞ-than-
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human ethics ŽĨ�ĐĂƌĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞƐ͕�͞ŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂů�ŶŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ�ĞƚŚŝĐĂů�ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬƐ�ʹ which place 

the human at the top or centre ʹ and instead proceeds with a vision of a horizontal web of 

ŝŶƚĞƌĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐǇ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�Ăůů�ŵĂƚƚĞƌ͟�(Beacham, 2018, p. 539). This way of thinking is also 

prominent in many First Nations worldviews that ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ�ŚŽǁ�ǁĞ�ŵŝŐŚƚ͕�͞ĞǆƚĞŶĚ�ŽƵƌ�ƐĞŶƐĞ�

of society to include the agencies of non-ŚƵŵĂŶ�ďĞŝŶŐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉůĂĐĞƐ�͙�>and@ learn to recognise 

ŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ŽƵƌ�ůŽĐĂů�ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ĨĂŵŝůǇ͟�(Poelina et al., 2022, p. 10). This does not mean 

an ecological family is necessarily equitable ʹ it has complex interrelationships, competing 

allegiances and tensions (Sanford, 2011). However, in recognising the power dynamics 

between themselves and the environment, regenerative farmers shift the control they hold 

over more-than-human actors (Seymour & Connelly, 2022). 

IEA are attempting to institutionalise a non-ƋƵĂŶƚŝĨŝĂďůĞ�ƉĂƌĂĚŝŐŵ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞demands a 

connection to the earth and the people around them that is deeper than simply filling a tick 

box exercise to achieve a regenerative certification͟�(Seymour & Connelly, 2022, p. 11). A 

PGS-inspired peer-to-peer approach to accreditation is relational in structure, and so embeds 

a relational paradigm at the institutional level. If processes of structuration and 

institutionalisation are to successfully support agricultural transformation, they will need to 

similarly navigate the complexity of supporting these non-quantifiable perspectives as 

opposed to simply standardising regenerative practices. 

  
Relational paradigms in discursive structuration and institutionalisation 

 

By imagining a future in which RA is institutionalised through accreditation processes, IEA 

triggered an important series of structuration dialogues amongst members. According to 

Hajer (1995, p. 60) ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĐĐƵƌƐ�͞ŝĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĐƌĞĚŝďŝůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ĂĐƚŽƌƐ�ŝŶ�Ă�Őiven domain requires 

them to draw on the ideas͕�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ�ŽĨ�Ă�ŐŝǀĞŶ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ͘͟�/Ĩ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŝƐ�

then translated into institutional arrangements ʹ (e.g., theoretical concepts become concrete 

policies), then institutionalisation has occurred (Hajer, 1995). Both these processes are 

required for a discourse to become hegemonic. This discussion departs slightly from the 

usage of structuration and institutionalisation in Hajer (1995) by applying these processes to 

a discourse that is not yet hegemonic (see figure 8). Hajer (1995) uses them as markers of 

hegemony. Instead, we are referring to a particular regenerative discourse becoming 
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dominant within RA, before challenging the broader hegemonic agricultural discourse 

(industrial agriculture). We also suggest the possibility that RA takes over industrial 

agriculture whilst retaining multi-interpretability.  

 

Figure 8: multi-interpretability, structuration, and institutionalisation 

 

       

 
 
 

 

 

As per themes one and three, multi-interpretability is potentially transformative so long as 

there is common ground between discourses. IEA is trying to structure a set of meanings 

about RA that reinforces its connection with relational paradigms. In theme three, they value 

multi-interpretability ƐŽ�ůŽŶŐ�ĂƐ�ŝƚ�ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ƚ�ĐŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐĞ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂů�ĞƚŚŝĐƐ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�

as structuration takes place, multi-interpretability can be retained within the boundaries of a 

relational paradigm. The accreditation is guided by this commitment. However, advocates led 

by other paradigms may promote very different views of RA ʹ creating confusion about the 

term that can be exploited. The hegemonic agricultural discourse is already structured in 

society, such that RA is always under pressure to cave into this existing structuration and 

frame its core ideas in that way. As such, a regenerative discourse that uses similar rhetoric 

to hegemonic agricultural discourse can be privileged by powerful actors (Gordon et al., 

2022) allowing them to ignore the issues outlined in theme two.    

  

Haslet-Marroquin (2022) says the desire to define RA is a form of colonisation. This is 

because definitions can become tools for ensuring that RA conforms to the hegemonic 

structuration in agriculture, which is colonial and reductionist. Structuration and 

institutionalisation can easily privilege the quantifiable aspects of RA because Western 

science is the pre-ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌŵ�ŽĨ�ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ͘��Ɛ�ƐƵĐŚ͕�͞ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ĐĂŶŶŽƚ�ĐŽŶĨŽƌŵ�ƚŽ�

the norm of numerical science risks being side-ůŝŶĞĚ͟�(Seymour, 2021, pp. 155-156). This is 
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clear in current definitions that reduce RA to processes and/or outcomes (Newton et al., 

2020). See: California State University (CSU) Chico (2017), Brown (2018) and Mills (2020). 

These are easily adopted by an industry that already adheres to that structuration. Seymour 

(2021, p. 153) ƌĞŵĂƌŬƐ͕�͞ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚĞ�͚ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͛�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�

science by reducing it solely to practices and outcomes ignores the transformative mindset 

ƐŚŝĨƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�Ă�ŶĞǁ�ǁĂǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ďĞŝŶŐ͘͟� 

Defining RA purely within the agri-science paradigm (e.g., practices and outcomes) as it 

moves through processes of structuration and institutionalisation is questionable. Such 

definitions are unlikely to initiate transformations because they exclude the more 

transformative, non-quantifiable aspects of RA (Seymour & Connelly, 2022). Whilst IEA have a 

relational paradigm, they still inadvertently risk watering this down because accreditation (as 

a format) privileges quantifiable approaches to knowledgĞ͘�/Ŷ�ǀŝŐŶĞƚƚĞ�ŽŶĞ͕�/��͛Ɛ�

commitment to inner transformations made accreditation difficult because practices are 

easier to evaluate. Nonetheless, the PGS-inspired approach (theme four) and the community 

of practice (theme three) create dialogues that encourage a more transformative 

structuration in RA that could challenge hegemonic agricultural discourse. 

Vignette 5: final reflections   

Gosnell (2021) found that communities of practice (theme three) played an important role in ongoing 

ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ǁŚŝůƐƚ�ĨĂƌŵĞƌƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƐŽůŝĚŝĨǇŝŶŐ�ŶĞǁ�͚ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ͛�ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐ͘�^ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ͕�ƉĞĞƌ-to-peer 

learning networks (theme four) are strong environments for supporting different types of thinking and 

practice in RA (Seymour & Connelly, 2022). Consequently, IEA is contributing to discursive structuration 

around relational paradigms by having these discussions as a community ʹ regardless of whether an 

accreditation is successful. IEA has fostered such paradigms in me, which has impacted how I relate to my 

responsibilities on the farm. This practice-research has helped me tell a more realistic story about the 

ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ�ŝŶ�Z�͘�/�ĚŽŶ͛t know whether these efforts will contribute to 

structural and systemic transformation. However, ͞>hope@ is not conviction that something will turn out well, 

ďƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ�ŵĂŬĞƐ�ƐĞŶƐĞ͕�ƌĞŐĂƌĚůĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ŚŽǁ�ŝƚ�ƚƵƌŶƐ�ŽƵƚ͟�;,ĂǀĞů͕�ϭϵϵϬ͕�Ɖ͘�ϭϴϭ). The inner 

ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�/͛ǀĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĚ�ǁŚŝůƐƚ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚŝŶŐ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ-research is enough to re-assure me that 

/��͛Ɛ�ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐ�Ăƚ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ĂƌďŝƚƌĂƌǇ͘�� 
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Conclusion  
 

This paper examined a volunteer led co-operative, the IEA, as a case study on how advocates 

of RA are pursuing transformation. We took an action-oriented research through practice 

approach. The practice of developing an accreditation alongside IEA members became a 

means to discern communicable knowledge about generating agricultural transformations. 

We suggest that defining RA purely within the agri-science paradigm as it moves through 

structuration and institutionalisation is unlikely to achieve the social transformations required 

to support equitable and sustainable futures. Transformation requires that actors: a) engage 

in collective learning around differences, and b) find common ground in relational paradigms. 

This partnership can help structure a shared regenerative discourse that challenges 

hegemonic agricultural discourse. Relational paradigms are potentially transformative 

because they defy hegemonic values and attitudes in modern agriculture. If definitions used 

in structuration and institutionalisation exclude this non-quantifiable side to RA, they may 

inhibit transformation.  
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Chapter six: 
discussing 
implications for 
transformation on 
and beyond the farm 
 

The running goal of this thesis is to understand the discursive characteristics of regenerative 

agriculture and the implications for transformation. In alignment with this goal, my discussion 

will focus on the following question: what are the implications of this study for agricultural 

transformation on and beyond the farm? To answer this question, I will discuss two over-

arching themes in the study and their transformative implications:  

 

1. On the farm: more-than-human relationality in regenerative agriculture   

2. Beyond the farm: sharing storylines whilst retaining place-sourced interpretations of 

regenerative agriculture   

 

In exploring the big picture implications for agricultural transformation on and beyond the 

farm, I will use personal vignettes (as I did in chapter five) to reflect on my own farming 

practice at Moffat Falls. As a practice-research thesis, this will compliment and enliven the 

themes and offer further insight into the transformative potential of regenerative agriculture. 

As per the research design (chapter one), this thesis is underpinned by the belief that 

agricultural landscapes and mindscapes need to be transformed to prevent further socio-

ecological destruction. As both a PhD Candidate and practitioner of regenerative agriculture, I 

consider myself a central actor in this process ʹ hence the inclusion of the vignettes.   
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On the farm: more-than-human relationality in regenerative agriculture  
 

An emergent theme of this thesis is the role of relationality in regenerative agriculture. The 

further the discourses articulated in chapters three and four depart from industrial-

productivist agriculture, the more knowledge about how and why to regenerate is framed 

with relationality instead of productivity ʹ see tension four (departure) in chapter three. 

Whilst relationality and productivity are not dichotomous, they nevertheless represent two 

different ways of viewing agriculture. As suggested in chapter three, regenerative agricultural 

discourses exist on a spectrum between these perspectives. In chapter two, this spectrum is 

referred to as a scale of departure (theme six) whereby discourses depart from the status quo 

to differing degrees. This is also reflected in Page and Witt (2022) where regenerative 

approaches believe that farming does not require environmental control and productive 

approaches believe that it does.  

 

Many regenerative farmers talk about working with nature or ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ�ŽƵƚ�ŽĨ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͛Ɛ�ǁĂǇ 

(Massy, 2013, 2017). This entails shifting towards a non-anthropocentric view of their place 

in ecosystems. Such a shift is the difference between talking about animals and ecosystems 

as tools (Big Picture Holism) compared with kin (First Nations). A tool is wielded by the 

human-maker ʹ who has all the agency. In contrast, Yandaarra-with-Gumbaynggirr-Country 

et al. (2021, p. 3) say, ͞�ŽƵŶƚƌǇ�ŝƚƐĞůĨ�ŚĂƐ�ĂŐĞŶĐǇ͕�ƚŚĞ�ǁŝŶĚƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�ĂŐĞŶĐǇ͕�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ŚĂǀĞ�ĂŐĞŶĐǇ͕�

we act upon each other as we emerge together: like family, like and as kin.͟ This makes 

farming a more-than-human collaboration.     

 

As elaborated in chapter five, this collaboration has complex interrelationships, competing 

allegiances and tensions (Sanford, 2011). However, Seymour and Connelly (2022) 

demonstrate how regenerative farmers remain open to alternative thinking that challenges 

commonplace power dynamics in farming. As demonstrated in chapter two, many 

regenerative farmers have proclaimed that they are addicted to ongoing learning (Massy, 

2017) and demonstrate an openness to alternative ideas (Gosnell et al., 2019). A principle of 

regenerative food systems is to ͞ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ diverse forms of knowing and 

ďĞŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͟ (Duncan et al., 2020, p. 5). Evidently, this includes more-than-human 

forms of knowing and being. As mentioned in chapters one and five, more-than-humanism 
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embeds humans within a web of interdependent relations (Beacham, 2018). This web 

includes diverse beings with diverse ways of being (Massey, 2005). In vignette 6, I reflect on 

our farming practice as a negotiation of power with the more-than-human world.  

 

Vignette 6: farming with more-than-human beings at Moffat Falls 

At Moffat Falls agricultural production is not our only purpose; my family and I also feel a need to care for 

this place as a more-than-human habitat. Therefore, our role is not to produce commodities but monitor 

ecosystems. Good monitoring requires listening with our eyes and our hands, as well as our ears. This means 

being present and attentive; having local knowledge (e.g., where the best path to the river is and which 

animals use it); and being open and curious enough to learn from the more-than-human world. Our grazing 

animals know our routine and are responsive to certain patterns of behaviour ʹ Ğ͘Ő͕͘�ƚŚĞǇ͛ůů�ǁĂŝƚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ŐĂƚĞ�

ǁŚĞŶ�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ƚŝŵĞ�ƚŽ�ŵŽǀĞ͘��ůů�ƚŚĞ�ĐƌĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ�ŚĞƌĞ�ĐŽ-evolve their routines in response to other creatures. We are 

aware of each other. This is what it looks like to be worlding with, in company ʹ as explored in my 

positionality. Each of us are participating in world-making through our interactions on the farm. For us, 

ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĨĂƌŵŝŶŐ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ŵĞĂŶ�ŵŝŵŝĐŬŝŶŐ�ŚŽǁ�ƚŚŝŶŐƐ�ŵŝŐŚƚ�ǁŽƌŬ�͚ŝŶ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͛͘�tĞ  are nature. Our 

relationships, routines and patterns in the landscape co-emerge with non-human beings.  

 

Image 9: protecting three riparian zones at Moffat Falls 

 

 

By listening we have noticed that the wet season is becoming more unpredictable and typically starting a 

month later every year, which impacts our climate (e.g., wet winters instead of wet summers). This change in 

weather patterns means we need to change how we manage our water supplies. We are fencing off ten 

riparian habitats that feed into important waterways, and support wildlife corridors, wetlands, peat moss and 

threatened species. Each of these habitats are fed by springs. If grazing animals compact these springs, they 
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could disappear off the farm ʹ so it is important to keep those animals away. Because we have many springs, 

the flow of the river increases dramatically as it passes through the farm. We therefore have a responsibility 

to protect the level of the water as it moves into habitats downstream. Moffat Falls is nestled between 

120,000ha of state forest and national parks. The health of our farm is interlinked with the health of this 

broader bioregion. Image 9 shows three of the riparian zones we are protecting. 

 

As a child, I used to stick-pick paddocks. The purpose of this was to make them look clean and ensure that 

the grass was not covered because: grass = fat animals = profit. This is a redundant activity that perfectly 

demonstrates our desperate attempts to control ecosystem processes. We busy ourselves trying to suppress 

ƚŚĞ�ĂŐĞŶĐǇ�ŽĨ�Ă�ƚƌĞĞ�;ƚŽ�ĚƌŽƉ�Ă�ƐƚŝĐŬͿ�ĂŶĚ�ŵĂŬĞ�ĨĂƌŵƐ�͚ĐůĞĂŶ͛͘�,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕�Ă�ŵĞƐƐǇ�ĨĂƌŵ�ůĞƚƐ�ecological systems 

express themselves and enact agency. This means there are more sticks on the ground. It means fences are 

constructed to allow better movement of native animals across the landscape ʹ e.g., removing or leaving the 

bottom wire of a fence broken because that is where the ŬĂŶŐĂƌŽŽƐ�ŚŽƉ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�;ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƌŽƵƚŝŶĞͿ͘ It is futile 

constantly fixing the fence and fighting the agency of the kangaroo. Some Indigenous people call for the 

complete removal of fences. Currently, we cannot facilitate healthy grazing without them ʹ nor can we 

protect riparian zones. However, this may not always be the case. Ecosystems are always in tension and 

negotiating themselves in messy ways ʹ this is good messiness. Bad messiness is when farms become 

hazardous or dangerous to animals and people. For example, scrap metal and wire get left on the ground or 

around sheds, big holes in tall grass are not filled in. 

 

Image 10: my little brother Huntly Gordon checking on the animals in the fog 

 

 

Good messiness involves a conscious decision to relinquish fantasies of control over the more-than-human. 

Both human and more-than-human beings have lots of power to change the environment. When grazing 

ĂŶŝŵĂůƐ͛�ƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐĞ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ�ƉůĂŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĚŝĞƚƐ͕�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐĂŶ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂƌŵ͘�
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and more-than-human generations to come. As humans, it is not only important that we accept this 

responsibility, but that we allow more-than-human beings to enact that responsibility in their own ways. This 

may be the soil holding water, plants putting carbon in the ground, or insects pollinating plants. For me, part 

of living in right relation with this place means creating room for all creatures to live out their own lore. 

 

Implications for transformation 

 

If structural and systemic agricultural transformations are to be possible, personal 

transformations in the way people experience and view the world need to simultaneously 

occur (Gosnell, 2021; Gosnell et al., 2019). This must happen in small-scale, local contexts 

where relationships between human and more-than-human beings can exist. This is because 

people often make bad decisions if they are spatially, temporally, and relationally remote 

from the consequences of their actions (Gaard, 2017). When people are remote from non-

human actors, their livelihoods remain undisturbed (at least for a time) despite making 

decisions that negatively impact the lives of other human and more-than-human beings 

(Plumwood, 2002). As such, the converging crises that agriculture is contributing to 

(Campbell et al., 2017) cannot be overcome if we make decisions that are not grounded in a 

real-world, more-than-human relationality and care. As Seymour and Connelly (2022) point 

out, it is this relational perspective that is transformative because it challenges commonplace 

values, assumptions, and storylines in agriculture. 

 

A more-than-human ethic of care  

 

Despite having beneficial environmental outcomes (Newton et al., 2020), regenerative 

agriculture will not lead to transformative change without addressing the root cause of the 

Anthropocene ʹ the imagined separation between society and nature (West et al., 2020). 

More-than-human relationality brings these back together (Verlie, 2022) and ͞ƚŚŝƐ�

togetherness requires an attention to the ethical responsibilities of care that emerge when 

ǁĞ�ůŝǀĞ͕�ƚŚŝŶŬ͕�ĂĐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƚƚĞŶĚ�ĂƐ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͕�ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ŝƚ͟  (Bawaka-

Country et al., 2013, p. 188). Beacham (2018) observed food production that welcomed non-

human beings (e.g., pests) into the agricultural system rather than attempting to remove 

them. These farmers recognised that they had an ability to practice care for more-than-
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human beings ʹ who had otherwise been allocated very little agency in Western thought 

(Bennett, 2004).  

 

An ethic of care is based on recognising the interdependencies between all beings (Beacham, 

2018). This decentres ͞human ethical subjectivity by not considering humans as masters of, 

ďƵƚ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ĞĂƌƚŚ͛Ɛ�ůŝǀŝŶŐ�ďĞŝŶŐƐ͟�(Puig de la Bellacasa, 2010, p. 152). As demonstrated by the 

more-than-human power dynamics in vignette 6, we all need to negotiate how we are 

implicated in the existence of others (Gibson-Graham, 2006)͘�dŚŝƐ�ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐ�͞actively 

connecting with the more than human, rather than simply seeing connection͟�(Gibson-

Graham, 2011, p. 2) and therefore not being remote (Plumwood, 2002) but learning from 

what is happening in more-than-human communities (Gibson-Graham & Roelvink, 2010). As 

Beacham (2018, p. 544) articulates,     

 

͞�Ŷ�ĞƚŚŝĐƐ�ŽĨ�ĐĂƌĞ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ��ŶƚŚƌŽƉŽĐĞŶĞ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�Ă�ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�

shared commonality of being. Too many ills of this age are derived from the primacy 

of the individual Western subject and its inalienable sovereignty. It is only through this 

singularity and bounded sense of being that the ability to act over a world it 

dominates comes to be possible. By instead recognising care for the more-than-

human, we can recognise how we do not act over a world but exist within it 

together.͟   

 

The terms regenerative agriculture (Massy, 2017), regenerative mindsets (Seymour & 

Connelly, 2022), or regenerative food systems (Duncan et al., 2020) do not need to be 

adopted for a farmer to have a more-than-human ethic of care. This is about relating with the 

potential of a place and the non-human beings that live there (Haggard & Mang, 2016) 

wŝƚŚŽƵƚ�ƌŽŵĂŶƚŝĐŝƐŝŶŐ�͚ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͛ (Buck, 2015). As Ives (2020, p. 211) remarks, ͞the scale of the 

sustainability crisis extends all the way from planetary systems to the heart and soul of every 

human being͘͟��ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ďĞŐŝŶƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�ĚĞĞƉůǇ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ʹ our 

capacity to care (Seymour & Connelly, 2022). 

 

 



 189 

Relationality as a performance of femininity in masculine agriculture   

 

A more-than-human ethic of care in agriculture has been championed by women (Layman & 

Civita, 2022). Shisler and Sbicca (2019, p. 885) ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŵĂŶǇ�ǁŽŵĞŶ�ĨĂƌŵĞƌƐ�͞imbued 

feminine carework into masculine agriculture͟�ďǇ�nourishing their communities and more-

than-human others (Jarosz, 2011). They said,       

 

͞Articulating a relational feminine ethic of care, :ŽǇĐĞ�ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ͕�͞DǇ�womanhood] 

has to do with my love for people and my love for animals and my love for the Earth 

ĂŶĚ�ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�ŐŽŽĚ�ĐĂƌĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŽŝů͘͟�:ŽǇĐĞ�ďĞůŝĞǀĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ her gender identity shaped her 

farming, which led her to performing femininity through her practices and creating 

spaces where care is the driving motivation͟�(2019, p. 887).  

 

This more-than-human ethic of care subverts the masculine disconnection between people 

and their environment (Goldman & Schurman, 2000)͘�/ƚ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ĨƌĂŵĞĚ�ĂƐ�͞a feminine 

imperative in the face of industrialized, masculine-dominated agriculture͟�(Shisler & Sbicca, 

2019, p. 885). Whilst the feminine is not necessarily associated with women, it is important 

to emphasise that the burden of care should not fall to women in regenerative agriculture. 

Transformation requires that (cis) men evaluate themselves and their masculinity in ways 

that shift their farming practices, this would serve radical equity. In the prologue, I explored 

the discomfort I found with a hegemonic masculinity in agriculture. Hegemonic masculinity is 

an obstacle to implementing regenerative agriculture because the transition entails a 

gendered shift in how men see themselves and evaluate their masculinity (Ferrell, 2012).  

 

Fortunately, men farming sustainably are more likely to admit mistakes, listen to women, 

cooperate with others, and work with nature (Peter et al., 2000). The patriarchy is also 

subverted when women call themselves farmers because the role has masculine 

coŶŶŽƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕�Ğ͘Ő͕͘�͚ĨĂƌŵĞƌ͛Ɛ�wife͛ (Leslie et al., 2019). Consequently, some women feel a 

heightened sense of masculinity using the term (Smyth et al., 2018) and others can find it 

difficult to be recognised as farmers (Keller, 2014). There has also been queer resistance to 

hegemonic masculinity (Leslie et al., 2019)͘�&Žƌ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ϭϵϴϬ͛Ɛ�ĂŶ�ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶĂů�
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community ʹ the Radical Faeries ʹ formed on rural lands (in some cases growing food) to 

undermine masculinity and embrace the earth in drag (Hennen, 2004).    

 

A feminine and more-than-human ethic of care expands the role of farming and means 

gender performance in agriculture can be more diverse (Shisler & Sbicca, 2019). This is 

transformative because it challenges the dominant assumptions and paradigms in agricultural 

production (Seymour & Connelly, 2022) that are based in a hegemonic masculinity. E.g., 

divesting that masculinity through feminine carework. Adherents to regenerative agriculture 

have openly identified with feminine language and values in communicating their newfound 

perspectives (Massy, 2013, 2017). However, those women with the opportunity to farm are 

ƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇ�͞white, well-educated, ŚĞƚĞƌŽƐĞǆƵĂů͕�ĂŶĚ�ŵĂƌƌŝĞĚ͟ (Pilgeram, 2019, p. 15). 

Indigenous people and African American communities must also be recognised for their 

contributions to alternative farming movements (Layman & Civita, 2022) like regenerative 

agriculture ʹ which will be discussed in the next two sections.   

 

Indigenous roots in relational and regenerative agricultures  

 

As participant 9 said in chapter three, regenerative agriculture is a stepping-stone towards 

Indigenous ways of living and being. These ways of being approach agriculture in an animist 

and relational way (Layman & Civita, 2022) whereby the more-than-human are all viewed as 

relatives (Salmon, 2000). Native American ontologies see people as ͞ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�Ăůů�ĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ͕ living 

ůŝĨĞ�ĂƐ�ŽŶĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ĂŶĚ�ŶŽƚ�ŝŶ�ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞ�ƵŶŝƚƐ͟ (Duran & Duran, 1995, p. 15). Consequently, 

they do not acknowledge the society-nature split (Layman & Civita, 2022). There are 

countless examples of Indigenous peoples practicing a relational agriculture long before the 

ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ�ŽĨ�͚ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ͛�ǁĂƐ�ĞǀĞŶ�ĐŽŶĐĞŝǀĞĚ�(Gammage & Pascoe, 2021; Joshi et al., 2020; 

Kimmerer, 2013; Salmon, 2020).  

 

Regenerative agriculture is founded upon many Indigenous practices that have been de-

contextualised and whitewashed (Angarova et al., 2020). These practices have been placed in 

a productivist context and dismembered from their ontologies, people, and places (Layman & 

Civita, 2022). They include agroforestry (GonzĄlez & KrƂger, 2020), rotational grazing (Dong 

et al., 2009), intercropping or companion planting (Kimmerer, 2013), no-till (Rajaram et al., 
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1991), crop rotation (Magcale-Macandog & Ocampo, 2005), soil amendments and biochar 

(Morcote-Rios et al., 2013). Ulloa (2017) points out that elevating the voices of humans and 

more-than-humans from non-Western contexts is an opportunity to transform mindsets, not 

just alter practices. This means re-connecting practices with the relational ontologies from 

which they emerged.     

 

The agricultural knowledges of Indigenous and African American people have been exploited 

and appropriated for the purpose of production and profit ʹ even in alternative agriculture 

movements (Layman & Civita, 2022). As such, elevating the voices of historically excluded 

farmers and more-than-human beings in regenerative agriculture requires addressing issues 

of equity and power in the food system (Fassler, 2021). How these are addressed impacts the 

transformative potential of regenerative agriculture (Ahmed et al., 2021). This is because 

transformation does not only entail a change in agricultural practices (Gosnell et al., 2019). It 

requires a radical shift in shared socio-cultural structures (Linnér & Wibeck, 2020). This is not 

possible without addressing colonisation and racial parity (Layman & Civita, 2022).     

 

Decolonising regenerative agricultural transformations  

 

Layman and Civita (2022, p. 975) refer to re-membering as ͞the ability to re-include people, 

places, and patterns as core members and actors within agriculture.͟�dŚĞ�ŶĞĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƌĞ-

membering is demonstrated by the fact that African Americans such as George Washington 

Carver and Fannie Lou Hamer have not been recognised for their contributions to alternative 

agriculture movements (White, 2018). The suggestion that regenerative agriculture and other 

alternative food movements have been whitewashed (Angarova et al., 2020) is a sad political 

reality. 96.4% of organically certified farmers are white and only 0.5% are Black farmers 

(Formiga, 2021). In white middle class communities, alternative food movements promote 

environmental benefits and personal health (Slocum, 2007). However, Black communities are 

reliant on these movements due to structural inequalities such as land inaccessibility, limited 

food sources, education, and capital (Reese, 2018). Responding to these inequalities, Layman 

and Civita (2022, p. 966) ĂƌŐƵĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞confronting colonial constructs and the ways they 
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continue to shape our present is a precondition for dismantling and rebuilding equitable food 

systems.͟� 

 

Decolonisation is a multi-faceted, long-term process of divesting colonial power (Smith, 

2012). It means dismantling and making visible the logic of coloniality (Mignolo, 2011) and 

includes returning Indigenous land and sovereignty (Tuck & Yang, 2012). Stengers (2018) 

refers to the West as a world-destroying machine that does not recognise the existence of 

multiple non-Western worlds. This image is further consolidated by Layman and Civita (2022, 

pp. 976-977) who remark that,  

 

͞The white agricultural narrative in the US is not the only one, it is merely a 

monocultural story that gets plowed, planted, machine harvested, and replanted 

across vast swathes of the American agricultural imaginary. This narrative, the 

practices it preferences, and the world it remakes season after season take root only 

because it gets re-seeded.͟  

   

As such, decoloniality ĂůƐŽ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�͞contributing to building a world in which many worlds will 

ĐŽĞǆŝƐƚ͟ (Mignolo, 2011, p. 54). This entails welcoming and elevating the stories and 

experiences of Indigenous, Black, women and queer farmers without appropriating them 

(Layman & Civita, 2022). Haraway (1988) uses the term situated knowledges to describe how 

all knowledges are partial and based on positionality. This concept recognises that everyone 

exists in different worlds, and therefore embody different knowledges that can be brought 

together without losing their individuality through assimilation with an all-encompassing 

West. Layman and Civita (2022, p. 967) support this view arguing that, ͞situated knowledges 

shape how people relate and interact with others, including humans, land, and other beings. 

Situated knowledges allow agriculture to become relational.͟��ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�

requires enabling the existence of diverse agricultural worlds, which does not completely 

exclude the more reductionist approaches that currently dominate.       

 

In my Australian interviews (see chapters three and four) I found some non-indigenous 

regenerative farmers starting to engage with the issue of Indigenous sovereignty in settler 

states (participants 4, 5, 7, 10 and 21). Some of these participants (4, 7 and 21) felt that the 
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regenerative movement couldn͛ƚ�ŐŽ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�without placing Indigenous sovereignty at the 

centre (see chapter four). Participant 21 referred directly to shutting up and listening, shifting 

the structures of power and participation in the food system, and being prepared to give up 

privileges and ownership. They were still working out what that meant at the farm level. 

Having five of my non-indigenous participants raise this issue without prompt is significant. 

An openness to addressing fundamental flaws in the socio-political fabric of society, 

particularly when a farmer is benefitting from those flaws, is a powerful stepping-stone 

towards transformation. It means they are open to change despite having much to lose. 

However, in the literature adherents to regenerative agriculture remain largely silent on 

issues of equity and power (Newton et al., 2020). As such, my experience with these farmers 

could be an anomaly and such issues may still be insufficiently addressed by regenerative 

agriculture.    

 

A farmer interviewed by Layman and Civita (2022, p. 974) in the USA said that regenerative 

farmers they spoke with had no idea what was meant by the term Indigenous practices. This 

is despite these practices being used in regenerative agriculture, which demonstrates the 

dangerous decontextualization that is occurring. They said, ͞ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ũƵƐƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝŶŐ�ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ�

of centering whiteness in agriculture ͙�dŚĞ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ůŝŶŐŽ happens because other voices 

ĂƌĞ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ƐƵƉƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ͘͟ In chapter three, participant 9 made the point that the first to benefit 

from regenerative agriculture will be the most privileged ʹ typically white men with resources 

(Cabral et al., 2022). If regeneratŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�͞allows minor modifications of agri-capitalism 

ďƵƚ�ƐƚŽƉƐ�ĨĂƌ�ƐŚŽƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ�ŝƚƐ�ƉƌĞŵŝƐĞƐ͟ (Layman & Civita, 2022, p. 969) then it will 

not be transformative. Transformation requires contextualising both the relational view and 

regenerative practices within the history and contributions of women, Indigenous, and Black 

communities. 

 

Beyond the farm: sharing storylines whilst retaining place-sourced interpretations of 

regenerative agriculture  

 

Having established relationality as a core theme throughout this thesis, a second finding is 

the role of storylines in practice and transformation. Storylines are powerful symbols 
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suggesting common understandings between groups (Hajer, 1995). As demonstrated in 

chapter three, regenerative agriculture is itself a storyline for working with nature to restore, 

revive and renew our environments. The first theme in this chapter, alongside chapter five, 

suggests that this storyline should orbit around viewing the world relationally rather than 

through the lens of productivity. It promotes this view as common ground between the nine 

discourses (chapters three and four). Whilst some discourses prioritise productivism 

(Restoration for Profit), they all draw on relational ideas to various degrees ʹ e.g., in 

Restoration for Profit there is reciprocity between people and soil (see chapter four).   

 

When diverse actors are collectively drawn to certain storylines, they can form a discourse 

coalition (Hajer, 1993). However, each actor has a different discursive practice through which 

these storylines are re-produced (Hajer, 1995). This is referred to as multi-interpretability in 

chapters three and five; that is, the storyline of regenerative agriculture can be interpreted in 

multiple ways. Multi-interpretability in regenerative agriculture is reflected by the nine 

discourses in this thesis (chapters three and four). These discourses are not functioning in 

human-only contexts, nor do they emerge from human-only interactions. They are entangled 

within patterned interactions ͞ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ŚƵŵĂŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝǀĞ�ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ�ŽĨ�ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů�ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ͟ 

(Strong, 2015, pp. 15-16). As such, the more-than-human world is mutually implicated with 

discourse (Barad, 2007). Barad (2007, p. 133) sees discourse as a performative engagement 

ǁŝƚŚ�͞ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ�ŝŶ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ǁĞ�ŚĂǀĞ�ŽƵƌ�ďĞŝŶŐ͘͟ In vignette 7, I explore how the storyline of 

regenerative agriculture is discursively performed at Moffat Falls.    

 

Vignette 7: how the storyline of regenerative agriculture is discursively performed at Moffat Falls 

The storyline of regenerative agriculture is translated into four discursive performances at Moffat Falls ʹ 

Restoration for Profit, Big Picture Holism, Deep Holism, and First Nations. Each are supported by different 

ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŐƌŽƵƉƐ�ďĞǇŽŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂƌŵ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂƌŵ͛Ɛ�ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů-discursive reality. Like many 

regenerative farmers, we are tapping into more-than-human networks to support these discourses ʹ 

whether that be soil microbiology or the regenerative agriculture Facebook group with 51,000 members.  

 

Big Picture Holism 

In this discourse, regenerative agriculture is looking at how everything is connected on the farm to make 

good management decisions and enhance quality of life. Adherents are largely focussed on holistic grazing ʹ 

which is where our participation in this discourse originates also.     
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x On-farm networks: ǁĞ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚ�ĂŶŝŵĂůƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĂƐƚƵƌĞƐ�ŝŶ�ǁĂǇƐ�ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ�ĐŽ-evolved for. In our 

rotations, the grazing animals turn up soil, encouraging new seed growth. They then fertilise the 

ground with their waste; and do not return for a long time. This means the pastures can rest and 

recover. Through grazing we keep our pastures at a height that is best for photosynthesising. The 

animals keep the pastures energised by helping them soak up more sun for longer. This energy 

means that plants can deepen their perennial root systems, which builds carbon and contributes to 

ƚŚĞ�ƐŽŝů͛Ɛ�ǁĂƚĞƌ�ŚŽůĚŝŶŐ�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ͘�tĞ�ŶĞǀĞƌ�ƐƉƌĂǇ�ŽƵƚ�Žƌ�ƚŝůů�ƉĂĚĚŽĐŬƐ͖�ǁĞ�ǁĂŶƚ�ůŽŶŐ�ƚĞƌŵ͕�ƉĞƌĞŶŶŝĂů�

grasses with 100% groundcover all the time. 

x Beyond-farm networks: we have put all our staff through holistic management training and paid for 

refresher courses with both Resource Consulting Services (RCS) and Inside Outside Management. 

These education and training institutions have almost single-handedly introduced holistic 

management to Australia. The Inside-Outside Management course ran over multiple months. Once 

it finished, our trainer, Brian Whelburg, helped establish a local community of practice with the 

thirteen farmers who undertook the courƐĞ͘�tĞ�ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ�ƚŽ�ǀŝƐŝƚ�ĞĂĐŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ͛Ɛ�ĨĂƌŵƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĨŝĞůĚ�ĚĂǇƐ�

and share progress on our Facebook group. Image 12 shows the change in our pastures since being 

exposed to this discourse and associated practices.   

 

Image 12: change in pastures management at Moffat Falls 

 
 

Restoration for Profit  

In this discourse, regenerative agriculture is about restoring soil health to increase productivity and 

profitability. It includes rhetoric on carbon farming to address climate change whilst adding another 

profitable enterprise to the farm. 
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x On-farm networks: with pressures from Covid-19, we explored opportunities to diversify our farming 

enterprise through carbon farming. To sequester carbon, we work with our pastures and grazing 

animals to deepen perennial root systems ʹ which contributes to our carbon farming discourse. As 

per image 13, there were worms and grubs in all our core samples when we measured our baseline 

carbon levels in the soil. Seeing the richness of our soil in these samples makes us want to continue 

improving our carbon as much as possible. 

x Beyond-farm networks: Australian Soil Management (ASM) is a company that assists farmers with 

ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ�ƐŽŝů�ŽƌŐĂŶŝĐ�ŵĂƚƚĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŽŝů�ŽƌŐĂŶŝĐ�ĐĂƌďŽŶ͘��Ɛ��^D͛Ɛ�ǁĞďƐŝƚĞ�ƐĂǇƐ͕�͞ƐŽŝů�ǁŝƚŚ�ŵŽƌĞ�KƌŐĂŶŝĐ�

Matter is more productive, more profitable, and more sustainable. The benefits are savings on 

fertilizers, pesticides, ĂŶĚ�ǁĂƚĞƌ͘�zŽƵ�ƐƉĞŶĚ�ůĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŬĞ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ǇŽƵƌ�ƉƌŽĨŝƚƐ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ͟�(ASM, 

2022, p. para 3). We are working with ASM in our carbon farming journey, which draws us directly 

into Restoration for Profit. We also avoid working in a utopic silo; by constantly checking our 

thinking with non-regenerative farmers ʹ such as Ebor Beef and Hoffman Cost of Production 

Consulting. These are long-standing farmer groups that have formed to support local famers in our 

region.  

 

Image 13: carbon baselining at Moffat Falls 

 

 

Deep Holism 

In this discourse, regenerative agriculture is a pathway for empathising with the more-than-human world and 

experiencing ecosystems as inseparable from yourself. Our participation in this discourse has come from our 

connectedness to this place.   
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x On-farm networks: we have a sense of material oneness with this land ʹ like being made of clay 

from the earth here. This partly comes from using imagination and observation to empathise with 

the more-than-human. For example, we see trees as social beings. They must live in community 

(close together) amongst multiple generations so that succession can occur between them. If we 

have mature trees but no saplings, that is not a temporally healthy landscape. The 2019/20 

bushfires and preceding drought left many trees dead and those remaining with signs of dieback. 

Dieback is a protracted decline in the health and vigour of trees that involves a thinning in their 

crown and new shoots emerging directly from the trunk (see image 14). If the tree has enough 

energy to keep producing shoots, it can fight this decline. If not, it will become exhausted and die. 

Tree communities need to be protecting from these stressful events, which can lead to the death of 

entire forests.  

x Off-farm networks: my involvement with the Institute of Ecological Agriculture (IEA) whilst 

undertaking this research has been a conduit for this discourse on the farm. In 2021, alongside Kerry 

Cochrane the IEA President, I lectured into the subjects Ecological Perspectives: Human Ecology and 

Ecological Perspectives for Transformative Change at Southern Cross University. Sharing stories and 

experiences with the students highlighted the entanglement of my humanness with the more-than-

human. E.g., through me the trees can speak beyond the farm and create avenues for collective 

action, that might protect them by preventing future disasters. Moffat Falls cannot be protected 

without protecting all places ʹ so our care network needs to become extended. 

 

Image 14: symptoms of dieback post 2019/20 fires 

 

 

First Nations 

In this discourse, regenerative agriculture is a new name for practices that First Nations people have been 

doing for tens of thousands of ǇĞĂƌƐ͘��ĚŚĞƌĞŶƚƐ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĂƌŵ͛Ɛ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ĂŶĚ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů�

context ʹ particular in settler states where colonisation is ongoing. 
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x On-farm networks: in this place, Country speaks the languages and dialects of the Dunghutti, 

Anaiwan and Gumbaynggirr people. These languages have co-evolved with specific forests, rivers, 

and outcrops here ʹ one Gumbaynggirr story tells how language was given through the shaping of 

the rivers. Connection to land is embedded in the language and stories, which explain management 

relationally. Morelli et al. (2016, p. 23) ƐĂǇƐ͕�͞ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ĞĂĐŚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ�ŝƐ�ŐŝǀĞŶ�ŝƚƐ�ŽǁŶ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�

ƉƌŽƉĞƌ�ƚŽ�ƵƐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌĚƐ͘͟�/ŶĚŝŐĞŶŽus stories retain the language of the Country they 

came from ʹ ͞ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ŐŽŽĚ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ƐƚŽƌǇ�ďĞůŽŶŐŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�Ă�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ƚŽůĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ŽĨ�

ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͘͟�tŚĞŶ�/�ŚĞĂƌ�/ŶĚŝŐĞŶŽƵƐ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�Ăƚ�DŽĨĨĂƚ�&ĂůůƐ͕�ŝƚ�ĨĞĞůƐ�ůŝŬĞ��ŽƵŶƚƌǇ�

is listening ʹ like those specific sounds are old friends in this place and fall very comfortably on the 

ears of the land.  

x Beyond-farm networks: /͛ǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�ĨŽƌƚƵŶĂƚĞ�ƚŽ�ůĞĂƌŶ�ƐŽŵĞ�'ƵŵďĂǇŶŐŐŝƌƌ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�DƵƵƌƌďĂǇ�

Aboriginal Language and Culture Co-operative, who have a more-than-human, online introductory 

course in Gumbaynggirr. The Gumbaynggirr people allowed me to learn the language, and 

consequently I can refer to some places where I live by their actual names. As discussed in the 

prologue Point Lookout is Marlawgay Miilarl. Our relationships with traditional custodians from the 

Dunghutti, Anaiwan and Gumbaynggirr Nations have helped us educate ourselves and consider 

what our responsibilities are as second peoples and settlers in this place. Cultural educator and 

Gumbaynggirr artist Matthew Flanders identified a scar tree whilst walking Country near Moffat 

Falls ʹ this is pictured in image 15. These are old trees where Aboriginal people have removed the 

bark for various purposes (e.g., canoes or shields). They are significant cultural places that should be 

protected and provide clues to the pre-European history of Moffat Falls. 

 

Image 15: scar tree behind Moffat Falls 
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Implications for transformation 

 

͞There is a risk that the mainstreaming, scaling up, and globalising of a singular model 

of regenerative agriculture will ride roughshod over the pre-existing diversity of agro-

ecological practice. In its yet to be determined future, regenerative agriculture risks 

perpetuating colonial relations but also has the potential to learn from, integrate 

with, and enhance existing transformative practices͟�(Cusworth et al., 2022, p. 1022).   

 

Cusworth et al. (2022, p. 1022) ƌĞĨĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĂďŽǀĞ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ĂƐ�͞the McDonaldisation of 

regenerative agriculture.͟�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĂŐƌŽĞĐŽůŽŐǇ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŐĞƚƐ�ůŽĐĂůůǇ�ĂĚĂƉƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�

the climate, ecology, markets, and food sovereignty approaches in specific places (Holt-

Giménez & Altieri, 2013). The overlap between regenerative agriculture and agroecology is 

explored in chapters three and four in the Agroecology and Food Sovereignty discourse. In a 

similar way to agroecology, regenerative agriculture might contribute to agricultural 

transformation if it blends local embeddedness with global connectedness. Therefore, multi-

interpretability in regenerative agriculture is potentially transformative because it allows for 

situated knowledges and practices to lead.  

 

Vignette 7 demonstrates how the storyline of regenerative agriculture is discursively 

performed at Moffat Falls, which is different to regenerative agriculture in other parts of the 

world. The four discourse we engage with in vignette 7 are shaped by our context as 

�ƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂŶ�ďĞĞĨ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�EĞǁ��ŶŐůĂŶĚ�^ŶŽǁǇ͛Ɛ�ʹ which includes specific climatic, 

cultural, and ecological conditions. E.g., First Nations discourse is relevant in an Australian 

context where colonisation is ongoing, and our livelihood relies on introduced animals that 

have directly contributed to the desertification of traditional lands and management (Pascoe, 

2014). This means that a regenerative agriculture must be practiced differently here 

compared to places where farmers are working with practices and animals that are 

indigenous to the place. Whilst regenerative agriculture is typically associated with 

integrating livestock ʹ removing livestock may emerge as a requirement for regeneration in 

Australia.  
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Translocal organising as a transformative opportunity 

 

When local initiatives across the globe become connected, they can create translocal 

networks that exchange and diffuse ideas (Avelino et al., 2020). This means globally sharing 

principles, identities and storylines that get translated differently at the local level (Loorbach 

et al., 2020). For example, ƚŚĞ�ƐƚŽƌǇůŝŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ŝƐ�͞plastic enough to 

ĂĚĂƉƚ�ƚŽ�ůŽĐĂů�ŶĞĞĚƐ�͙�ǇĞƚ�ƌŽďƵƐƚ�ĞŶŽƵŐŚ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ�Ă�ĐŽŵŵŽŶ�ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ�͙�ǁĞĂŬůǇ�ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĚ�

in common use ͙�ŵŽƌĞ�ƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇ�ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĚ�ŝŶ�ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů�ƵƐĞ͟�(Star & Griesemer, 1989, p. 

393). Page and Witt (2022) refer to it as a boundary object ʹ a tangible item or abstract 

concept that can be adapted across multiple viewpoints whilst maintaining the continuity of 

its identity (Brand & Jax, 2007; Star, 1988). Through translocal networks regenerative 

agriculture can be interpreted vaguely at the global level, yet specifically at the local level ʹ 

see figure 9. In chapter two, this translocality was identified as a transformative opportunity.   

 

Avelino et al. (2020) argues that translocal networks can increase the transformative 

potential of local initiatives by empowering them to engage with institutional change. Day 

and Cramer (2020) point out that institutions themselves are powerful members of networks 

that can lift the voices of marginal farmers (e.g., small-scale, Indigenous, immigrant). Farmers 

are more likely to adopt learning and explore the viability of new methods via peer-to-peer 

networks (Seymour & Connelly, 2022) because they can discuss what does and does not work 

with other farmers (Day & Cramer, 2020). These networks provide opportunities for 

interaction and social learning (Gosnell, 2021). Day and Cramer (2020) suggest they should 

(a) identify farmers succeeding with locally appropriate methods; (b) have a focus on learning 

together (not passing down knowledge); (c) set group goals collaboratively; and (d) involve 

cycles of action and reflection (e.g., on-farm experimentation). As such, being globally 

connected but locally rooted is evidently important ʹ e.g., having a local community of 

practice to walk around farms with (Cross & Ampt, 2017). In this way, local practices, 

conditions, and actions can be emphasised whilst also drawing on people and knowledges in 

other places (Loorbach et al., 2020).  
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Figure 9: translocal networks for regenerative agriculture 

 
 

More-than-social movements: regenerative farms as translocal infrastructures 

 

At the local level, transformative action includes rebuilding quiet places (Haraway, 2016) and 

ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐ�͞ƚŚĞ�ŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞ�ŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ůŝĨĞ͟�ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ĂĐĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝŶŐ�ƐŽĐŝŽ-

political power (Papadopoulos, 2018, p. 18). When material spaces are transformed into new 

configurations, that material change results in an alternative way of being (Ghelfi & 

Papadopoulos, 2022). At Moffat Falls, changing our material-discursive landscape (see 

vignette 7) changed our way of being in that landscape ʹ our ontology. Resisting the 

hegemonic way of inhabiting the land is not apolitical. As Papadopoulos (2018, p. 11) says, ͞ŝƚ�

is ultimately a political ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĞƐ�Ă�ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ�ĂĐƚŽƌ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞƐ�ŝŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŚŽǁ͘͟��Ǉ 

physically reconfiguring the landscape, we can allow for alternate ways of being to exist ʹ 

possibly contributing to the decolonial task of making many worlds (Mignolo, 2011).  

 

Social movements that include more-than-humans in the political act of creating alternative 

ways of being are referred to as more-than-social movements (Papadopoulos, 2018). Ghelfi 

and Papadopoulos (2022) ƌĞŵĂƌŬ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�͞the first direct aim of more-than-social movements is 

not to force institutional change as such but the creation of an alternative infrastructure of 
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material life that enacts a different form of everyday existence.͟�This requires focussing on 

mundane practices that subvert the hegemonic power of established ontologies and 

institutions. Braun and Whatmore (2010) refer to it as the materialisation of politics, whereby 

more-than-human agencies help constitute the social worlds we occupy. More-than-social 

movements start with situated practices that construct alternative ways of inhabiting more-

than-human worlds. As Haraway (2016) says ͞ŶŽďŽĚǇ�ůŝǀĞƐ�ĞǀĞƌǇǁŚĞƌĞ͖�ĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ�ůŝǀĞƐ�

ƐŽŵĞǁŚĞƌĞ͘͟�If the material and the discursive are mutually implicated (Barad, 2007) then 

transforming global discourse requires physical transformation in local more-than-human 

spaces. 

 

Regenerating agricultural land creates alternative material-discursive realities that can be 

understood as translocal infrastructures. Ghelfi and Papadopoulos (2022, p. 17) refer to these 

as ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�͞ƌĞƉůŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞĐƌĞĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ůŽĐĂůĞƐ�ƚŽ�ĂůůŽǁ�ĨŽƌ�

ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĚĞĨĞŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĨŽƌŵƐ�ŽĨ�ůŝĨĞ͘͟�/Ŷ�ƚŚŝƐ�

way, the more-than-human world is still implicated in political actions (Scheidel et al., 2022) 

that occur beyond the farm. Ghelfi and Papadopoulos (2022, p. 17) push the point by asking, 

͞is a self-managed non-privatised water system an infrastructure for sustaining access to 

water or an environmental justice campaign?͟�/ƚ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ďŽƚŚ�ʹ the water system makes an 

alternative, environmentally just way of being possible at the local level. This can be 

translated into other contexts and serve as a storyline for environmental justice. As Loorbach 

et al. (2020, p. 256) argues͕�͞the combination of local embeddedness and transnational 

connectedness enables actors to persist in challenging, altering and replacing incumbent, 

ƵŶƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ�ƌĞŐŝŵĞƐ͘͟ 

 

Discursive structuration: resisting hegemonic agricultural discourse 

 

Discursive structuration occurs when a given discourse must be used to retain credibility in 

society ʹ it is the process through which a discourse becomes hegemonic (Hajer, 1995). As 

mentioned in chapter five, I am applying the term structuration to a discourse that is not yet 

hegemonic, whereas Hajer (1995) uses it as a marker of hegemony. It is argued in chapter 

five that the discourse can undergo a level of structuration (by identifying shared storylines) 

without losing multi-interpretability, especially at the local level. In my interviews, farmers 
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were often participating in more than one regenerative agricultural discourse (as per vignette 

7). Some of the discourses orbit each other in sub-alliances. E.g., RCS privileges Restoration 

for Profit, Big Picture Holism and Subtle Energies ʹ so these discourses can often come as a 

package deal in Australia (RCS, 2019). Such sub-alliances may point towards actors (like RCS) 

who could be central to agricultural transformation. This is because they have greater 

capacity to demonstrate both the common ground between discourses (contributing to 

structuration) and the value in multi-interpretability (such as responding to context).   

 

According to Hajer (1993) ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ƵƐƵĂůůǇ�ŽŶůǇ�ĂĨƚĞƌ�ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŚĂƐ�ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�

institutionalisation begins. This means the ideas of a given discourse become concrete 

institutional policies (Hajer, 1995). However, Phillips et al. (2004) points out that discursive 

institutionalisation is an iterative process because existing, structured discourses and 

associated institutions enable or constrain the emergence of new discourses. Deviating from 

an already structured, hegemonic discourse that values productivity (Lawrence et al., 2013) is 

challenging. Restoration for Profit is an example of this because that is where regenerative 

agriculture rubs up most against the mainstream. Emergent discourses are always under 

pressure to frame their core ideas through the existing structuration (Kaufmann & Wiering, 

2022). As mentioned in chapter five, definitions can become tools of conformity by 

privileging the quantifiable aspects of regenerative agriculture (Seymour, 2021). Resisting this 

conformity requires including and supporting formerly silenced or marginalised voices in both 

structuration and institutionalisation processes. This also contributes to the decolonial task of 

enabling the existence of diverse agricultural worlds, as discussed in the previous theme.     

 

Discursive institutionalisation: policy and pedagogy  

 

The institutionalisation of regenerative agriculture will necessitate re-writing the values 

embedded in agricultural policies (Day & Cramer, 2020). These policies need to support 

multifunctionality on farms as opposed to favouring large scale, monocultural production. 

Unfortunately, small-scale (and often regenerative) producers are significantly disadvantaged 

by the policy landscape in Australia (AFSA, 2022a). Policies should also support rural 

livelihoods because agricultural transformation relies on vibrant rural communities that 

attract farm workers (Day & Cramer, 2020). If it were the predominant form of food 
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production, regenerative agriculture would require more farm workers with ecological 

knowledge (Carlisle et al., 2019; Gosnell et al., 2019). Similarly, new farmers are among the 

groups most likely to engage with agricultural conservation (Prokopy et al., 2019). Carlisle et 

al. (2019) advocates a rapid expansion in support for new farmers around land accessibility, 

capital, credit, insurance, and equipment.  

 

Representative organisations play a role in highlighting marginalised farmer voices in 

institutional and policy settings (Day & Cramer, 2020). The Regenerative Agriculture Alliance 

(RAA) in Australia is a network that includes more than 30,000 primary producers, 

researchers, and consultants (Farming-Together, 2022). They have engaged policy makers 

through the Parliamentary Friends of Regenerative Agriculture group. This is a ͞non-partisan 

forum for MPs to meet and interact with organisations, farmers and academics͟ in 

regenerative agriculture, co-chaired by Mr Kevin Hogan MP and Ms Helen Haines MP 

(Australian-Parliament, 2022, p. para 99)͘�Z���ƐĂŝĚ͕�͞we need to see regenerative agriculture 

practice incentives championed in parliament͟�(2020, p. para 5). As such, the group was 

initiated to gain support for the large-scale adoption of regenerative agriculture. RAA has also 

been involved with the pedagogical institutionalisation of regenerative agriculture through 

the Bachelor of Science (Regenerative Agriculture) at Southern Cross University (SCU).   

 

Day and Cramer (2020) identify values and beliefs as a missing link in agricultural education, 

which can directly precipitate a lack of practice change in farmers. They highlighted that the 

industrial agricultural paradigm that values productivity over ecology is embedded in 

university faculties and the young people they teach. The standardisation and 

institutionalisation of education is an additional barrier to transformation (Cramer & Ball, 

2019). As such, transforming agriculture also means transforming institutional pedagogy. 

Jones and Tobin (2018, p. 70) remark, ͞it is the values, and not the organizing principles of 

the system, that determine potential impacts of agricultural sustainability͘͟�The Bachelor of 

Science (Regenerative Agriculture) was a world first (SCU, 2019). Fortunately, it has two 

subjects that engage directly with the values and beliefs of students and their connection to 

the environment. These are Ecological Perspectives: Human Ecology (SCU, 2022a) and 

Ecological Perspectives for Transformative Change (SCU, 2022b). Acknowledging values and 

beliefs is transformative because contrary to the dominant perspective, economic concerns 
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are often secondary to cultural context and individual views in farmer decision-making 

(Carlisle, 2016).   

 

Summary: agricultural transformation on and beyond the farm   

 

The running goal of this thesis is to understand the discursive characteristics of regenerative 

agriculture and the implications for transformation. Chapters three and four consolidate the 

idea that regenerative agriculture is a shared storyline, discursively performed in nine 

different ways. The thesis explores the commonalities (chapter two), themes (chapters two 

and five), tensions (chapter three) and transformative opportunities (chapter two) that arise 

as discourses interact. It demonstrates how marginal voices that value relationality in 

agriculture (such as Indigenous people) are interacting with mainstream values of 

productivity (chapter four). Each discourse departs from productivism to varying degrees, 

acting as stepping-stones between Western and Indigenous ontologies (chapter three). 

Chapter five clarifies the role more-than-human relationality might play in transformation. In 

chapter two relationality is a common theme and translocal organising is identified as a 

transformative opportunity. Subsequently, in alignment with the thesis goal, this discussion 

has focussed on the following question: what are the implications of this study for agricultural 

transformation on and beyond the farm?  

 

The findings demonstrate that agricultural transformation requires personal transformation 

ŝŶ�Ă�ĨĂƌŵĞƌ͛Ɛ�ǁĂǇ�ŽĨ�ďĞŝŶŐ�;ŽŶƚŽůŽŐǇͿ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ�(Beacham, 2018). This needs to include 

a more-than-human ethic of care (Seymour & Connelly, 2022), which destabilises patriarchy 

by widening gender performance in masculine agriculture (Shisler & Sbicca, 2019). 

Transformation requires re-membering the contributions of Indigenous and Black 

communities in alternative agriculture movements (Layman & Civita, 2022), like regenerative 

agriculture. It requires divesting colonial power (Smith, 2012); dismantling the logic of 

coloniality (Mignolo, 2011); returning Indigenous land and sovereignty (Tuck & Yang, 2012); 

and allowing situated knowledges and practices to exist (Haraway, 1988); thus building a 

world of many worlds (Mignolo, 2011). For agriculture to be relational it also needs to be 

political because relationality resists the hegemonic way of inhabiting the land 
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(Papadopoulos, 2018). In this way, politics becomes material (Braun & Whatmore, 2010) and 

transformation begins at the local level in collaboration with more-than-human beings.   

 

When material spaces are transformed at the local level, that results in alternative ways of 

being (Ghelfi & Papadopoulos, 2022). These can be communicated globally through 

translocal networks (Loorbach et al., 2020) and infrastructures (Ghelfi & Papadopoulos, 2022) 

that contribute to structuring regenerative agricultural discourses. These networks and 

infrastructures support place-sourced interpretations of regenerative agriculture to exist ʹ 

whilst also sharing common storylines globally. Place-sourced interpretations mitigate the 

risk of one regenerative agriculture model (or discourse) making current agricultural diversity 

invisible (Cusworth et al., 2022). It means regenerative agriculture can enhance existing 

transformative practices ʹ e.g., approaches in agroecology (Holt-Giménez & Altieri, 2013). 

These changes need to be supported by institutional policy and pedagogy (Day & Cramer, 

2020). Highlighting marginalised voices (e.g., Indigenous, Black, women, queer) is both just 

and required for preventing the McDonaldisation of regenerative agriculture (Cusworth et al., 

2022), which does not make room for decolonial, place-sourced interpretations. 
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Conclusion: 
narrative of the 
thesis 
 

The goal of this thesis was to understand the discursive characteristics of regenerative 

agriculture and the implications for transformation. To address this goal, eight research 

questions were developed (see table 1). I took an action-oriented approach to the research 

design to ensure that intervention and action could occur in tandem with the research 

(Bradbury & Divecha, 2020). My farming practice (see prologue) and literature review 

demonstrated the need for transformations (Linnér & Wibeck, 2020) to avoid further 

ecological destruction in agriculture (Campbell et al., 2017) and build equitable food systems 

(Layman & Civita, 2022). With an action-orientation, three concepts made up the theoretical 

perspective of the thesis. These were: (1) regenerative agriculture (focus of the study), (2) 

transformations (normative intent) and (3) discourse (theoretical foundation). The thesis 

explored the knowledge gap at the crossroads of these concepts. 

 

Revisiting the knowledge gap 
 

There were many examples of transformations and regenerative agriculture overlapping in 

the literature (e.g., Gosnell et al. (2019) and Seymour and Connelly (2022)). However, when 

this included the role of regenerative agricultural discourse in transformation the literature 

became sparse. Massy (2013) is the only one to explore this nexus, and his work was 

conducted before the explosive popularity ʹ and growing discursive complexity ʹ of 

regenerative agriculture. Page and Witt (2022) identified three discursive typologies related 

to regenerative agriculture but these cannot be generalised to populations beyond their 28 

participants. Regenerative agriculture has conflicting definitions (Newton et al., 2020) and 

disparate principles ʹ some practice-based (Mills, 2020) and others mindset-based (Soloviev 
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& Landua, 2016). There is ambiguity around whether regenerative agriculture addresses 

social (Hes & Rose, 2019) and political (Tittonell et al., 2022) issues. All these differences 

reflect how regenerative agricultural discourse is disjointed and not well understood.  

 

This research undertook a much broader analysis of regenerative agricultural discourse than 

either Massy (2013) or Page and Witt (2022). It delineated between nine contributing 

discourses in regenerative agriculture. Massy (2013) interviewed farmers in Australia, 

whereas this research engaged farmers and examined ninety-six international organisations 

talking about regenerative agriculture. Whilst Massy (2013) looked at farm management, this 

research went further to discuss how regenerative agricultural discourses might respond to 

processes of structuration and institutionalisation. Discursive transformation involves 

understanding how specific storylines and discourses are being created and performed 

(Riedy, 2022). The literature had no clear understanding of these processes in regenerative 

agriculture. Therefore, this thesis contributes to understanding these discursive processes. 

Figure 10 visualises the narrative arc of the thesis. 

 

Figure 10: narrative of the thesis 
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Contribution to knowledge 
 

Through qualitative and ethnographically informed research, this thesis addressed eight 

research questions (see table 1) that led to the contributions to knowledge listed in table 11 

below. These findings contribute to the ongoing societal and scientific debates on 

regenerative agriculture. The identification of the nine discourses and the focus on discourse 

coalitions is a key contribution of this thesis.  

 

Table 11: contributions to knowledge 

Contribution  Description  

Six discursive themes 

in regenerative 

agriculture 

 

x regenerative agricultural work is conducted within nested, complex living 

systems; 

x farms are relational, co-evolution occurs amongst humans and other 

landscape biota; 

x the innate potential of living systems is place-sourced; 

x openness to alternative thinking and practice is transformative;  

x multiple regenerative cultures are necessary for deeply regenerative 

agriculture;  

x regenerative approaches depart from industrialism to varying degrees.   

 

Three leverage points 

for transformation 

x leveraging transformative opportunities through discourse coalitions; 

x leveraging transformative opportunities through translocal organising;  

x leveraging transformative opportunities through collective learning.    

 

Four tensions to 

establish boundaries 

between discourses 

 

x different genealogies and associated interpretations of holism;  

x emphasis on issues of equity and power in the food system;  

x differences in definition;  

x extent of departure from industrial-productivist agriculture. 

 

Nine discourses 

contributing to 

regenerative 

agriculture 

 

x Restoration for Profit: restoring soil health to increase profit and reverse 

climate change.  

x Big Picture Holism: making good management decisions that enhance 

quality of life.  

x Regenerative Organic: building on organic agriculture to regenerate soil 

health, animal welfare and social fairness. 
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x Regrarian Permaculture: designing integrated farm systems to regenerate 

the land. 

x Regenerative Cultures: a spiritually rich practice at the heart of place-based 

cultures.  

x Deep Holism: experiencing ecosystems as inseparable from yourself.  

x First Nations: practices that Indigenous people have been using for tens of 

thousands of years.  

x Agroecology and Food Sovereignty: having people democratically involved 

in the food system. 

x Subtle Energies: working with the invisible dimensions of farming systems 

to restore energy imbalances.   

 

Four themes 

illustrating 

complexity in 

transformation 

 

x the importance of cultivating relational paradigms ʹ not just standardising 

practices;  

x the importance of engaging with political ideas so that marginal voices are 

not lost;  

x the role of valuing multi-interpretability within relational ethics; and  

x re-imagining accreditation systems so they are potentially transformative.  

 

Two overarching 

implications for 

transformation 

 

x More-than-human relationality in regenerative agriculture is transformative 

because it challenges dominant agricultural ideas and values in agriculture.  

x Storylines are powerful symbols for common understandings between 

groups whilst allowing for different discursive practices. This is 

transformative because it allows for situated knowledges and practices to 

lead regenerative agriculture by becoming translocal.  

 

 

Significance of contribution and implications for transformation  
 

The above contributions to knowledge are significant because they demonstrate how 

regenerative agriculture can be understood by researchers and practitioners without 

resorting to over-simplified definitions. This includes privileging aspects of regenerative 

agriculture that are quantifiable in the scientific paradigm (Seymour, 2021) and may omit 

broader ontological shifts in the mindset of regenerative farmers. Definitions and principles 

in regenerative agriculture all emerge from discursive lineages, as outlined in this thesis. 

These discourses shape what is emphasised in these definitions and principles. This thesis 
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demonstrates how a discursive lens can bring a deeper understanding to what regenerative 

agriculture is and help identify where co-optation or greenwashing might occur.  

 

Whilst storylines are powerful symbols for common understanding, different actors have 

different discursive practices through which storylines get re-produced (Hajer, 1995). In 

delineating between the nine discursive practices of the regenerative agriculture storyline, 

this study has mapped out a discursive landscape. This did not exist prior to the study (either 

in the literature or elsewhere). Consequently, it has articulated the multi-interpretability of 

regenerative agriculture. Multi-interpretability allows for situated knowledges and practices 

to lead. It might be transformative because it makes the storyline of regenerative agriculture 

easier to communicate through translocal networks (Loorbach et al., 2020) and 

infrastructures (Ghelfi & Papadopoulos, 2022) that contribute to structuring the discourse.   

 

dŚŝƐ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ĚŝƐĐĞƌŶ�ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ�ĂŶǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�͚ŐŽŽĚ͛�Žƌ�͚ďĂĚ͛͘�/Ŷ�ĨĂĐƚ͕�ŝƚ�

assumes they are equally valid and useful to transformations work, depending on the 

audience. This was evident when working with the IEA, which reflected the difficulty of 

managing theoretical idealism with agricultural reality. The findings demonstrate that 

agriculƚƵƌĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�Ă�ĨĂƌŵĞƌ͛Ɛ�ǁĂǇ�ŽĨ�ďĞŝŶŐ�

(ontology) in the landscape (Beacham, 2018). This needs to include a more-than-human ethic 

of care (Seymour & Connelly, 2022), which destabilises patriarchy by widening gender 

performance in masculine agriculture (Shisler & Sbicca, 2019).  

 

For agriculture to be relational it also needs to be political because relationality resists the 

hegemonic way of inhabiting the land (Papadopoulos, 2018). Currently, regenerative 

agriculture risks adopting and promoting Indigenous knowledge and practices without 

explicitly addressing issues of land ownership and historic land extraction. Transformation 

requires that the politics of land are made central to hŽǁ�͚ďĞŝŶŐ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ͛�ŝƐ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�

and practiced ʹ which is key to the First Nations discourse. Transformation demands multiple 

storylines and discourses that are embedded in relationality. However, actors in regenerative 

agriculture also need to understand and address its discursive tensions and threats. This 

thesis explores the plurality of regenerative agricultural discourses but is limited in making 

visible the trade-offs between these discourses.  
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Limitations of the study and opportunities for future research  

 

My inquiry sought to understand the discursive characteristics of regenerative agriculture 

through a social constructionist lens. It did not explicitly explore politics and power dynamics 

between discourses, unless relevant to understanding the discourses themselves ʹ e.g., the 

four tensions in chapter three. Given ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͛Ɛ�rapid uptake by actors who 

envision a mild adaptation of the status-quo, more research on the power of these actors to 

adopt, co-opt and monopolize the discourses would be useful. It would have been coherent 

to relate the analysis more explicitly to the structural challenges to transformation that were 

used in the framing. These include the logics and material effects of capitalism, the 

patriarchy, and racism. The absence of this is a limitation of the research. 

 

Future research could deepen the critical reflection around the discourses by introducing 

theories of power. It could take a critical approach to exploring the power dynamics between 

discourses, and between regenerative agriculture and other movements. This includes the 

relationship between discursive power and actors such as multi-national companies, not-for-

profits, and governments ʹ which is not explicitly addressed here. Critical research would 

contribute to both understanding the discourses and allowing for greater inclusion of 

marginalised voices in the literature ʹ which supports transformations. Overall, more 

research is needed on the role of power and equity in regenerative agriculture and how this 

influences the policy, pedagogy, and corporate dimensions of the discourses.   

 

Whilst I drew on texts from other countries in my analysis, most of my interviews were with 

Australian farmers. My embeddedness in the Australian farming context also means that the 

findings may be more representative of regenerative agriculture in Australia, as opposed to 

other locations. I am also missing many perspectives on regenerative agriculture that fall 

outside the global North and English language. As such, future research could undertake 

further analysis in other countries and cultural contexts to either validate and/or revise the 

discourses presented in this study. It could also undertake a more detailed analysis of each 

discourse. For example, there is very little academic and non-academic literature on Subtle 

Energies ʹ exploring the practices and beliefs of farmers who are using these approaches 

would be a significant contribution to the literature. My analysis instead attempted to discern 
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the discursive breadth in regenerative agriculture. However, a more detailed analysis on each 

discourse could include what sub-alliances are forming between them and the subsequent 

implications for transformation.    

 

Future research could explore how high levels of discursive interest are translating into 

institutional change. The discourses could be analysed across scales, e.g., using the multi-

level perspectives model. It would be interesting to see how each of the discourses are 

performing comparatively at the grassroots level, policy level (local, state, and federal 

government), and at the corporate or multi-national level. Identifying other storylines and 

potential common ground between discourses would also be valuable. This includes the 

transformative potential of relational approaches to agriculture. Futures thinking could be 

utilised to determine how these discourses and storylines might evolve over the coming 

decade ʹ which futures are most desirable and how do the discourses need to evolve to get 

there?  

 

This thesis used practice as a means for generating communicable knowledge about 

regenerative agricultural discourses and transformation. Consequently, it was action-

oriented. However, participatory action research could go further in deepening our 

understanding of regenerative agriculture and transformation. This type of research is an 

opportunity to work with communities and ensure that academic knowledge is properly 

communicated and implemented. This is essential during a period when there is very little 

time to respond and prevent further (and more severe) social and ecological disaster. Such 

participatory action research could explore opportunities to create dialogue between the 

discourses, and what practical impact this has for transformation (similarly to chapter five). 

The nine discourses could function as a conceptual framework for action-oriented research in 

regenerative agriculture. This would give researchers a more nuanced understanding of the 

movement, and how they might interact with different actors. 

 

Future research could use frameworks from areas such as post-humanism, political ecology, 

or eco-feminism to better understand the role of the more-than-human in regenerative 

agriculture and discursive transformation. This thesis was humanistic in the sense that human 

actors were positioned as more powerful in generating agricultural transformations. 
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However, future research could explore non-human agency in regenerative agricultural 

transformations more deeply. Such research could draw on the literature of more-than-social 

movements and translocal infrastructures. In this way, it would be significant to explore more 

extensively how more-than-human networks support different discourses. This would mean 

going further methodologically to understand and explore the materiality of discourse in 

regenerative agriculture.  

 

Final reflections 
 

There is no doubt that my path in the world has been reconfigured by this exploration of 

regenerative agriculture. For years I have lived this research and the knowledge has become 

entangled in me. These ideas bring me closer to the earth. /͛ŵ�ǀĞƌǇ�ĨŽƌƚƵŶĂƚĞ�ƚŽ�ŚĂǀĞ�ŚĂĚ�ƚŚŝƐ�

learning opportunity. I believe that, as a collective, regenerative agricultural discourses offer 

society an opportunity to critically discuss important food system issues in ways that could be 

transformative. They also ask us to explore what being human means amidst processes of 

double death and anthropogenic devastation. In this regard, my own integrity requires that I 

take seriously the invitation of right relations. What does it mean to truly be responsible for 

the more-than-human relationships in my life?     

 

 



 215 

Bibliography 
 
Abhilash P., & N., S. (2009). Pesticide use and application: an Indian scenario. J Hazard 

Mater 165(1-3), 1-12.  
Abson, D., Fischer, J., Leventon, J., Newig, J., Schomerus, T., Vilsmaier, U., von Wehrden, H., 

Abernethy, P., Ives, C., Jager, N., & Lang, D. (2017). Leverage points for sustainability 
transformation Ambio, 46, 30-39.  

AFSA. (2022a). Australian Food Sovereignty Alliance Homepage Australian Food Sovereignty 
Alliance. Retrieved 23.12, from https://afsa.org.au/ 

AFSA. (2022b). First Peoples First Strategy. Australian Food Soveriegnty Alliance. 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/zk9n2ycgj5pehmv/211016_AFSA%20First%20Peoples%
20First%20Strategy_20-21.pdf?dl=0 

Ahmed, F., Fernandez, M., Baker, L., Brock, S., & Jekums, A. (2021). The Politics of 
Knowledge: understanding the evidence for Agroecology, Regenerartive Approaches, 
and Indigenous Foodways Global Alliance for the Future of Food. 

Alexander, C., Ishikawa, S., Silverstein, M., Jacobson, M., Fiksdahl-King, I., & Angel, S. (1977). 
A Pattern Language Oxford University Press USA  

Alfassa, M. (2000). The Spiritual Significance of Flowers Sri Aurobindo Ashram Publication 
Department.  

Anderson, M., & Rivera-Ferre, M. (2021). Food system narratives to end hunger: extractive 
versus regenerative. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 49, 18-25.  

Angarova, G., Ruka, T., Mitambo, S., Guri, B., Frederick, K., Haslett-Marroquin, R., Nelson, 
M., Kelley, N., & Chayne, K. (2020). Whitewashed Hope: A message from 10+ 
Indigenous leaders and organizations: Regenerative Agriculture & Permaculture offer 
narrow solutions to the climate crisis. Indigenous Collaboration. Retrieved 11.07, 
from 

Arbenz, M., Gould, D., & Stopes, C. (2017). ORGANIC 3.0Ͷthe vision of the global organic 
movement and the need for scientific support. Organic Agriculture, 7(3), 199ʹ207. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s13165-017-0177-7 

ASM. (2022). Australian Soil Management Homepage. Australian Soil Management. 
Retrieved 27.12, from https://www.australiansoil.com.au/ 

Australian-Parliament. (2022). Previous Parliament Friendship Groups: parliamentary friends 
of regenerative agriculture. Parliament of Australia. Retrieved 23.12, from 
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Friendship/Previous_Par
liament_Friendship_Groups 

Avelino, F., Dumitru, A., Cipolla, C., Kunze, I., & Wittmayer, J. (2020). Translocal 
empowerment in transformative social innovation networks. European Planning 
Studies, 28(5), 955-977. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2019.1578339 

Balfour, E. (1943). The Living Soil. Faber and Faber.  
Barad, K. (2007). Meeting the Universe Halfway : Quantum Physics and the Entanglement of 

Matter and Meaning. Duke University Press.  
Barker, A. (2012). Locating settler colonialism. J Colon Colon Hist. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1353/cch.2012.0035 
Barrios, E., Gemmill-Herren, B., Bicksler, A., Siliprandi, E., Brathwaite, R., Moller, S., Batello, 

C., & Tittonel, P. (2020). The 10 Elements of Agroecology: enabling transitions 
towards sustainable agriculture and food systems through visual narratives. 



 216 

Ecosystems and People, 16(1), 230ʹ247. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/26395916.2020.1808705 

Bartels, K., & Friedman, V. (2022). Shining light on the dark side of action research: Power, 
relationality and transformation. Action Research, 20(2), 99-104. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/14767503221098033 

Bateson, G. (1972). Steps to an Ecology of Mind University of Chicago Press  
Bateson, G. (2002). Mind and Nature: A Necessary Unity Hampton Press.  
Baumber, A., Metternicht, G., Cross, R., Ruoso, L., Cowie, A., & Waters, C. (2019). Promoting 

co-benefits of carbon farming in Oceania: Applying and adapting approaches and 
metrics from existing market-based schemes. Ecosystem Services, 39, 100982.  

Baumber, A., Waters, C., Cross, R., Metternicht, G., & Simpson, M. (2020). Carbon farming 
for resilient rangelands: people, paddocks and policy. The Rangeland Journal 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1071/RJ20034 

Bawaka-Country, Suchet-Pearson, S., Wright, S., Lloyd, K., & Burarrwanga, L. (2013). Caring 
as country: towards an ontology of co-becoming in natural resource management 
Asia Pacific Viewpoint 54(2), 185-197. https://doi.org/10.1111/apv.12018 

Bawaka-Country, Wright, S., Suchet-Pearson, S., Lloyd, K., Burarrwanga, L., Ganambarr, R., 
Ganambarr-Stubbs, M., Ganambarr, B., Maymuru, D., & Sweeney, J. (2016). Co-
becoming Bawaka: towards a relational understanding of place/space Progress in 
Human Geography 40(4), 455-475. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132515589437 

Beacham, J. (2018). Organising food differently: towards a more-than-human ethics of care 
for the Anthropocene. Organization 25(4), 533-549.  

Bellato, L., Frantzeskaki, N., Briceño Fiebig, C., Pollock, A., Dens, E., & Reed, B. (2022). 
Transformative roles in tourism: adopting living systems' thinking for regenerative 
futures. Journal of Tourism Futures, 8(3), 312-329. https://doi.org/ 
https://doi.org/10.1108/JTF-11-2021-0256 

Bellato, L., Frantzeskaki, N., & Nygaard, C. (2022). Regenerative tourism: a conceptual 
framework leveraging theory and practice. Tourism Geographies.  

Bellon, S., & Ollivier, G. (2018). Institutionalizing Agroecology in France: Social Circulation 
Changes the Meaning of an Idea. Sustainability, 10(5), 1380ʹ1409.  

Benne, B., & Mang, P. (2015). Working regeneratively across scales - insights from nature 
applied to the built environment Journal of Cleaner Production, 109, 42-52.  

Bennett, J. (2004). The Force of Things: Steps toward an Ecology of Matter. Political Theory, 
32(3), 347ʹ372.  

Berenguer, J. (2003). The effect of empathy in proenvironmental attitudes and behaviors. 
Environment and Behavior, 39, 269ʹ283.  

Berger, P., & Luckman, T. (1966). The social construction of reality. Penguin Books Ltd. .  
Berry, W. (2012). The Art of the Commonplace: The Agrarian Essays of Wendell Berry (N. 

Wirzba, Ed.). Banyan Tree.  
Blanchflower, P. (2005). Restoration of the Tropical Dry Evergreen Forest of Peninsular 

India. Tropical Conservancy  
Blanco-Wells, G. (2021). Ecologies of repair: a post-human approach to other-than-human 

natures Frontiers in Pychology, 12(633737), 1-10. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.633737 

Blühdorn, I. (2017). Post-capitalism, post-growth, post-consumerism? Eco-political hopes 
beyond sustainability. Global Discourse, 7(1), 42-61. 
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/23269995.2017.1300415 



 217 

Blythe, J., Silver, J., Evans, L., Armitage, D., Bennett, N. J., Moore, M.-L., Morrison, T. H., & 
Brown, K. (2018). The Dark Side of Transformation: Latent Risks in Contemporary 
Sustainability Discourse. Antipode, 50, 1206-1223. https://doi.org/ 
https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12405 

�ŽŽƚŚ͕�<͘�;ϮϬϭϯͿ͘��ĞĞƉ�ĞĐŽůŽŐǇ͕�ŚǇďƌŝĚ�ŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĞƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů�ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ�
relational premise. Environmental Values 22(4), 523-543.  

Bortoft, H. (1996). dŚĞ�tŚŽůĞŶĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�EĂƚƵƌĞ͗�'ŽĞƚŚĞ͛Ɛ�tĂǇ�ƚŽǁĂƌĚ�Ă�^ĐŝĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ��ŽŶĐŝŽƵƐ�
Participation in Nature. Lindisfarne Books  

Bouagnimbeck, R., Ugas, R., Arbenz, M., & Stolze, M. (2017). Participatory guarantee 
systems: organic certification to empower farmers and strengthen communities. 
Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems, 41(5), 526-545. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2017.1279702 

Bowonder, B. (1979). Impact analysis of the green revolution in India. Technol Forecast Soc 
Chang, 15, 297ʹ313.  

Bradbury, H., & Divecha, S. (2020). Action methods for faster transformation: Relationality 
in action. Action Research, 18(3), 273-281 https://doi.org/DOI: 
10.1177/1476750320936493 

�ƌĂĚďƵƌǇ͕�,͕͘�tĂĚĚĞůů͕�^͕͘�K͛�ƌŝĞŶ͕�<͕͘��ƉŐĂƌ͕�D͕͘�dĞĞŚĂŶŬĞĞ͕��͕͘�Θ�&ĂǌĞǇ͕�/͘�;ϮϬϭϵͿ͘���ĐĂůů�ƚŽ�
Action Research for Transformations: The times demand it. Action Research, 17(1), 3-
10.  

�ƌĂĚůĞǇ͕�D͘�;ϮϬϭϭͿ͘�'ŽĞƚŚĞ͛Ɛ�͞�ĞůŝĐĂƚĞ��ŵƉŝƌŝĐŝƐŵ͗͟��ƐƐĞƐƐŝŶŐ�ŝƚƐ�sĂůƵĞ�ĨŽƌ��ƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂŶ�
Ecologists Australian Journal of Environmental Education, 27(1), 81-93  

Bragg, E. (1996). Towards ecological self: deep ecology meets constructionist self-theory 
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 16, 93-108. 

Brand, F., & Jax, K. (2007). Focusing the Meaning(s) of Resilience: Resilience as a Descriptive 
Concept and a Boundary Object. Ecology and Society, 12(1), 23.  

Braun, B., & Whatmore, S. (2010). Political Matter: Technoscience, Democracy, and Public 
Life (B. Braun & S. Whatmore, Eds.). University of Minnesota Press.  

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in Psycology Qualitative Research in 
Psychology 3(2), 77-101.  

Brewer, J. (2019). GuidŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ��ŵĞƌŐĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�,ƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ�&ƵƚƵƌĞ͗�ZĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�WĞĚĂŐŽŐǇ�
of Bioregional Regeneration. Regenerative Communities Network. 

Briggs, J., (2009), Green Revolution, International Encyclopedia of Human Geography, pp. 
634-638, https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-008044910-4.00099-7     

Brock, C., Geier, U., Greiner, R., Olbrich-Majer, M., & Fritz, J. (2019). Research in biodynamic 
food and farming ʹ a review. Open Agriculture, 4, 743-757. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1515/opag-2019-0064 

Brook, I. (2021a). Engaging in the Goethean Method: an approach for understanding the 
farm? In J. Wright (Ed.), Subtle Agroecologies: farming with the hidden half of nature 
(pp. 229-238). CRC Press.  

Brook, I. (2021b). A new science from a historical figure: Goethe as holistic scientist. In J. 
Wright (Ed.), Subtle Agroecologies: farming with the hidden half of nature (pp. 71-
80). CRC Press.  

Brown, G. (2018). �ŝƌƚ�ƚŽ�^Žŝů͗�KŶĞ�&ĂŵŝůǇ͛Ɛ�:ŽƵƌŶĞǇ�ŝŶƚŽ�ZĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ��ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�Chelsea 
Green Publishing  

Bruner, J. (1990). Acts of meaning. Harvard University Press.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-008044910-4.00099-7


 218 

Buber, M. (1970). I and Thou: a ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ƉƌŽůŽŐƵĞ�͞/�ĂŶĚ�zŽƵ͟�ĂŶĚ�ŶŽƚĞƐ�ďǇ�tĂůƚĞƌ�
Kaufmann͘��ŚĂƌůĞƐ�^ĐƌŝďŶĞƌ͛Ɛ�^ŽŶƐ� 

Buck, H. (2015). On the Possibilities of a Charming Anthropocene. Annals of the Association 
of American Geographers, 105(2), 369ʹ377.  

Budden, C. (2009). Theological issues in the new preamble Cross Purposes: a forum for 
theological dialogue 1-12.  

Cabral, L., Rainey, E., & Glover, D. (2022). Agroecology, regenerative agriculture, and nature-
based solutions: Competing framings of food system sustainability in global policy 
and funding spaces. (Smoke & Mirrors, Issue. International Panel of Experts on 
Sustainable Food Systems & the Institute of Development Studies. 

California State University (CSU) Chico. (2017). What is Regenerative Agriculture? 
Definitions.  . California State University. Retrieved 14.10, from 
https://holisticmanagement.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/Regen-Ag-Definition-
2-23-17.pdf 

Campbell, B. M., Beare, D. J., Bennett, E. M., Hall-Spencer, J. M., Ingram, J. S. I., Jaramillo, F., 
Ortiz, R., Ramankutty, N., Sayer J. A., & Shindell, D. (2017). Agriculture production as 
a major driver of the Earth system exceeding planetary boundaries. Ecology and 
Society, 22(4). https://doi.org/https://www.jstor.org/stable/26798991 

Campbell, H., Burton, R., Cooper, M., Henry, M., Heron, E., Heron, R., Lewis, N., Pawson, E., 
Perkins, H., Roche, M., Rosin, C., & White, T. (2009). From agricultural science to 
͞ďŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĞƐ͍͟�͘�New Zealand Journal of Agricultural Research, 52(1), 91-97.  

Capital-Institute. (2022). Capital Institute Homepage. Capital Institute. Retrieved 5 October, 
from https://capitalinstitute.org/ 

CarbonLink. (2022). CarbonLink Homepage. CarbonLink. Retrieved 3 October, from 
https://carbonlink.com.au/ 

Cargill. (2020). Regenerative Agriculture Cargill. Retrieved 11 June, from 
https://www.cargill.com/sustainability/regenerative-agriculture 

Carlisle, L. (2016). Factors influencing farmer adoption of soil health practices in the United 
States: a narrative review. Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems, 40, 583ʹ613. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2016.1156596 

Carlisle, L., De Wit, M., & DeLonge, M. (2019). Securing the future of US agriculture: the case 
for investing in new entry sustainable farmers. Elementa: Science of the 
Anthropocene, 7(17). https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1525/elementa.356 

Carson, R. (1962 (1972 repr.)). Silent Spring. Pengiun  
Catacora-Vargas, G., Piepenstock, A., Sotomayor, C., Cuentas, D., Cruz, A., & Delgado, F. 

(2017). Brief historical review of agroecology in Bolivia. Agroecology and Sustainable 
Food Systems, 41(3-4), 429ʹ447.  

Certified, R. O. (2022). Homepage: farm like the world depends on it Regenerative Organic 
Alliance Retrieved 11/9, from https://regenorganic.org/ 

certified, R. r. (2022). Homepage. Regenagri. Retrieved 11/9, from https://regenagri.org/ 
Chagani, F. (2014). Critical political ecology and the seductions of posthumanism Journal of 

Political Ecology 21(1), 424-436.  
Chaifetz, A., & Jagger, P. (2014). 40 Years of dialogue on food sovereignty: A review and a 

look ahead. Global Food Security, 3, 85-91.  
Clapp, J., & Moseley, W. (2020). This food crisis is different: COVID-19 and the fragility of the 

neoliberal food security order. The Journal of Peasant Studies, 47(7), 1393-1417. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2020.1823838 



 219 

Cochrane, K. (2019). AGRC Ecological Perspectives Modules 1-6. Southern Cross University  
Cochrane, K. (2021). Farming 123: ecological agriculture - the engine driving regenerative 

agriculture. Southern Cross University.  
Cole, R. (2012a). Regenerative design and development: current theory and practice 

Building Research and Information, 40(1), 1-6.  
Cole, R. (2012b). Transitioning from green to regenerative design Building Research and 

Information, 40(1), 39-53.  
Cole, R., Busby, P., Guenther, R., Briney, L., Blaviesciunaite, A., & Alencar, T. (2012). A 

regenerative design framework: setting new aspirartions and initiating new 
discussions Building Research and Information, 40(1), 95-111.  

Cole, R., Oliver, A., & Robinson, J. (2013). Regenerative design, socio-ecological systems and 
co-evolution. Building Research and Information, 41(2), 237-247.  

Collard, R.-C., Dempsey, J., & Sundberg, J. (2015). A manifesto for abundant futures. Ann 
Assoc Am Geogr, 105, 322ʹ330. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/00045608.2014.973007 

Coulthard, G. (2014). Red skin, white masks: rejecting the colonial politics of recognition. 
University of Minnesota Press.  

Cramer, S., & Ball, A. (2019). Wild leaves on narrow STEMs: exploring formal and non-formal 
education tensions through garden-based learning. Journal of Agricultural Education, 
60(4), 35-52. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.5032/jae.2019.04035 

Cresswell, J. (1998). Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design. Choosing Among Five 
Traditions. . Sage.  

Creswell, D., . (2017). Research design: qualitative, quantitative and mixed methods 
approaches (fifth ed.). Sage Publications.  
Cross, R., & Ampt, P. (2017). Exploring Agroecological Sustainability: Unearthing Innovators 

and Documenting a Community of Practice in Southeast Australia. Society and 
Natural Resources, 30(5), 585-600.  

Crotty, M. (1998). The Foundations of Social Research. Sage.  
Cuéllar-Padilla, M., & Ganuza-&ĞƌŶĂŶĚĞǌ͕��͘�;ϮϬϭϴͿ͘�tĞ��ŽŶ͛ƚ�tĂŶƚ�ƚŽ��Ğ�KĨĨŝĐŝĂůůǇ��ĞƌƚŝĨŝĞĚ͊�

Reasons and Implications of the Participatory Guarantee Systems. Sustainability, 
10(1142), 1-15. https://doi.org/doi:10.3390/su10041142 

Cusworth, G., Lorimer, J., Brice, J., & Garnett, T. (2022). Green rebranding: Regenerative 
agriculture, future-pasts, and the naturalisation of livestock. Transactions of the 
Institute of British Geographers, 47, 1009ʹ1027. https://doi.org/DOI: 
10.1111/tran.12555 

Darnhofer, I., Lindenthal, T., Bartel-Kratochvil, R., & Zollitsch, W. (2010). Conventionalisation 
of organic farming practices: from structural criteria towards an assessment based 
on organic principles. A review. Agronomy for Sustainable Development, 30(1), 67-
81. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1051/agro/2009011 

Day, C., & Cramer, S. (2020). Transforming to a regenerative U.S. agriculture: the role of 
policy, process, and education. ^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ�^ĐŝĞŶĐĞ�^ƉĞĐŝů�&ĞĂƚƵƌĞ͗�dŚĞ�͞,Žǁ͟�ŽĨ�
Transformation: Integrative Approaches to Sustainability, 17, 585-601. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-01041-7 

de Freitas Netto, S. V., Sobral, M. F. F., Ribeiro, A. R. B., & da Luz Soares, G. R. (2020). 
Concepts and forms of greenwashing: a systematic review. Environmental Sciences 
Europe, 32(19), 1-12. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1186/s12302-020-0300-3 



 220 

de Jong, S., & Kimm, S. (2017). The co-optation of feminisms: a research agenda. 
International Feminist Journal of Politics, 19(2), 185-200. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/14616742.2017.1299582 

de Molina, M., Petersen, P., Pena, F., & Caporal, F. (2019). Political Agroecology: Advancing 
the Transition to Sustainable Food Systems, (1st ed.). CRC Press.  

de Montaigne, M. (2003). Apology for Raymond Sebond. Hackett Publishing Company, 
Incorporated.  

Deverell, G. (2018). Gondwana Theology: A Trawloolway man reflects on Christian Faith 
Morning Star Publishing  

Dias, B. (2015). Beyond sustainability - biophilic and regenerative design in architecture 
European Scientific Journal 11(9), 147-158.  

Doherty, D., & Jeeves, A. (2016). Regrarians Handbook Regrarian Ltd. .  
Dong, S., Wen, L., Zhu, L., Lassoie, J., Yan, Z., Shrestha, K., Pariya, D., & Sharma, E., . (2009). 

Indigenous yak and yak-cattle crossbreed management in high altitude areas of 
northern Nepal: A case study from Rasuwa district. African Journal of Agricultural 
Research, 4(10), 957-967.  

Dryzek, J. S. (2013). The Politics of the Earth: Environmental Discourses (3 ed.). Oxford 
University Press.  (1997) 

Dudley, N., & Alexander, S. (2017). The Global Land Outlook. United Nations Convention to 
Combat Desertification. <https://knowledge.unccd.int/sites/default/files/2018-
06/GLO%20English_Full_Report_rev1.pdf>. 

�ƵĞƐƚĞƌŚĂƵƐ͕�Z͘�;ϭϵϵϬͿ͘�dŚĞ�^t�^�sŝĞǁ͗�^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ͛Ɛ�WƌŽŵŝƐĞ͘�Journal of Soil and Water 
Conservation, 45(1), 4.  

Dulwich-Centre. (2022). Narrative therapy and community work: the Dulwich Centre. The 
Dulwich Centre. Retrieved 29/9, from https://dulwichcentre.com.au/ 

Duncan, J., Carolan, M., & Wiskerke, J. (2020). Routledge Handbook of Sustainable and 
Regenerative Food Systems (J. Duncan, M. Carolan, & J. Wiskerke, Eds.). Routledge.  

Duncan, T. (2015). Case Study: Taranaki Farm Regenerative Agriculture: Pathways to 
Integrated Ecological Farming. In I. Chabay, M. Frick, & J. Helgeson (Eds.), Land 
restoration: Reclaiming landscapes for a sustainable future. Elsevier Science & 
Technology.  

Duncan, T., & Savory, A. (2015). Regenerating Agriculture to Sustain Civilisation In I. Chabay, 
M. Frick, & J. Helgeson (Eds.), Land restoration: Reclaiming landscapes for a 
sustainable future. Elsevier Science & Technology.  

Duran, E., & Duran, B. (1995). Native American postcolonial psychology. State University of 
New York Press.  

EcoAgAustralia. (2022). Australian Institute of Ecological Agriculture Facebook Page. 
Australian Institute of Ecological Agriculture Co-operative Ltd. Retrieved 7 October, 
from https://www.facebook.com/EcoAgAustralia/ 

Edenborg, E. (2021). Anti-GendĞƌ�WŽůŝƚŝĐƐ�ĂƐ��ŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ��ŽĂůŝƚŝŽŶƐ͗�ZƵƐƐŝĂ͛Ɛ��ŽŵĞƐƚŝĐ�ĂŶĚ�
/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů�WƌŽŵŽƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�͞dƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů�sĂůƵĞƐ͘͟�Problems of Post-Communism, 1-10. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1987269 

Elrick, W., Luke, H., & Stimpson, K. (2022). Exploring opportunities and constraints of a 
certification scheme for regenerative agricultural practice. Agroecology and 
Sustainable Food Systems, 1-21. https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2022.2121950 



 221 

Ericson, T., Kjønstad, B., & Barstad, A. (2014). Mindfulness and sustainability. Ecological 
Economics, 104, 73ʹ79. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2014.04.007. 

Fairclough, N. (1989). Language and Power. Longman.  
FAO. (2022). Conservation Agriculture. Retrieved 3 October, from 

https://www.fao.org/conservation-agriculture/en/ 
Farming-Together. (2022). Farming Together Homepage Southern Cross University 

Retrieved 29.12, from https://farmingtogether.com.au/ 
Fassler, J. (2021). Regenerative agriculture needs a reckoning 

https://thecounter.org/regenerative-agriculture-racial-equity-climate-change-
carbon-farming-environmental-issues/ 

Fazey, I., Schapke, N., Caniglia, G., Patterson, J., Hultman, J., Van Mierlo, B., Sawe, F., Wiek, 
A., Wittmayer, J., Aldunce, P., Al Waer, H., Battacharya, N., Bradbury, H., Carmen, E., 
�ŽůǀŝŶ͕�:͕͘��ǀŝƚĂŶŽǀŝĐ͕��͕͘��͛^ŽƵǌĂ͕�D͕͘�'ŽƉĞů͕�D͕͘�'ŽůĚƐƚĞŝŶ͕��͕͘�,ĂŵĂůĂŝŶĞŶ͕�d͕͘�
Harper, G., Henfry, T., Hodgson, A., Howden, M., Kerr, A., Klaes, M., Lyon, C., 
DŝĚŐĞůǇ͕�'͕͘�DŽƐĞƌ͕�^͕͘�DƵŬŚĞƌũĞĞ͕�E͕͘�DƵůůĞƌ͕�<͕͘�K͛�ƌŝĞŶ͕�<͕͘�K͛�ŽŶŶĞůů͕��͕͘�KůƐƐon, 
P., Page, G., Reed, M., Searle, B., Silvestri, G., Spaiser, V., Strasser, T., Tschakert, P., 
Uribe-Calvo, N., Waddell, S., Rao-Williams, J., Wise, R., Wolstenholme, R., Woods, 
M., & Wyborn, C. (2018). Ten essentials for action-oreinted and second order energy 
transitions, transformations and climate change research Energy Research and Social 
Science (40), 54-70.  

Feola, G. (2015). Societal transformation in response to global environmental change: A 
review of emerging concepts Ambio 44(5), 376-390.  

Ferrell, A. (2012). Doing masculinity: Gendered challenges to replacing burley tobacco in 
central Kentucky. Agriculture and Human Values, 29(2), 137ʹ149. 
https://doi.org/doi:10.1007/s10460-011-9330-1. 

Fletcher, D. (2006). Entrepreneurial processes and the social construction of opportunity 
Entrepreneurship and Regional Development 18(5), 421-440.  

Foley, J., Ramankutty, N., Brauman, K., Cassidy, E., Gerber, J., Johnston, M., Mueller, N., 
K͛�ŽŶŶĞůů͕��͕͘�Ray, D., West, P., Balzer, C., Bennett, E., Carpenter, S., Hill, J., 
Monfreda, C., Polasky, S., RockstrƂm, J., Sheehan, J., Siebert, S., Tilman, D., & Zaks, D. 
(2011). Solutions for a cultivated planet Nature, 478(10452), pp.337-342.  

Formiga, A. (2021). Statistics on ethnicity and race on organic farms in the United State. 
eOrganic. Retrieved 24.12, from https://eorganic.org/node/34147 

France, R. (2008). Handbook of Regenerative Landscape Design CRC Press, Taylor Francis 
Group.  

Francis, C., & Harwood, R. (1985). Enough Food: Achieving Food Security Through 
Regenerative Agriculture Rodale Institute  

Francis, C., Harwood, R., & Parr, J. (1986). The potential for regenerative agriculture in the 
developing world. American Journal of Alternative Agriculture, 1(2), 65-74.  

Francis, C., Lieblein, G., Gliessman, S., Breland, T., Creamer, N., Harwood, R., Salomonsson, 
L., Helenius, J., Rickerl, D., Salvador, R., Wiedenhoeft, M., Simmons, S., Allen, P., 
Altieri, M., Flora, C., & Poincelot, R. (2003). Agroecology: The Ecology of Food 
Systems. Journal of Sustainable Agriculture, 22(3), 99ʹ118. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1300/J064v22n03_10 

Frayling, C. (1994). Research in art and design. Royal College of Art Research Papers, 1(1), 1-
5.  



 222 

Fukuoka, M. (1978). The One-Straw Revolution. An Introduction to Natural Farming. Rodale 
Press.  

Fullerton, J. (2015). Regenerative Capitalism: How Universal Principles and Patterns Will 
Shape Our New Economy. Capital Institute.  

Gaard, G. (1997). Toward a Queer EcoFeminism Hypatia 12(1), 137.  
Gaard, G. (2017). Critical Ecofeminism. Lexington Books.  
Gabel, M. (1979). Ho-Ping: A World Scenario for Food Production. World Game Institute  
Gameau, D. (2019). 2040 D. Gameau,  
Batzias, N., 
Kaplan, A.,  
Whitwell, V., 
Murray, V.,; Madman Entertainment. https://whatsyour2040.com/ 
Gameau, D. (2022). Regenerating Australia A. Kaplan; World Wildlife Fund; Regen Studios. 

https://theregenerators.org/regenerating-australia/ 
Gammage, B., & Pascoe, B. (2021). Country: Future Fire, Future Farming Thames & Hudson.  
Gammage, W. (2011). The Biggest Estate on Earth: How Aborigines made Australia. Allen & 

Unwin  
Gergen, K. (1985). The social constructionist movement in modern psychology American 

Psychologist 40, 266-275.  
Gewin, V. (2020). �ŽĞƐ�KǀĞƌƐĞůůŝŶŐ�ZĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ��Ő͛Ɛ��ůŝŵĂƚĞ��ĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ�hŶĚĞƌĐƵƚ�ŝƚƐ�

Potential? Civil Eats. Retrieved 3 October, from 
https://civileats.com/2020/10/01/does-overselling-regenerative-ags-climate-
benefits-undercut-its-potential/ 

Gewin, V. (2021). As Carbon Markets Reward New Efforts, Will Regenerative Farming 
Pioneers Be Left in the Dirt? Civil Eats. Retrieved 3 October, from 
https://civileats.com/2021/07/27/as-carbon-markets-reward-new-efforts-will-
regenerative-farming-pioneers-be-left-in-the-dirt/ 

Ghelfi, A., & Papadopoulos, D. (2022). Ungovernable Earth: Resurgence, Translocal 
Infrastructures, and More-Than-Social Movements. Environmental Values, 31(6), 
681-699. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.3197/096327121X16387842836968 

Gibbons, L. (2020). Regenerative - the New Sustainable? . Sustainability, 12(5483), 1-19. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12135483 

Gibson-Graham, J. (2006). A Postcapitalist Politics. University of Minnesota Press.  
Gibson-Graham, J. (2011). A Feminist Project of Belonging for the Anthropocene. Gender, 

Place & Culture, 18(1), 1ʹ21.  
Gibson-Graham, J., & Roelvink, G. (2010). An Economic Ethics for the Anthropocene. 

Antipode, 41(S1), 320ʹ346.  
Giller, K., Andersson, J., Corbeels, M., Kirkegaard, J., Mortensen, D., Erenstein, O., & 

Vanlauwe, B. (2015). Beyond conservation agriculture. Frontiers in Plant Science, 6, 
1ʹ14. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2015.00870 

Giller, K., Hijbeek, R., Andersson, J., & Sumberg, J. (2021). Regenerative Agriculture: An 
agronomic perspective Outlook on Agriculture 50(1), 13-25. https://doi.org/DOI: 
10.1177/0030727021998063 

Giraldo, O., & Rosset, P. (2018). Agroecology as a territory in dispute: between 
institutionality and social movements. The Journal of Peasant Studies, 45(3), 545ʹ
564.  



 223 

Gliessman, S. R. (2007). Agroecology. The Ecology of Sustainable Food Systems (2 ed.). CRC 
Press.  

'ŽůĚŵĂŶ͕�D͕͘�Θ�^ĐŚƵƌŵĂŶ͕�Z͘�;ϮϬϬϬͿ͘��ůŽƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�͚ŐƌĞĂƚ�ĚŝǀŝĚĞ͛͗�EĞǁ�ƐŽĐŝĂů�ƚŚĞŽƌǇ�ŽŶ�ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ�
and nature. Annual Review of Sociology, 26(1), 563ʹ584. 
https://doi.org/doi:10.1146/annurev.soc.26.1.563. 

GonzĄlez, N., & KrƂger, M. (2020). The potential of Amazon indigenous agroforestry 
practices and ontologies for rethinking global forest governance. Forest Policy and 
Economics, 118(102257), 1-10. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2020.102257 

Gordon, E., Davila, F., & Riedy, C. (2022). Transforming landscapes and mindscapes through 
regenerative agriculture. Agriculture and Human Values, 39, 809ʹ826. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-021-10276-0 

Gordon, E., Davila, F., & Riedy, C. (2023). Regenerative agriculture: a potentially 
transformative storyline shared by nine discourses. Sustainability Science. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-022-01281-1 

Gosnell, H. (2021). Regenerating soil, regenerating soul: an integral approach to 
understanding agricultural transformation. Sustainability Science, Special Feature: 
dŚĞ�͞,Žǁ͟�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͗�/ŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝǀĞ��ƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐ�ƚŽ�Sustainability 1-18. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-00993-0 

Gosnell, H., Charnley, S., & Stanley, P. (2020). Climate change mitigation as a co-benefit of 
regenerative ranching: insights from Australia and the United States The Royal 
Society Interface Focus 10(5). https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1098/rsfs.2020.0027 

Gosnell, H., Gill, N., & Voyer, M. (2019). Transformational adaptation on the farm: Processes 
ŽĨ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞƌƐŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ�ŝŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŝŽŶƐ�ƚŽ�͚ĐůŝŵĂƚĞ-ƐŵĂƌƚ͛�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵlture 
Global Environmental Change, 59(101965), 1-13.  

Gosnell, H., Grimm, K., & Goldstein, B. (2020). A half century of holistic management: what 
does the evidence reveal? . Agriculture and Human Values, 37, 849-867. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10016-w 

Gou, Z., & Xie, X. (2017). Evolving green building: triple bottom line or regenerative design? 
Journal of Cleaner Production, 153, 600-607.  

Gram-Hanssen, I., Schafenacker, N., & Bentz, J. (2021). Decolonizing transformations 
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�͚ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ͛�Sustainability Science;^ƉĞĐŝĂů�/ƐƐƵĞ͗�dŚĞ�͞,Žǁ͟�ŽĨ�
Transformation: Integrative Approaches to Sustainability), 1-13. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-00960-9 

Grandy, G. (2017). An introduction to constructionism for qualitative researchers in business 
and management. In C. Cassell, A. Cunliffe, & G. Grandy (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook 
of Qualitative Business and Management Research Methods (1st ed.). Sage 
Publications.  

Grelet, G., Lang, S., Merfield, C., Calhoun, N., Robson-Williams, M., Horrocks, A., Dewes, A., 
Clifford, A., Stevenson, B., Saunders, C., Lister, C., Perley, C., Maslen, D., Norton, D., 
Selbie, D., Chan, D., Burns, E., Le Heron, E., Crampton, E., Curran-Cournane, F., 
Doolan-Noble, F., Griffin, F., Good, H., Pinxterhuis, I., Todd, J., Su, J., Vernon, J., 
Cavanagh, J., Laubach, J., King, J., Jones, J., Orwin, K., MacMillan, K., Minor, M., 
Anderson, M., Buckley, M., Harcombe, M., McGlone, M., Davidson, M., Barry, M., 
Taitoko, M., Kirschbaum, M., Donovan, M., Conland, N., Stanley-Clarke, N., Masters, 
N., Schon, N., Mason, N., Gregorini, P., Mudge, P., Tapsell, P., Bruce-Iri, P., Tait, P., 
Roudier, P., Mellor, R., Teague, R., Gregory, R., Price, R., Holdaway, R., Dynes, R., 



 224 

>ĂǀŽƌĞů͕�^͕͘�K͛�ŽŶŶĞůů͕�^͕͘�>ĞƚŝĐĂ͕�^͕͘��ĞůůŝƐƐ͕�^͕͘�DĐEĞŝůů͕�^͕͘��ƉĨĞůďĂƵŵ͕�^͕͘��ƌŝǀĞƌ͕�d͕͘�
Fraser, T., Baisden, T., & Kerner, W. (2021). Regenerative agriculture in Aotearoa 
New Zealandʹ research pathways to build science-based evidence and national 
narratives. New Zealand National Science Challenge Our Land and Water; The NEXT 
Foundation; Manaaki Whenua Landcare Research. 

Griffiths, B. (2018). Haunted Country: Isabel McBryde in New England. In Deep Time 
Dreaming: Uncovering Ancient Australia Black Inc. .  

GUG. (2021). Australian university ratings and rankings 2020/2021: Undergraduate Overall 
Experience ratings for agriculture courses in Australia. The Good Universities Guide. 
Retrieved 7 October, from https://www.gooduniversitiesguide.com.au/university-
ratings-rankings/2023/undergraduate/overall-experience/agriculture 

'ƵƌƵŶŐ͕�'͕͘�Θ�DĐsĞŝŐŚ͕��͘�;ϮϬϬϮͿ͘�WĂƐƚŽƌĂů�ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ǇĂŬ�ƌĞĂƌŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�DĂŶĂŶŐ͛Ɛ�EĂƌʹ
Phu valley. In H. Jianlin, C. Richard, O. Hanotte, C. McVeigh, & J. Rege (Eds.), Yak 
production in central Asian highlands. roceedings of the third international congress 
on yak held in Lhasa, P.R. China, 4ʹ9 September 2000 (pp. 104-119). ILRI 
(International Livestock Research Institute).  

Guthman, J. (2004). Agrarian Dreams: The Paradox of Organic Farming in California (2nd 
ed.). University of California Press.  

Haggard, B., & Mang, P. (2016). Regenerative Development and Design: A Framework for 
Evolving Sustainability. John Wiley & Sons.  

Hajer, M. (1993). Discourse Coalitions and the Institutionalization of Practice: The Case of 
Acid Rain in Great Britain. In F. Fischer & J. Forester (Eds.), The Argumentative Turn in 
Policy Analysis and Planning (pp. 51-84). Duke University Press.  

Hajer, M. (1995). The Politics of Environmental Discourse: Ecological Modernization and the 
Policy Process. In. Oxford University Press.  

Hajer, M. (2006). Doing Discourse Analysis: Coalitions, Practices, Meanings. In M. Van Den 
Brink & T. Metze (Eds.), Words Matter in Policy and Planning: Discourse Theory and 
Methods in the Social Sciences (pp. 65-74). Netherlands Graduate School of Urban 
and Regional Research  

Hajer, M., & Versteeg, W. (2005). A decade of discourse analysis of environmental politics: 
Achievements, challenges, perspectives. Journal of environmental policy & planning, 
7(3), pp.175-184.  

Haraway, D. (1988). Situated knowledges: The science question in feminism and the 
privilege of partial perspectives. Feminist Studies, 14(3), 575ʹ599.  

Haraway, D. (2016). Staying with the Trouble: Making Kin in the Chthulucene. Duke 
University Press  

Harwood, J. (2018). The green revolution as a process of global circulation: plants, people 
and practices. Historia Agraria, 75, 7-31. 
https://doi.org/DOI10.26882/histagrar.075e01h 

Harwood, J. (2019). Was the Green Revolution intended to maximise food production? 
International Journal of Agricultural Sustainability, 17(4), 312-325. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/14735903.2019.1637236 

Harwood, J. (2020). Could the adverse consequences of the green revolution have been 
foreseen? How experts responded to unwelcome evidence. Agroecology and 
Sustainable Food Systems, 44(4), 509-535. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2019.1644411 



 225 

Harwood, R. (1983). International overview of regenerative agriculture In Proceedings of 
Workshop on Resource-efficient Farming Methods for Tanzania, Morogoro, Tanzania, 
16ʹ20 May 1983, Faculty of Agriculture, Forestry, and Veterinary Science, University 
of Dares Salaam. Rodale Press.  

Haseman, B. (2006). A Manifesto for Performative Research. Media International Australia 
incorporating Culture and Policy, theme issue "Practice-led Research", 118, 98-106.  

Havel, V. (1990). Disturbing the Peace Faber and Faber  
Hawken, P. (2017). Drawdown: the most comprehensive plan ever proposed to reverse 

global warming. NY Penguin  
Hawken, P. (2021). Regeneration: Ending the climate crisis in one generation Penguin Books.  
Hedlund-de Witt, A. (2013). Worldviews and the Transformation to Sustainable Societies: An 

exploration of the cultural and psychological dimensions of our global environmental 
challenges.]. 

Hekman, S. (2010). The material of knowledge: Feminist disclosures. Indiana University 
Press.  

Hennen, P. (2004). Fae spirits and gender trouble: Resistance and compliance among the 
Radical Faeries. Journal of Contemporary Ethnography, 33(5), 499ʹ533. 
https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/0891241604266986. 

Hes, D., & du Plessis, C. (2015). Designing for Hope: Pathways to Regenerative Sustainability. 
Routledge  

Hes, D., & Rose, N. (2019). Shifting from farming to tending the earth: A discussion paper 
Journal of Organics 6(1), 3-22.  

Hird, M., & Giffney, N. (2016). Queering the Non/Human. Routledge  
Holmgren, D. (2007). Permaculture: Principles and Pathways beyond Sustainability Revised 

Edition. Melliodora Publishing  
Holt-Giménez, E., & Altieri, M. (2013). Agroecology, Food Sovereignty and the New Green 

Revolution. Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems, 37(1), 90-102.  
Holt-Giménez, E., & Shattuck, A. (2011). Food crises, food regimes and food movements: 

rumblings of reform or tides of transformation? The Journal of Peasant Studies, 
38(1), 109-144.  

Hope, S. (2016). Bursting paradigms: a colour wheel of practice-research. Cult. Trends, 25(2), 
74-86. https://doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1080/09548963.2016.1171511 

Horrigan, L., Lawrence, R., & Walker, P. (2002). How sustainable agriculture can address the 
environmental and human health harm of industrial agriculture Environmental 
Health Perspectives 110(5), 445-445.  

Howard, A. (1940). An Agricultural Testament. Oxford University Press.  
Howard, A. (2013). The Soil and Health: A Study of Organic Agriculture. Banyan Tree  
Howarth, R., Swaney, D., Billen, G., Garnier, J., Hong, B., Humborg, C., Johnes, P., Morth, C., 

& Marino, R. (2011). Nitrogen fluxes from the landscape are controlled by net 
anthropogenic nitrogen inputs and by climate. Frontiers in Ecology and the 
Environment, 10(1), 37-43.  

Hughes, M., Brown-Lavoie, T., Hughes, M. A., Penniman, L., Lemos, M., Stephano, C., Ackoff, 
S., & Rippon-Butler, H. (2020). Young Farmers Racial Equity Toolkit. The National 
Young Farmers Coalition. 

Hutchings, J. (2015). Te Mahi Mara Hua Parakore: A Maori Food Sovereignty Handbook.  
Huxley, T. (1869). Nature: Aphorisms by Goethe. Nature, 1, 9-11. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/001009a0 



 226 

IEA. (2022a). Code of Ethics: our Code of Ethics reflects the intention and vision of the 
Institute. Australian Institute of Ecological Agriculture Co-operative Ltd. Retrieved 9 
October, from https://www.ecoag.org.au/code-of-ethics 

IEA. (2022b). IEA Code of Ethics for Accredited Members. Australian Institute of Ecological 
Agriculture Co-operative Ltd. 

IEA. (2022c). IEA knowledge systems and applying to be accredited. 
IEA. (2022d). IEA Professional Standards for Accredited Members. Australian Institute of 

Ecological Agriculture Co-operative Ltd. 
IEA. (2022e). IEA Rules of Conduct for Accredited Members. Australian Institute of Ecological 

Agriculture Co-operative Ltd. 
IEA. (2022f). Institute of Ecological Agriculture Homepage Institute of Ecological Agriculture 

Retrieved 10.6, from https://www.ecoag.org.au 
IEA. (2022g). Position Statement IEA Retrieved 12/9, from 

https://www.ecoag.org.au/position-statement 
Ingold, T. (2013). Making: Anthropology, archaeology, art and architecture. Routledge.  
Initiative, S. C. (2022). Soil Carbon Initiative: verification program Soil Carbon Initiative 

Retrieved 11/9, from https://www.soilcarboninitiative.org/ 
Inside-Outside-Management. (2022). Homepage: We Are Your Leading Holistic Management 

Educators: Helping to Regenerate Land and Communities. Inside Outside 
Management. Retrieved 3 October, from https://insideoutsidemgt.com.au/ 

IPC. (2015). Report of the International Forum for Agroecology, NyĠlĠni, Mali, 24-27 
February 2015. International Planning Committee on Food Sovereignty. 
https://www.foodsovereignty.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/Download-declara-
tion-Agroecology-Nyeleni-2015.pdf 

IPCC. (2019). Climate Change and Land: An IPCC Special Report on climate change, 
desertification, land degradation, sustainable land management, food security, and 
greenhouse gas fluxes in terrestrial ecosystems. . IPCC. 
https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2019/08/2f.-Chapter-5_FINAL.pdf 

Ives, C., Freeth, R., Fischer, J.,. (2020). Inside-out sustainability: The neglect of inner worlds. 
Ambio, 49, 208-217. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-019-01187-w 

Jarosz, L. (2011). Nourishing women: Toward a feminist political ecology of community 
supported agriculture in the United States. Gender, Place, and Culture, 18(3), 307ʹ
326.  

John, D., & Babu, G. (2021). Lessons from the aftermaths of green revolution on food 
systems and helath Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems, 5(644559), 1-6. 
https://doi.org/doi: 10.3389/fsufs.2021.644559 

Jonas, T. (2021, 24/6). Regenerative Agriculture and Agroecology ʹ ǁŚĂƚ͛Ɛ�ŝŶ�Ă�ŶĂŵĞ͍�
Tammi Jonas: Food Ethics. http://www.tammijonas.com/2021/06/23/regenerative-
agriculture-and-agroecology-whats-in-a-name/ 

Jones, K., & Tobin, D. (2018). Reciprocity, redistribution and relational values: Organizing 
and motivating sustainable agriculture. Current Opinion in Environmental 
Sustainability, 35, 69ʹ74.  

Jordan, C. (2021). Chapter 18: agricultural problems are systems problems. In Evolution from 
a Thermodynamic Perspective: Implications for Species Conservation and Agricultural 
Sustainability (pp. 241-249). Springer. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-030-85186-6_18 



 227 

Joshi, S., Shrestha, L., Bisht, N., Wu, N., Ismail, M., Dorji, T., Dangol, G., & Long, R. (2020). 
Ethnic and cultural diversity amongst yak herding communities in the Asian 
highlands. Sustainability, 12(3), 957.  

Kassam, A., Friedrich, T., & Derpsch, R. (2019). Global spread of Conservation Agriculture. 
International Journal of Environmental Studies, 76(1), 29-51.  

Kassam, A., Friedrich, T., Shaxson, F., & Pretty, J. (2009). The spread of Conservation 
Agriculture: Justification, sustainability and uptake. International Journal of 
Agricultural Sustainability, 7(4), 292-320.  

Kaufmann, M., & Wiering, M. (2022). The role of discourses in understanding institutional 
stability and change ʹ an analysis of Dutch flood risk governance. Journal of 
environmental policy & planning, 24(1), 1.20. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2021.1935222 

Keller, J. (2014). I wanna have my own damn dairy farm! Women farmers, legibility, and 
femininities in rural Wisconsin, US. Journal of Rural Social Sciences, 29(1), 75.  

Kimbrell, A. (2002). Fatal Harvest. The Tragedy of Industrial Agriculture. . Island Press.  
Kimmerer, R. (2013). Braiding Sweetgrass: Indigenous Wisdom, Scientific Knowledge and the 

Teachings of Plants Penguin Books.  
Kimmerer, R. (2015). Nature Needs a EĞǁ�WƌŽŶŽƵŶ͗�dŽ�^ƚŽƉ�ƚŚĞ��ŐĞ�ŽĨ��ǆƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶ͕�>Ğƚ͛Ɛ�^ƚĂƌƚ�

ďǇ��ŝƚĐŚŝŶŐ�͞/ƚ͟�Yes! Solutions Journalism  
King, F. (2019). Farmers of Forty Centuries: Organic Farming in China, Korea and Japan. 

Dover Publications.  
Kiss-the-Ground. (2021). Kiss the Ground Website. Kiss the Ground. 

https://kisstheground.com/ 
Knorr, D. (1984). Feasibility of analytical procedures and unit operations for the distinction 

between organic, natural or conventional foods. Biological Agriculture & 
Horticulture, 2(2), 183-194.  

Knorzer, H., Graeff-Honninger, S., Guo, B., Wang, P., & Claupein, W. (2009). The Rediscovery 
of Intercropping in China: A Traditional Cropping System for Future Chinese 
Agriculture ʹ A Review. In E. Lichtfouse (Ed.), Climate Change, Intercropping, Pest 
Control and Beneficial Microorganisms (pp. 13-44). Springer. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-2716-0_3 

Koestler, A. (1967). The Ghost in the Machine Hutchinson & Co.  
Konietzko, J. (2022). Moving beyond carbon tunnel vision with a sustainability data strategy. 

Cognizant. Retrieved 3 October, from https://digitally.cognizant.com/moving-
beyond-carbon-tunnel-vision-with-a-sustainability-data-strategy-codex7121 

Kramer, K., & Gawlick, M. (2003). Martin Buber's I and Thou: Practicing living dialogue. 
Paulist Press.  

Kumbamu, A. (2020). The philanthropic-corporate-state complex: imperial strategies of 
ĚŝƐƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŽŶ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�͚'ƌĞĞŶ�ZĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͛�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�͚'ĞŶĞ�ZĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶ͛͘�Globalizations, 
17(8), 1367-1385. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2020.1727132 

Lakoff, G., & Johnson, M. (2008). Metaphors We Live By. University of Chicago Press.  (1980) 
Lal, R., Reicosky, D., & Hanson, J. (2007). Evolution of the plow over 10,000 years and the 

rationale for no-till farming. Soil and Tillage Research, 93(1), 1-12. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2006.11.004 

Land, C. (2015). Decolonizing Solidarity: dilemmas and directions for supporters of 
indigenous struggles  Bloomsburry Publishing  



 228 

Lang, T., & Heasman, M. (2004). Food Wars: The Global Battle for Mouths, Minds and 
Markets. Earthscan.  

Lawrence, G., Richards, C., & Lyons, K. (2013). Food security in Australia in an era of neo-
liberalism, productivism and climate change Journal of Rural Studies, 29, 30-39.  

Layman, E., & Civita, N. (2022). Decolonizing agriculture in the United States: Centering the 
knowledges of women and people of color to support relational farming practices. 
Agriculture and Human Values, 39, 965ʹ978. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-022-10297-3 

>ĞŝĐŚĞŶŬŽ͕�Z͕͘�Θ�K͛�ƌŝĞŶ͕�<͘�;ϮϬϭϵͿ͘�Climate and society: Transforming the future. Polity 
Press. 

Leopold, A. (1949). A sand county almanac. With essays on conversations from Round River. 
. Oxford University Press.  

Leslie, I. (2017). Queer Farmers: Sexuality and the Transition to Sustainable Agriculture. 
Rural Sociology 82(4), 747ʹ771. https://doi.org/DOI:10.1111/ruso.12153  

Leslie, I., Wypler, J., & Bell, M. (2019). Relational Agriculture: Gender, Sexuality, and 
Sustainability in U.S. Farming. Society and Natural Resources, 32(8), 853-874. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2019.1610626 

Leu, A. (2020). An overview of global organic and regenerative agriculture movements In R. 
Auerbach (Ed.), Organic Food Systems: meeting the needs of Southern Africa (pp. 21-
31). CABI.  

Leventon, J., Abson, D. J., & Lang, D. J. (2021). Leverage points for sustainability 
transformations: nine guiding questions for sustainability science and practice. 
Sustainability Science, 16, 721-726. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-
021-00961-8 

Levers, C., Romero-Munoz, A., Baumann, M., De Marzo, T., Fernandez, P., Gasparri, N., 
Gavier-Pizarro, G., le Polain de Waroux, Y., Piquer-Rodriguez, M., Semper-Pascaul, A., 
& Kuemmerle, T. (2021). Agricultural expansion and the ecological marginalization of 
forest-dependent people. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 118(44). 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2100436118 

>ŝĞŶ͕�D͕͘�Θ�WĄůƐƐŽŶ͕�'͘�;ϮϬϭϵͿ͘��ƚŚŶŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ�ďĞǇŽŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŚƵŵĂŶ͗�ƚŚĞ�͚ŽƚŚĞƌ-than-ŚƵŵĂŶ͛�ŝŶ�
ethnographic work Ethnos, 86, 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1080/00141844.2019 

Linnér, B., & Wibeck, V. (2020). Conceptualising variations in societal transformations 
towards sustainability. Environmental Science and Policy, 106, 221ʹ227.  

Lockeretz, W. (2007). What Explains the Rise of Organic Farming? In W. Lockeretz (Ed.), 
Organic Farming: An International History (pp. 1ʹ8). CABI.  

Loorbach, D., Wittmayer, J., Avelino, F., von Wirth, T., & Frantzeskaki, N. (2020). 
Transformative Innovation and Translocal Diffusion. Environmental Innovation and 
Societal Transitions, 35, 251-260.  

Loring, P. (2022). Second Transition Podcast In Episode 13 - Regeneration with Reginaldo 
Haslett-Marroquin. https://www.spreaker.com/user/voicedradio/episode-13-
regeneration 

Lovel, H. (2015). Quantum Agriculture: Biodynamics and Beyond. Rudolph Steiner Press.  
Lovelock, J. (2016). Gaia. Oxford Univeristy Press.  
Lowe, P., Murdoch, J., Marsden, T., Munton, R., & Flynn, A. (1993). Regulating the new rural 

space: the uneven development of land. Journal of Rural Studies, 9(3), 205-222.  
Lyle, J. (1994). Regenerative Design for Sustainable Development John Wiley & Sons  

https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1007/s10460-022-10297-3


 229 

MacManaway, P. (2020). Quantum Leap Level 1: Where Ancient Wisdom Meets Modern 
Agriculture. Resource Consulting Services  

MacManaway, P. (2021). Land whispering: practical applications of consciousness and subtle 
energy awareness in agriculture. In J. Wright (Ed.), Subtle Agroecologies: farming 
with the hidden half of nature (pp. 293-303). CRC Press.  

MacManaway, P. (2022). Patrick MacManaway (about page) Retrieved 10.11, from 
https://patrickmacmanaway.com/patrick-macmanaway/ 

Macy, J. (1979). Dependent co-arising: the distinctiveness of Buddhist ethics Journal of 
Religious Ethics, 7(1), 38-52.  

Macy, J. (2007). World as Lover, World as Self Parallax Press  
Magcale-Macandog, D., & Ocampo, L. (2005). Indigenous Strategies of Sustainable Farming 

Systems in the Highlands of Northern Philippines. Journal of Sustainable Agriculture, 
26(2), 117-138. https://doi.org/DOI: 10.1300/J064v26n02_09 

Mang, P., & Reed, B. (2012). Designing from Place: a regenerative framework and 
methodology Building Research and Information 40(1), 23-38.  

Mann, C., Parkins, J., Isaac, M., & Sherren, K. (2019). Do practitioners of holistic 
management exhibit systems thinking? . Ecology and Society, 24(3), 19.  

Mann, C., & Sherren, K. (2018). Holistic management and adaptive grazing: a traineƌ͛Ɛ�ǀŝĞǁ�
Sustainability (special issue on agroecology for the transition towards socio-
ecological sustainability) 10(6), 1848.  

Marshall, N. A., Park, S. E., Adger, W. N., Brown, K., & Howden, S. M. (2012). 
Transformational capacity and the influence of place and identity. Environmental 
Research Letters, 7(3), 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/7/3/034022 

Massey, D. (2005). For Space. Sage.  
Massy, C. (2013). Transforming the Earth: a study in the change of agricultural mindscapes, 

Australian National University]. Canberra. 
Massy, C. (2017). Call of the reed warbler: A new agricultureͶA new earth. University of 

Queensland Press.  
Massy, C. (2021). Rediscovering Ancient Pathways for Regenerative Agriculture. In J. Wright 

(Ed.), Subtle Agroecologies: farming with the hidden half of nature (pp. 305-313). 
CRC Press.  

Maturana, H. (2002). Autopoiesis, structural coupling and cognition: A history of those and 
other notions in the biology of cognition. Cybernetics and Human Knowing 9(3-4), 
pp.5-34.  

Maturana, H., & Varela, F. (1992). The Tree of Knowledge. The Biological Roots of Human 
Understanding. Shambhala Publications.  

May, C. (2019). PGS Guidelines: How to Develop and Manage Participatory Guarantee 
Systems for Organic Agriculture. IFOAM ʹ Organics International. 
https://www.ifoam.bio/sites/default/files/pgs_guidelines_en.pdf 

McBryde, I. (1963). An Unusual Series of Stone Arrangements near the Serpentine River, 
Ebor District New South Wales. Oceania, 34(2), 137-146.  

McCann, H., & Monaghan, W. (2020). Queer Theory Now: from foundations to futures Red 
Globe Press  

McKeon, N. (2015). Food Security Governance: empowring communities, regulating 
corporations Routledge.  

McLennon, E., Dari, B., Jha, G., Sihi, D., & Kankarla, V. (2021). Regenerative agriculture and 
integrative permaculture for sustainable and technology driven global food 



 230 

production and security. Agronomy Journal, 113(6), 4437-4443. https://doi.org/ 
https://doi.org/10.1002/agj2.20814 

Meadows, D. (2008). Leverage Points: Places to Intervene in a System. In D. Wright (Ed.), 
Thinking in Systems: A Primer Chelsea Green Publishing  

Mies, M., & Shiva, V. (2010). Ecofeminism Rawat Publications  
Mignolo, W. (2011). The darker side of Western modernity: Global futures, decolonial 

options. Duke University Press.  
Miller, C., & Wyborn, C. (2020). Co-production in global sustainability: histories and theories 

Environmental Science and Policy, 113, 88-95.  
Mills, G. (2020). From the groud up: regenerative agriculture revives farmland while curbing 

climate change. The Guardian. Retrieved 11 Nov, from 
Mollison, B. (1979). Permaculture2: Practical Design for Town and Country in Permanent 

Agriculture Tagari Publications  
Mollison, B. (1988). Permaculture: A Designers Manual Tagari Publications.  
Mollison, B., & Holmgren, D. (1978). Permaculture One Corgi.  
Montefrio, M., & Johnson, A. (2019). Politics in participatory guarantee systems for organic 

food production. Journal of Rural Studies, 65, 1-11.  
Moon, K., & Blackman, D. (2014). A Guide to Understanding Social Science Research for 

Natural Scientists Conservation Biology 1-11.  
Morcote-Rios, G., Raz, L., Giraldo-Cañas, D., Franky, C., & Sicard, L. (2013). Terras Pretas de 

Índio of the Caquetá-Japurá River (Colombian Amazonia). Tipití: Journal of the 
Society for the Anthropology of Lowland South America, 11(2), 30-39.  

Morelli, S., Williams, G., & Walker, D. (2016). Gumbaynggirr Yuludarla Jandaygam: 
Gumbaynggirr dreaming story collection. Muurrbary Aboriginal Language anf Culture 
Co-operative  

Morseletto, P. (2020). Restorative and regenerative: exploring the concepts in the circular 
economy Journal of Industrial Ecology 24, 763ʹ773.  

Mortimer-Sandilands, C., & Erickson, B. (2010). Queer Ecologies: Sex, Nature, Politics, Desire 
Indiana University Press.  

Moyer, J., Smith, A., Rui, Y., & Hayden, J. (2020). Regenerative Agriculture and the Soil 
Carbon Solution. Rodale Institute. 
https://rodaleinstitute.org/education/resources/regenerative-agriculture-and-the-
soil-carbon-solution/ 

Muller, E. (2020). Regenerative development as natural solution for sustainability In F. 
Sarmiento & L. Frolich (Eds.), The Elgar Companion to Geography, Transdisciplinarity 
and Sustainability. Edward Elgar Publishing  

Murphy, B. P., Bowman, D.M. (2007). The interdependence of fire, grass, kangaroos and 
Australian Aborigines: a case study from central Arnhem Land, northern Australia. 
Journal of Biogeography, 34(2), pp.237-250.  

Naess, A. (1988). Self-Realisation. In J. Seed (Ed.), Thinking like a Mountain: Towards a 
Council of all Beings New Society Publishers  

Naess, A. (1989a). Ecology, Community and Lifestyle: Outline of an Ecosophy Cambridge 
University Press.  

Naess, A. (1989b). Ecosophy and Gestalt Ontology. The Trumpeter: Voices from the 
Canadian Ecophilosophy Network, 6(4), 134-136.  



 231 

Naess, A. (2005). The Deep Ecology Movement: Some Philosophical Aspects. In A. Drengson 
(Ed.), The Selected Works of Arne Naess. Springer. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-4519-6_88 

Nelson, A., Ravichandran, K., & Antony, U. (2019). The impact of the Green Revolution on 
indigenous crops of India. Journal of Ethnic Foods, 6(8), 1-10. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1186/s42779-019-0011-9 

Neufeldt, H., Jahn, M., Campbell, B., Beddington, J., DeClerck, F., De Pinto, A., Gulledge, J., 
Hellin, J., Herrero, M., Jarvis, A., LeZaks, D., Meinke, H., Rosenstock, T., Scholes, M., 
Scholes, R., Vermeulen, S., Wollenberg, E., & Zougmoré, R. (2013). Beyond climate-
smart agriculture: toward safe operating spaces for global food systems. Agriculture 
& Food Security, 2(12), 1-6.  

Newton, P., Civita, N., Frankel-Goldwater, L., Bartel, K., & Johns, C. (2020). What is 
Regenerative Agriculture? A Review of Scholar and Practitioner Definitions Based on 
Processes and Outcomes Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems 4(Article 577723). 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2020.577723 

Ngapo, T., Bilodeau, P., Arcand, Y., Charles, M., Diederichsen, A., Germain, I., Liu, Q., 
MacKinnon, S., Messiga, A., Mondor, M., Villeneuve, S., Ziadi, N., & Gariepy, S. 
(2021). Historical Indigenous Food Preparation Using Produce of the Three Sisters 
Intercropping System. Foods, 10(3), 524. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.3390/foods10030524 

Norberg-Hodge, H. (2016). Ancient Futures (3rd ed.). Local Futures.  
Norberg-Hodge, H. (2019). Local is our Future: Steps to an Economics of Happiness. Local 

Futures. 
K͛�ƌŝĞŶ, K., Carmona, R., Gram-Hanssen, I., Hochachka, G., Sygna, L., & Rosenberg, M. 

(2023). Fractal approaches to scaling transformations to sustainability. 
Ambio(Getting to solutions: moving beyond theory to practicel methods for change). 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-023-01873-w 

K͛�ŽŶŽŐŚƵĞ͕�d͕͘�DŝŶĂƐŶǇ͕��͕͘�Θ�DĐ�ƌĂƚŶĞǇ͕��͘�;ϮϬϮϮͿ͘�ZĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ��ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�/ƚƐ�
Potential to Improve Farmscape Function. Sustainability 14(5815), 1-25. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.3390/su14105815 

Page, C., & Witt, B. (2022). A Leap of Faith: Regenerative Agriculture as a Contested 
Worldview Rather Than as a Practice Change Issue. Sustainability, 14(14803), 1-20. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.3390/su142214803 

Papadopoulos, D. (2018). Experimental practice: technoscience, alterontologies and more-
than-social movements. Duke University Press.  

Pascoe, B. (2014). Dark emu black seeds: Agriculture or accident? Magabala Books.  
Patagonia. (2020). Why Regenerative Organic? . Patagonia Retrieved 10 June, from 
Patel, R. (2013). The Long Green Revolution. The Journal of Peasant Studies, 40(1), 1-63. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2012.719224 
Patel, S., Sharma, A., & Singh, G. (2020). Traditional agricultural practices in India: an 

approach for environmental sustainability and food security. Energy, Ecology and 
Environment 5, 253-271 https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s40974-020-00158-
2 

Paull, J. (2013). A history of the organic agriculture movement in Australia. In B. Mascitelli & 
A. Lobo (Eds.), Organics in the Global Food Chain (pp. 37-61, 241-244). Connor Court 
Publishing.  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-023-01873-w


 232 

Penniman, L. (2018). &ĂƌŵŝŶŐ�tŚŝůĞ��ůĂĐŬ͗�^ŽƵů�&ŝƌĞ�&Ăƌŵ͛Ɛ�Wractical Guide to Liberation on 
the Land. Chelsea Green Publishing  

Peter, G., Bell, M., Jarnagin, S., & Bauer, D. (2000). Coming back across the fence: 
Masculinity and the transition to sustainable agriculture. Rural Sociology, 65(2), 215-
233. https://doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1549-0831.2000.tb00026.x.  

Phillips, N., Lawrence, T. B., & Hardy, C. (2004). Discourse and institutions. Academy of 
Management Review, 29(4), 635ʹ652. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2004.14497617 

Pilgeram, R. (2019). How much does property cost up there?: Exploring the relationship 
between women, sustainable farming, and rural gentrification in the US. Society and 
Natural Resources, 32(8), 911ʹ927. 
https://doi.org/doi:10.1080/08941920.2018.1530818. 

Pimentel, D. (2005). Environmental and economic costs of the application of pesticides, 
primarily in the United States Environment, Development and Sustainability 7(2), 
229-252.  

Pimentel, D., McLaughlin, A., Zepp, B., Latikan, T., Kraus, T., Klienman, F., Vancini, W., Roach, 
E., Graap, E., Keeton, W., & Selig, G. (1991). Environment and economic effects of 
reducing pesticide use BioScience, 41(6), 402-409.  

Plaut, J., & Amedee, E. (2018). Becoming a Regenerative Practitioner: A Field Guide Institute 
for the Built Environment. 

Plaut, J., Dunbar, B., Wackerman, A., & Hodgin, S. (2012). Regenerative design: the LENSES 
Framework for buildings and communities Building Research and Information, 40(1), 
112-122.  

Plumwood, V. (2002). Environmental culture: the ecological crisis of reason. Routledge.  
Poelina, A., Marshall, C., Graham, M., Yunkaporta, T., Williams, R., Marsh, A., & Blacklock, F. 

(2021). Regenerative Songlines Australia Regenerative Songlines Australia Retrieved 
June 12, from https://www.regenerative-songlines.net.au 

Poelina, A., Wooltorton, S., Blaise, M., Luz Aniere, C., Horwitz, P., White, P., & Muecke, S. 
(2022). Regeneration time: ancient wisdom for planetary wellbeing Australian 
Journal of Environmental Education, 1-18. https://doi.org/DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1017/aee.2021.34 

Prokopy, L., Floress, K., Arbuckle, J., Church, S., Eanes, F., Gao, Y., Gramig, B., Ranjan, P., & 
Singh, A. (2019). Adoption of agricultural conservation practices in the United States: 
evidence from 35 years of quantitative literature. Journal of Soil and Water 
Conservation, 74(5), 520ʹ534. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2489/jswc.74.5.520 

Provenza, F. (2008). What does it mean to be locally adapted and who cares anyway? 
Journal of Animal Science, 86(14 Suppl), E271-284. https://doi.org/10.2527/jas.2007-
0468 

Puig de la Bellacasa, M. (2010). Ethical Doings in Naturecultures. Ethics, Place & 
Environment, 13(2), 151ʹ169.  

Quivira-Coalition. (2021). Solidarity Statement Quivira Coalition. Retrieved June 15, from 
https://quiviracoalition.org/solidarity-statement/ 

Rajaram, G., Erbach, D., & Warren, D. (1991). The role of indigenous tillage systems in 
sustainable food production. Agriculture and Human Values, 8, 149ʹ155. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01579667 



 233 

Raskin, J. (2002). Constructivism in psychology: personal construct psychology, radical 
constructivism, and social constructionism In J. Raskin & S. Bridges (Eds.), Studies in 
meaning: exploring constructivist psychology Pace University Press.  

RCS. (2019). Farming & Grazing for Profit School Folder & Worksheets. Resourse Consulting 
Services  

RCS. (2021). Quantum Leap ʹ Subtle Energy Workshops. Resource Consulting Services. 
https://www.rcsaustralia.com.au/products/family-business/graduate-
services/quantum-physics/ 

ZĞĞƐĞ͕��͘�;ϮϬϭϴͿ͘�tĞ�ǁŝůů�ŶŽƚ�ƉĞƌŝƐŚ͖�ǁĞ͛ƌĞ�ŐŽŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ŬĞĞƉ�ĨůŽƵƌŝƐŚŝŶŐ͛͗�ZĂĐĞ͕�ĨŽŽĚ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�
geographies of self-reliance. Antipode, 50(2), 407ʹ424.  

Regan, P. (2010). Unsettling the settler within: Indian residential schools, truth telling, and 
reconciliation in Canada. UBC Press.  

Regen1. (2022). ,ŽŵĞƉĂŐĞ͗�ǁĞ͛ƌĞ�ƌĂƉŝĚůǇ�ƐĐĂůŝŶŐ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ. Green Brown 
Blue. https://greenbrownblue.com/regen1/ 

Regenerative, A. C. (2022). Homepage: certified regenerative by AGW A Greener World 
(AGW) Retrieved 11/9, from https://agreenerworld.org/certifications/certified-
regenerative/ 

Regenesis. (2022). Regenesis Homepage. Regenesis. Retrieved 5 October, from 
https://regenesisgroup.com/ 

Regenified. (2022). Homepage Regenified Retrieved 11/9, from https://regenified.com/ 
Regrarians. (2021). Regrarians Platform Website Regrarians. http://www.regrarians.org/ 
Rekha, Naik, S., & Prasad, R. (2006). Pesticide residue in organic and conventional foodʹrisk 

analysis. J Chem Health Saf., 13, 12-19. 
https://doi.org/https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S107490980
5000262. 

Rhodes, C. (2017). The imperative of regenerative agriculture Science Progress 100(1), 80-
129.  

ZŝĐŚĂƌĚƐ͕��͕͘�Θ�>ĂǁƌĞŶĐĞ͕�'͘�;ϮϬϬϵͿ͘��ĚĂƉƚĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ŝŶ�YƵĞĞŶƐůĂŶĚ͛Ɛ�ƌĂŶŐĞůĂŶĚƐ͗��Ğůů�
grazing as an emerging ideology of pastoral-ecology. Land Use Policy, 26(3), 630-639. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2008.08.016 

Richards, L. (2014). Handling Qualitative Data: A Practical Guide (3 ed.). Sage.  
Rickards, L., & Howden, S. (2012). Transformational adaptation: agriculture and climate 

change Crop and Pasture Science 63(3), 240-250.  
Riedy, C. (2020). Discourse coalitions for sustainability transformations: Common ground 

and conflict beyond neoliberalism. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 
45, 100-112.  

Riedy, C. (2022). Discursive entrepreneurship: ethical meaning-making as a transformative 
practice for sustainable futures. Sustainability Science 17, 541ʹ554. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-021-00978-z 

Rivera Ferre, M. (2018). The resignification process of Agroecology: Competing narratives 
from governments, civil society and intergovernmental organizations. Agroecology 
and Sustainable Food Systems, 42(6), 666-685.  

Rivera-Ferre, M. (2018). The resignification process of Agroecology: Competing narratives 
from governments, civil society and intergovernmental organizations. Agroecology 
and Sustainable Food Systems, 42(6), 666ʹ685.  

Rockstrom, J., Steffen, W., Noone, K., Persson, A., Chapin III, F. S., Lambin, E., Lenton, T. M., 
Scheffer, M., Folke, C., Schellnhuber, H., Nykvist, B., De Wit, C. A., Hughes, T., van der 



 234 

Leeuw, S., Rodhe, H., Sorlin, S., Snyder, P. K., Costanza, R., Svedin, U., Falkenmark, 
M., Karlberg, L., Corell, R. W., Fabry, V. J., Hansen, J., Walker, B., Liverman, D., 
Richardson, K., Crutzen, P., & Foley, J. (2009). Planetary boundaries: exploring the 
safe operating space for humanity. . Ecology and Society 14(2), 32.  

Rodale. (2019). The Original Principles of Regenerative Agriculture. Rodale Institute. 
Rodale. (2022). Regenerative Organic Certified. Rodale Institute. Retrieved 6.11, from 

https://rodaleinstitute.org/regenerative-organic-certification/ 
Rodale, R. (1983). Breaking New Ground: The Search for a Sustainable Agriculture. Futurist 

17(1), 15-20.  
Rodale, R. (1986). Learning to think regeneratively. Bulletin of Science, Technology & Society, 

6, 6ʹ13.  
Rodale, R., & Rodale, M. (1989). Seven tendencies towards regeneration USA  
Romero-Briones, A., Salmon, E., Renick, H., & Costa, T. (2020). Recognition and Support of 

Indigneous California Land Stewards, Practitioners of Kincentric Ecology  (Nourishing 
Native Foods and Healths Issue. F. N. D. I. C. F. Funders. First Nations Development 
Institute & California Foodshed Funders. 
https://www.firstnations.org/publications/recognition-and-support-of-indigenous-
california-land-stewards-practitioners-of-kincentric-ecology/ 

Roots-Regenerative. (2023). Roots Regenerative: the next generation of grass-fed beef. 
Roots Regenerative. Retrieved 30.05, from https://www.rootsregenerative.com/ 

Rose, D. (2004). Reports from a Wild Country: Ethics for Decolonisation. University of New 
South Wales  

Ross, R. (2014). Indigenous healing: exploring traditional paths. Penguin.  
Roux-Rosier, A., Azambuja, R., & Islam, G. (2018). Alternative visions: permaculture as 

imaginaries of the Anthropocene Organization, 25(4), 550-572.  
Rowell, A. (2003). �ŽŶ͛ƚ�ǁŽƌƌǇ�ŝƚ͛Ɛ�ƐĂĨĞ�ƚŽ�ĞĂƚ͗�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌƵĞ�ƐƚŽƌǇ�ŽĨ�'D�ĨŽŽĚ͕��^��ĂŶĚ�ĨŽŽƚ�ĂŶĚ�

mouth Earthscan Publications Ltd. .  
Sahota, A. (2004). Overview of the Global Market for Organic Food & Drink. In H. Willer & M. 

Yussefi (Eds.), The World of Organic Agriculture - Statistics and Emerging Trends 
2004. International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements.  

Saldana, J. (2009). The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers Sage Publications  
Salmon, E. (2000). Kincentric Ecology: Indigenous Perceptions of the Human-Nature 

Relationship Ecological Applications, 10(5), 1327-1332  
Salmon, E. (2020). Iwigara: The Kinship of Plants and People; American Indian 

Ethnobotanical Traditions and Science Timber Press Inc. .  
Sandilands, C. (2016). Queer Ecology In J. Adamson, W. Gleason, & D. Pellow (Eds.), 

Keywords for Environmental Studies NYU Press. 
Sands, B., Machado, M., White, A., Zent, E. Gould, R., (2023). Moving towards an anti-

colonial definition for regenerative agriculture, Agriculture and Human Values, 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-023-10429-3   

Sanford. (2022). Carol Sanford Institute Homepage. Carol Sanford Institute. Retrieved 5 
October, from https://carolsanford.com/ 

Sanford, A. (2011). Ethics, Narrative, and Agriculture: Transforming Agricultural Practice 
through Ecological Imagination. Journal of Agricultural & Environmental Ethics, 24, 
283-303. https://doi.org/DOI 10.1007/s10806-010-9246-6 

Sanford, C. (2011). The Responsible Business: Reimagining Sustainability and Success. John 
Wiley & Sons.  

https://www.firstnations.org/publications/recognition-and-support-of-indigenous-california-land-stewards-practitioners-of-kincentric-ecology/
https://www.firstnations.org/publications/recognition-and-support-of-indigenous-california-land-stewards-practitioners-of-kincentric-ecology/


 235 

Sanford, C. (2017). The Regenerative Business: Redesign Work, Cultivate Human Potential, 
Achieve Extroadinary Outcomes. Nicholas Brealey Publishing  

Sanford, C. (2020). The Regenerative Life: Transform any Organisation, Our Society and your 
Destiny Nicholas Brealey Publishing  

Savory. (2020). Savory Institute Savory Institute Retrieved 12 June, from 
https://savory.global/ 

Savory, A. (2012). A New Context, A New Framework. https://savory.global/wp-
content/uploads/2018/08/new-context.pdf 

Savory, A., & Butterfield, J. (2016). Holistic Management Third Edition: A Commonsense 
Revolution to Restore our Environment (3 ed.). Island Press.  

Scheidel, A., Liu, J., Del Bene, D., Mingorria, S., & Villamayor-Tomas, S. (2022). Ecologies of 
contention: how more-than-human natures shape contentious actions and politics. 
The Journal of Peasant Studies, 1-22. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2022.2142567 

Schmid, O. (2007). Development of Standards for Organic Farming. In W. Lockeretz (Ed.), 
Organic Farming: An International History (pp. 152ʹ174). CABI.  

Schwandt, T. (1994). Constructivist, interpretivist approaches to human inquiry. In N. Denzin 
& Y. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of Qualitative Research (pp. 118-137). Sage  

Schwandt, T. (2000). Three epistemological stances for qualitative inquiry: interpretivism, 
hermeneutics, and social constructionism In N. Denzin & Y. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook 
of qualitative research (2nd ed.). Sage Publications  

Scrine, C., Farrant, B., Michie, C., Shepherd, C., & Wright, M. (2020). Implementing genuine 
participatory action research with Aboriginal Elders: The Ngulluk Koolunga Ngulluk 
Koort project. Action Research, 20(2), 144ʹ161. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1476750320932974 

SCU. (2019). Regenerative Agriculture Alliance (RAA) Southern Cross University Retrieved 
23.01.2020, from 

SCU. (2020). Parliamentary Friends of Regenerative Agriculture Group launches on National 
Ag Day. Southern Cross University. Retrieved 23.12, from 
https://www.scu.edu.au/engage/news/latest-news/2020/parliamentary-friends-of-
regenerative-agriculture-group-launches-on-national-ag-day.php 

SCU. (2022a). AGRC2005 - Ecological Perspectives: Human Ecology (2023) Sourthern Cross 
University Retrieved 23.12, from https://www.scu.edu.au/study-at-
scu/units/agrc2005/ 

SCU. (2022b). ENVR6008 - Ecological Perspectives for Transformational Change (2023). 
Southern Cross University. Retrieved 23.12, from https://www.scu.edu.au/study-at-
scu/units/envr6008/ 

Seymour, M. (2021). Caring food systems? The transformative potential of regenerative 
agriculture in New Zealand, University of Otago ]. New Zealand  

Seymour, M., & Connelly, S. (2022). Regenerative agriculture and a more-than-human ethic 
of care: a relational approach to understanding transformation. Agriculture and 
Human Values. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-022-10350-1 

Southern-Cross-Certified. (2023). Southern Cross Certified Regenerative Standard Southern 
Cross Certified. Retrieved 30.05, from 
https://www.sxcertified.com.au/Resources/Standards/Certified%20Regenerative%2
0Standard.pdf 



 236 

Shisler, R., & Sbicca, J. (2019). Agriculture as carework: The contradictions of performing 
femininity in a male-dominated occupation. Society and Natural Resources, 32(8), 
875ʹ892. 

Shiva, V., (2016a) Stolen harvest: the hijacking of the global food supply, University Press of 
Kentucky, USA  

Shiva, V., (2016b) The violence of the green revolution: third world agriculture, ecology, and 
politics, University Press of Kentucky, USA  

Slocum, R. (2007). Whiteness, space and alternative food practice. Geoforum, 38, 520ʹ533.  
Smith, L. (2012). Decolonizing methodologies: Research and Indigenous peoples. Zed Books 

Ltd.  
Smuts, J. C. (1973). Holism and Evolution. Greenwood Press.  
^ŵǇƚŚ͕�:͕͘�^ǁĞŶĚĞŶĞƌ͕��͕͘�Θ�<ĂǌǇĂŬ͕��͘�;ϮϬϭϴͿ͘�tŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ�ǁŽƌŬ͍�dŚĞ�ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�

farmwork and gender self-perception. Rural Sociology, 83(3), 654ʹ676. 
https://doi.org/doi:10.1111/ruso.12207. 

Soloviev, E. (2019, 22 September). Lineages of Regenerative Agriculture (Short Version).  
Soloviev, E., & Landua, G. (2016). Levels of Regenerative Agriculture (Vol. 1). Terra Genesis 

International  
Soul-Fire-Farm. (2018). Soul Fire Farm: Food Sovereignty Action Steps Soul Fire Farm  
Soul-Fire-Farm. (2022). Mission. Soul-Fire-Farm. Retrieved 25.02, from 

https://www.soulfirefarm.org 
Star, S. (1988). Chapter 2 - The Structure of Ill-Structured Solutions: Boundary Objects and 

Heterogeneous Distributed Problem Solving In L. Gasser & M. Huhns (Eds.), 
Distributed Artificial Intelligence (Vol. 2, pp. 37-54). Morgan Kaufmann. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/C2009-0-27575-1 

^ƚĂƌ͕�^͕͘�Θ�'ƌŝĞƐĞŵĞƌ͕�:͘�;ϭϵϴϵͿ͘�/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂů��ĐŽůŽŐǇ͕�͚dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶƐ͛�ĂŶĚ��ŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ�KďũĞĐƚƐ͗�
�ŵĂƚĞƵƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�WƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůƐ�ŝŶ��ĞƌŬĞůĞǇ͛Ɛ�DƵƐĞƵŵ�ŽĨ�sĞƌƚĞďƌĂƚĞ��ŽŽůŽŐǇ͕�ϭϵϬϳ-39 
Social Studies of Science 19(3), 387-420.  

Steffen, W., Richardson, K., RockstrƂm, J., Cornell, S., Fetzer, I., Bennett, E., Biggs, R., 
Carpenter, S., de Vries, W., de Wit, C., Folke, C., & al., e. (2015). Planetary 
boundaries: guiding human development on a changing planet. Science, 347(6223), 
1259855. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1259855 

Steiner, R. (1993). Agriculture. Bio-Dynamic Farming and Gardening Assoc. Inc. .  
Steiner, R. (2005). Occult Science: An Outline Rudolf Steiner Press.  
Stengers, I. (2018). The challenge of ontological politics. In A world of many worlds. Duke 

University Press.  
Strong, T. (2015). On Being a Social Constructionist in a More Than Human World. In J. 

Raskin, S. Bridges, & J. Kahn (Eds.), Studies in Meaning 5: Perturbing the Status Quo 
in Constructivist Psychology (pp. 91-118). Pace University Press.  

Svec, P., Berkebile, R., & Todd, J. (2012). REGEN: toward a tool for regenerative thinking 
Building Research and Information, 40(1), 81-94.  

Swaney, D., Hong, B., Ti, C., Howarth, R., & Humborg, C. (2012). Net anthropogenic nitrogen 
inputs to watersheds and riverine N export to coastal waters: a brief overview. 
Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 4(2), 203-211.  

TallBear, K. (2018). Making love and relations beyond settler sex and family In A. Clarke & D. 
Haraway (Eds.), Making Kin Not Population Prickely Paradigm Press.  

Terra-Genesis. (2022). Homepage: Cultivating Transformation. Terra Genesis. https://terra-
genesis.com 



 237 

Thorpe, R. (2008). Introduction: constructionist approaches to management research. 
Management Learning, 39(3), 115-121.  

Tiller, W. (1999). Alternative Medicine: Subtle Energy. Science and Medicine, 6(3), 28-33.  
Tittonell, P., El Mujtar, V., Felix, G., Kebede, Y., Laborda, L., Soto, R., & de Vente, J. (2022). 

Regenerative agriculture - agroecology without politics? . Frontiers in Sustainable 
Food Systems, 6(844261), 1-19. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2022.844261 

Toensmeier, E. (2016). The Carbon Farming Solution: A Global Toolkit of Perrenial Crops and 
Regenerative Agriculture Praxtices for Climate Change Mitigation and Food Security  
Chelsea Green Publishing.  

Triplett, G., & Dick, W. (2008). No-Tillage Crop Production: A Revolution in Agriculture! 
Agronomy Journal, 100, S153ʹS165.  

Tuck, E., & Yang, K. (2012). Decolonization is not a metaphor. Decolonization: Indigeneity, 
Education & Society, 1(1), 1-40.  

UCA. (2015). Walking together: exploring the covenant between first and second peoples 
Uniting Church in Australia Assembly  

Ulloa, A. (2017). Perspectives of environmental justice from Indigenous peoples of Latin 
America: A relational Indigenous environmental justice. Environmental Justice, 10(6), 
175ʹ180.  

United, H. F. U. (2020). Zach Bush MD Keynote: Hawaii Farmers Union United Hawaii 
Farmers Union United. 

Valera, L. (2018). Home, Ecological Self and Self-Realization: Understanding Asymmetrical 
ZĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ�dŚƌŽƵŐŚ��ƌŶĞ�EčƐƐ͛Ɛ��ĐŽƐŽƉŚǇ͘�Journal of Agricultural & 
Environmental Ethics, 31, 661-675. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s10806-
018-9715-x 

sĂůĞƌĂ͕�>͘�;ϮϬϭϵͿ͘��ĞƉƚŚ͕��ĐŽůŽŐǇ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ��ĞĞƉ��ĐŽůŽŐǇ�DŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ͗��ƌŶĞ�EčƐƐ͛Ɛ�WƌŽƉŽƐĂů�
for the Future. Environmental Ethics, 41, 293-303.  

Verification, E. O. (2022). Ecological Outcomes Verification (EOV) Land to Market. Savory 
Institute: Land to Market Retrieved 11/9, from https://savory.global/wp-
content/uploads/2018/08/0828_EOVDoc.pdf 

Verified, R. (2022). Soil regen: your soil health legacy starts here Soil Regen Retrieved 11/9, 
from https://www.agsoilregen.com/regenerativeverified 

Verlie, B. (2022). Climate justice in more-than-human worlds. Environmental Politics, 31(2), 
297-319. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2021.1981081 

Vogt, G. (2007). The Origins of Organic Farming. In W. Lockeretz (Ed.), Organic Farming: An 
International History (pp. 9ʹ29). CABI.  

Voisin, A. (1988). Grass Productivity. Island Press.  
Vygotsky, L. (1981). The genesis of higher mental functions. In J. Wertsch (Ed.), The concept 

of activity in Soviet psychology M.W. Sharpe.  
tĂŚů͕��͘�;ϮϬϬϱͿ͘�͞�ĂƌƚĞ��ŵƉŝƌŝĞ͗͟�'ŽĞƚŚĞĂŶ�^ĐŝĞŶĐĞ�ĂƐ�Ă�tĂǇ�ŽĨ�<ŶŽǁŝŶŐ͘�Janus Head, 8(1), 

58-76.  
Wahl, D. C. (2016). Designing Regenerative Cultures Triarchy Press  
Wang, B. (2016). The social and historical construction of social constructionism: Prof. KJ 

Gergen in dialogue Culture & Psychology, 22(4), 565-573.  
Waring, H. (2018). Discourse Analysis: the questions discourse analysts ask and how they 

answer them Routledge 



 238 

Walsh, Z., Böhme, J., & Wamsler, C. (2021). Towards a relational paradigm in sustainability 
research, practice and education. Ambio, 50, 74-84. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-
020-01322-y  

West, S., Haider, L., Stålhammar, S., & Woroniecki, S. (2020). A relational turn for 
sustainability science? Relational thinking, leverage points and transformations. 
Ecosystems and People, 16(1), 304-325. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/26395916.2020.1814417 

Wezel, A., Bellon, S., Doré, T., Francis, C., Vallod, D., & David, C. (2009). Agroecology as a 
science, a movement and a practice. A review. Agronomy for Sustainable 
Development, 29, 503ʹ515. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1051/agro/2009004 

White, C. (2018). Freedom Farmers: agricultural resistance and the black freedom 
movement. University of North Carolina Press.  

White, M., & Epston, D. (1990). Narrative Means to Therapeutic Ends. W.W. Norton.  
Whitfield, S., Dougill, A., Dyer, J., Kalaba, F., Leventon, J., & Stringer, L. (2015). Critical 

reflection on knowledge and narratives of conservation agriculture. Geoforum, 60, 
133-142. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2015.01.016 

Wilber, K. (2001). Sex, ecology, spirituality: The spirit of evolution. Shambhala Publications.  
World-Forum-for-Food-Sovereignty. (2007). Declaration of the Forum for Food Sovereignty, 

Nyéléni 2007. Nyéléni. https://nyeleni.org/IMG/pdf/DeclNyeleni-en.pdf 
Wright, J. (2021). Subtle Agroecologies: farming with the hidden half of nature (J. Wright & 

N. Parrott, Eds.). CRC Press  
Wright, J., Kieft, H., & von Diest, S. (2017, Novemebr 9-11). Quantum-Based Agriculture: the 

Final Frontier? Innovative Research for Organic Agriculture 3.0: Proceedings of the 
Scientific Track at the Organic World Congress, New Delhi, India. 

WWF. (2022). Regenerate Australia. World Wildlife Fund. Retrieved 24.2, from 
https://www.wwf.org.au/what-we-do/regenerate-australia#gs.qmq4ra 

Yadav, I., Devi, N., Syed, J., Cheng, Z., Li, J., Zhang, G., & Jones, K. (2015). Current status of 
persistent organic pesticides residues in air, water, and soil, and their possible effect 
on neighboring countries: a comprehensive review of India. Sci Total Environ, 51(1), 
123ʹ137.  

Yandaarra-with-Gumbaynggirr-Country, Smith, S., Marshall, B., Smith, N., Wright, S., Daley, 
L., & Hiodge, P. (2021). Ethics and consent in more-than-human research: some 
considerations from/with/as/ Gumbaynggirr Country, Australia Transactions of the 
Institute of British Geographers 00, 1-6. https://doi.org/10.1111/tran.12520 

Yeomans, P. (1958). The Challenge of Landscape: the development and practice of keyline. 
Keyline Publishing.  

Yeomans, P. (1971). The City Forest: the keyline plan for the human environment revolution. 
Keyline Publishing.  

Yeomans, P. (1993). Water for Every Farm: Yeomans Keyline Plan Griffin Press Pty. Ltd. .  
Yunkaporta, T. (2019). Sand Talk: How Indigenous Thinking Can Save the World The Text 

Publishing Company  
Zari, M. (2012). Ecosystem services analysis for the design of regenerative built 

environments Building Research and Information, 40(1), 54-64.  
Zari, M. (2015). Ecosystem serviices analysis: Mimicking ecosystem services for regenerative 

urban design International Journal of Sustainable Built Environment 4(1), 145-157.  
 
 



 239 

Appendix A: 267 grey and academic items reviewed for the literature 
review: transforming landscapes and mindscapes through 
regenerative agriculture (chapter two)  
 
 
Ackerman-leist, P. 2013. Rebuilding the Foodshed: How to Create Local, Sustainable and 

Secure Food Systems. A Community Resilience Guide. USA: Chelsea Green Publishing. 
Akabane, G., J. Kassai, and A. Galhardi. 2017. The permanent agriculture as a means of 

harmony between nature cycle and human being. Journal of Environmental Science, 
Toxicology and Food Technology 11:46ʹ55. doi:https://doi.org/10.9790/2402-
1106034655. 

Al-Kaisi, M., and R. Lal. 2020. Aligning science and policy of regenerative agriculture. Soil 
Science Society of America Journal. doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/saj2.20162. 

Albrecht, W.A. 1975 (2005). Soil Fertility and Animal Health. The Albrecht Papers Austin, 
Texas: Acres USA  

Alexander, C., S. Ishikawa, M. Silverstein, M. Jacobson, I. Fiksdahl-King, and S. Angel. 1977. A 
Pattern Language USA: Oxford University Press USA  

Alhinai, M., and T. Milstein. 2019. From kin to commodity: ecocultural relations in transition 
in Oman. Local Environment 24:1078ʹ96. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2019.1672635. 

Altieri, M., C. Nicholls, and R. Montalba. 2017. Technological approaches to sustainable 
agriculture at a crossroads: an agroecological perspective. Sustainability 9 (349). 
doi:https://doi.org/10.3390/su9030349. 

Altieri, M.A. 1995. Agroecology: The Science of Sustainable Agriculture 2Aufl. Boulder, Co.: 
Westview Press. 

Altieri, M.A. 2007. The Science of Sustainable Agriculture 3Aufl. Boulder, Co.: Westview 
Press. 

Anderson, M., and M. Revera-Ferre. 2021. Food system narratives to end hunger: extractive 
versus regenerative. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 49:18-25. 

Anderson, M., and M. Rivera-Ferre. 2020. Unsustainable by Design: Extractive Narratives of 
Ending Hunger and Regenerative Alternatives. Current Opinion in Environmental 
Sustainability. 

Anderson, S. 2019. KŶĞ�^ŝǌĞ�&ŝƚƐ�EŽŶĞ͗����Ăƌŵ�'ŝƌů͛Ɛ�^ĞĂƌĐŚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�WƌŽmise of Regenerative 
Agriculture Lincoln University of Nebraska Press. 

Andrade, D., F. Pasini, and F. Scarano. 2020. Syntropy and innovation in agriculture. Current 
Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 45:20-4. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2020.08.003. 

Andrews, P. 2014. Back from the Brink: How Australia's Landscape Can Be Saved. Australia: 
ABC Books. 

Angarova, G., T. Ruka, S. Mitambo, B. Guri, K. Frederick, R. Haslett-Marroquin, M. Nelson, N. 
Kelley, and K. Chayne. 2020. Whitewashed Hope: A message from 10+ Indigenous 
leaders and organizations: Regenerative Agriculture & Permaculture offer narrow 
solutions to the climate crisis. Accessed 11.07 2020. 

Antrop, M., and V. Van Eetvelde. 2017. Landscape perspectives: The holistic nature of 
landscape. Landscape Series Dordrecht, The Netherlands Springer. 



 240 

�ƌŵŽŶ͕�:͕͘�ĂŶĚ��͘��ƌŵŽŶ͘�ϮϬϭϱ͘��ƵůƚŝǀĂƚŝŶŐ�ŝŶƚŝŵĂĐǇ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĂƚƵƌĂů�ǁŽƌůĚ͗�ĐŽůůĞŐĞ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ͛�
care, connection, and regeneration in an agriculture-focused humanities course. 
Journal of Sustainability Education 9. 

Banjara, R., and M. Poudel. 2017. Sustainable model of organic agriculture: a case study of 
Nepalese farmers. Journal of Advanced Academic Research 3:142ʹ63. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.3126/jaar.v3i1.16624. 

Bateson, G. 1972. Steps to an Ecology of Mind Chicago University of Chicago Press  
Bateson, G. 2002. Mind and Nature: A Necessary Unity USA: Hampton Press. 
Baumber, A., G. Metternicht, R. Cross, L. Ruoso, A. Cowie, and C. Waters. 2019. Promoting 

co-benefits of carbon farming in Oceania: Applying and adapting approaches and 
metrics from existing market-based schemes. Ecosystem Services 39:100982. 

Baumber, A., C. Waters, R. Cross, G. Metternicht, and M. Simpson. 2020. Carbon farming for 
resilient rangelands: people, paddocks and policy. The Rangeland Journal. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1071/RJ20034. 

Becker, W., U. Kreuter, S. Atkinson, and R. Teague. 2017. Whole-Ranch Unit Analysis of 
Multipaddock Grazing on Rangeland Sustainability in North Central Texas. Rangeland 
Ecology & Management 70 (4):448-55. 

Benne, B., and P. Mang. 2015. Working regeneratively across scales - insights from nature 
applied to the built environment Journal of Cleaner Production 109:42-52. 

Bennett, J., A. McBratney, D. Field, D. Kidd, U. Stockmann, C. Liddicoat, and S. Grover. 2019. 
Soil security for Australia. Sustainability 11 (3416). 
doi:https://doi.org/10.3390/su11123416. 

Berardi, G., R. Green, and B. Hammond. 2011. Stability, sustainability, and catastrophe: 
Applying resilience thinking to U. S. agriculture. Human Ecology Review 18:115ʹ25. 

Berry, W. 1997 (1996 3rd edn) The Unsettling of America: Culture and Agriculture San 
Francisco: Sierra Club Books. 

Berry, W. 2012. The Art of the Commonplace: The Agrarian Essays of Wendell Berry. India: 
Banyan Tree. 

Beus, C., and R. Dunlap. 1990. Conventional versus alternative agriculture: the paradigmatic 
roots of the debate. Rural Sociology 55:590ʹ616. doi:https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1549-
0831.1990.tb00699.x. 

Biggs, R., M. Schluter, and M. Schoon. 2015. Principles for Building Resilience: Sustaining 
Ecosystem Services in Social-Ecological Systems. Cambridge UK Cambridge University 
Press. 

Boggess, W. 2010. The changing politics of agriculture and the environment: what role for 
agricultural economists? Journal of Agribusiness 8:85-94  

Bond, A. 2009. Contextual analysis of agroforestry adoption in the buffer zone of 
podocarpus national park, Ecuador. Journal of Sustainable Forestry 28:825ʹ43. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/10549810902794568. 

Bortoft, H. 1996. dŚĞ�tŚŽůĞŶĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�EĂƚƵƌĞ͗�'ŽĞƚŚĞ͛Ɛ�tĂǇ�ƚŽǁĂƌĚ�Ă�^ĐŝĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ��ŽŶĐŝŽƵƐ�
Participation in Nature. Renewal in Science. USA: Lindisfarne Books  

Brewer, J. 2019. GuidŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ��ŵĞƌŐĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�,ƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ�&ƵƚƵƌĞ͗�ZĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�WĞĚĂŐŽŐǇ�
of Bioregional Regeneration. Costa Rica: Regenerative Communities Network. 

Bridgeford, M. �Ăƚ͙dŚŝŶŬ͙,ĞĂů͗�KŶĞ�&ĂŵŝůǇ͛Ɛ�^ƚŽƌǇ�ŽĨ��ŝƐĐŽǀĞƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�,ĞĂůŝŶŐ�WŽǁĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�
Food and Thought. Bloomington, IN: Balboa Press. 

Briske, D., A. Ash, J. Derner, and L. Huntsinger. 2013. Commentary: a critical assessment of 
the policy endorsement for Holistic Management Agric. Syst. 125:50-3. 



 241 

Briske, D., J. Derner, J. Brown, S. Fuhlendorf, W. Teague, K. Havstad, R. Gillen, A. Ash, and W. 
Willms. 2008. Rotational grazing on rangelands: Reconciliation of perception and 
experimental evidence Rangeland Ecology & Management 61 (1):3-17. 

Briske, D., N. Sayre, L. Huntsinger, M. Fernandez-Gimenez, B. Budd, and J. Derner. 2011. 
Origin, persistence and resolution of the rotational grazing debate: integrating 
human dimensions into rangeland research. Rangeland Ecology & Management 64 
(4):325-34  

Brown, G. 2018. �ŝƌƚ�ƚŽ�^Žŝů͗�KŶĞ�&ĂŵŝůǇ͛Ɛ�:ŽƵƌŶĞǇ�ŝŶƚŽ�ZĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ��ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�USA: 
Chelsea Green Publishing  

Brussaard, L., P. Ruiter, and G. Brown. 2007. Soil biodiversity for agricultural sustainability. 
Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment 121 (3):233-44. 

Burkhardt, J. 1989. The morality behind sustainability. Journal of Agricultural Ethics 2:113ʹ
28. doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01826927. 

California State University (CSU) Chico. 2017. What is Regenerative Agriculture? Definitions.  
. https://holisticmanagement.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/Regen-Ag-
Definition-2-23-17.pdf. Accessed 14.10 2019. 

Callicott, J. 1988. Agroecology in context. Journal of Agricultural Ethics 1:3ʹ9. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02014458. 

Camrass, K. 2020. Regenerative Futures. Emerald Publishing Limited: Foresight. 
doi:10.1108/FS-08-2019-0079. 

Capra, F., and P. Luigi Luisi. 2016. The Systems View of Life: A Unifying Vision. Cambridge UK 
Cambridge University Press  

Carson, R. 1962 (1972 repr.). Silent Spring. Ringwood, Vic. : Pengiun  
Carter, A., C. Chennault, and A. Kruzic. 2018. Public action for public science: re-imagining 

the Leopold Center for Sustainable Agriculture. Capitalism, Nature, Socialism 29:69ʹ
88. doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/10455752.2017.1423364. 

Centemeri, L. 2018. Commons and the new environmentalism of everyday life. Alternative 
value practices and multispecies commoning in the permaculture movement. 
Rassegna Italiana Di Sociologia 59 289ʹ313. doi:https://doi.org/10.1423/90581. 

Chen, R., and M. Wong. 2016. Integrated wetlands for food production. Environmental 
Research Letters 148:429ʹ42. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2016.01.007. 

Chiappe, M., and C. Flora. 1998. Gendered elements of the alternative agriculture paradigm. 
Rural Sociology 63:372ʹ93. doi:https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1549-0831.1998.tb00684.x. 

�ůĞŐŐ͕�W͘�ϮϬϭϮ͘���ƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ�ǀŝĞǁ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�͚ZĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�WĂƌĂĚŝŐŵ͛͘�Building Research and 
Information 40 (3):365-8. 

Codur, A., and J. Watson. 2018. Climate smart or regenerative agriculture? Defining climate 
policies based on soil health. Tufts University: Global Development And Environment 
Institute. 

Cole, R. 2012a. Regenerative design and development: current theory and practice Building 
Research and Information 40 (1):1-6. 

Cole, R. 2012b. Transitioning from green to regenerative design Building Research and 
Information 40 (1):39-53. 

Cole, R., P. Busby, R. Guenther, L. Briney, A. Blaviesciunaite, and T. Alencar. 2012. A 
regenerative design framework: setting new aspirartions and initiating new 
discussions Building Research and Information 40 (1):95-111. 

Cole, R., A. Oliver, and J. Robinson. 2013. Regenerative design, socio-ecological systems and 
co-evolution. Building Research and Information 41 (2):237-47. 



 242 

Cole, R., and J. Robinson. 2015. Theoretical underpinnings of regenerative sustainability 
Building Research and Information 43 (2):133-43. 

Colley, T., S. Olsen, M. Birkved, and M. Hauschild. 2019. Delta Life Cycle Assessment of 
Regenerative Agriculture in a Sheep Farming System Life Cycle and Sustainability 16 
(2):282-90. 

Conway, G. 1985. Agroecosystem analysis. Agricultural Administration 20 (1):31-55. 
Conway, G. 1987. The properties of agroecosystems. Agricultural Systems 24 (2):95-117. 
Cross, R. 2013. Conversations with Farmers: Agri-ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�WƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ��ŚĂŶŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�͚�ĐŽ-

/ŶŶŽǀĂƚŽƌ͛͘�hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�EĞǁ�^ŽƵƚŚ�tĂůĞƐ͕��ƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͘ 
Cross, R., and P. Ampt. 2017. Exploring Agroecological Sustainability: Unearthing Innovators 

and Documenting a Community of Practice in Southeast Australia. Society and 
Natural Resources 30 (5):585-600. 

Dahlberg, K. 1992. The conservation of biological diversity and U.S. agriculture: Goals, 
institutions, and policies. Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment 42:177ʹ93. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-8809(92)90026-8. 

Dahlberg, K. 1994. A transition from agriculture to regenerative food systems Futures 26 
(2):170-9. 

Davis, E. 2009. Scripture, Culture and Agriculture: An Agrarian Reading of the Bible. USA: 
Cambridge University Press. 

de Quincey, C. 2010. Radical Nature: The Soul of Matter. USA: Park Street Press. 
Dias, B. 2015. Beyond sustainability - biophilic and regenerative design in architecture 

European Scientific Journal 11 (9):147-58. 
Dias, B. 2018. Regenerative development: Building evolutive capacity for healthy living 

systems. International Journal of Design & Nature and Ecodynamics 13:315ʹ23. 
Diop, A. 1999. Sustainable agriculture: New paradigms and old practices? Increased 

production with management of organic inputs in Senegal. . Environment, 
Development and Sustainability 1:285ʹ96. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1010026922142. 

Drengson, A. 1985. The two philosophies of agriculture: from industrial paradigms to natural 
patterns. The Trumpeter: Voices from the Canadian Ecophilosophy Network 3:17ʹ22. 

du Plessis, C. 2012. Towards a regenerative paradigm for the built environment Building 
Research and Information 40 (1):7-22. 

du Plessis, C., and P. Brandon. 2015. An ecological worldview as basis for a regenerative 
sustainability paradigm for the built environment Journal of Cleaner Production 
109:53-61. 

Duncan, J., M. Carolan, and J. Wiskerke. 2020. Routledge Handbook of Sustainable and 
Regenerative Food Systems NY: Routledge. 

Duncan, T. 2015. Case Study: Taranaki Farm Regenerative Agriculture: Pathways to 
Integrated Ecological Farming. In Land restoration: Reclaiming landscapes for a 
sustainable future, eds. I. Chabay, M. Frick, and J. Helgeson. ProQuest Ebook Central 
https://ebookcentral.proquest.com: Elsevier Science & Technology. 

Duncan, T., and A. Savory. 2015. Regenerating Agriculture to Sustain Civilisation In Land 
restoration: Reclaiming landscapes for a sustainable future, eds. I. Chabay, M. Frick, 
and J. Helgeson. ProQuest Ebook Central https://ebookcentral.proquest.com: 
Elsevier Science & Technology. 

East, M. 2019. Maximising the edges of natural and human systems: The case for 
sociotones. Sustainability 11. doi:https://doi.org/10.3390/SU11247203. 



 243 

East, M., and C. Mare. 2018. Community-based solutions to locally-sourced food production 
systems featuring the revival of indigenous knowledge. Ecocycles 4:4, 32ʹ40. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.19040/ecocycles.v4i1.96. 

Egri, C. 1997. War and peace on the land: An analysis of the symbolism of organic farming. 
Organizations and Societies 3:17ʹ40. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/10245289708523486. 

Eisenstein, C. 2011. Sacred Economics: money, gift and society in the age of transition USA: 
North Atlantic Books. 

Elevitch, C., D. Mazaroli, and D. Ragone. 2018. Agroforestry Standards of Regenerative 
Agriculture Sustainability 10 (3337):1-21. doi:10.3390/su10093337. 

Engel, C. 2003. Wild Health: lessons in natural wellness from the animal kingdom. USA: 
Houghton Mifflin Company  

Esbjorn-Hargens, S., and M. Zimmerman. Integral Ecology: Uniting Multiple Perspectives on 
the Natural World USA: Integral Books. 

Esbjornson, C. 1992. Once and future farming: Some meditations on the historical and 
cultural roots of sustainable agriculture in the United States. Agriculture and Human 
Values 9:20ʹ30. doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02217918. 

Esteves, A. 2019. Peace education for the Anthropocene? The contribution of regenerative 
ecology and the ecovillages movement. Journal of Peace Education. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/17400201.2019.1657817. 

Fath, B., D. Fiscus, S. Goerner, A. Berea, and R. Ulanowicz. 2019. Measuring regenerative 
economics: 10 principles and measures undergirding systemic economic health. 
Global Transitions 1:15ʹ27. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.glt.2019.02.002. 

Feldman, M., J. Ikerd, S. Watkins, C. Mitchell, J. Bowman, and C. Ostrander. 2020. 
Regenerative Farming and the Green New Deal. In Green New Deal Policy Series: 
Food and Agriculture, ed. G. Carlock. USA: Data for Progress. 

France, R. 2008. Handbook of Regenerative Landscape Design Boca Raton, FL CRC Press, 
Taylor Francis Group. 

Francis, C. 2016. The carbon farming solution: a global toolkit of perennial crops and 
regenerative agriculture practices for climate change mitigation and food security. . 
Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems. 40 (9):1039-40. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2016.1214861. 

Francis, C., and R. Harwood. 1985. Enough Food: Achieving Food Security Through 
Regenerative Agriculture Kutztown, PA Rodale Institute  

Francis, C., R. Harwood, and J. Parr. 1986. The potential for regenerative agriculture in the 
developing world. American Journal of Alternative Agriculture 1 (2):65-74. 

Fukuoka, M. 1978. The One-Straw Revolution. An Introduction to Natural Farming. Emmaus: 
Rodale Press. 

Fullerton, J. 2015. Regenerative Capitalism: How Universal Principles and Patterns Will 
Shape Our New Economy. New York Capital Institute. 

Gagliano, M. 2018. Thus Spoke the Plant: a remarkable journey of groundbreaking scientific 
discoveries and personal encounters with plants. USA: North Atlantic Books. 

Gammage, W. 2011. The Biggest Estate on Earth: How Aborigines made Australia. Crows 
Nest, Sydney: Allen & Unwin  

Gibbons, L. 2020. Regenerative - the New Sustainable? . Sustainability 12 (5483):1-19. 
doi:10.3390/su12135483. 



 244 

Gliessman, S.R. 1990. Agroecology: Researching the Ecological Basis for Sustainable 
Agriculture. New York: Springer-Verlag. 

Gliessman, S.R. 2001. Agroecosystem Sustainability: Developing Practical Strategies. In 
Advances in Agroecology ed. S.R. Gliessman. Boca Raton, Fl.: CRC Press. 

Gliessman, S.R. 2007. Agroecology. The Ecology of Sustainable Food Systems. 2 Aufl. Boca 
Raton, Fl: CRC Press. 

Gopal, M., A. Gupta, K. Hameed, N. Sathyaseelan, T. Rajeela, and G. Thomas. 2020. Biochars 
produced from coconut palm biomass residues can aid regenerative agriculture by 
improving soil properties and plant yield in humid tropics. Biochar 2 (2):211-26. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/s42773-020-00043-5. 

Gosnell, H., S. Charnley, and P. Stanley. 2020a. Climate change mitigation as a co-benefit of 
regenerative ranching: insights from Australia and the United States The Royal 
Society Interface Focus 10 (5). doi:https://doi.org/10.1098/rsfs.2020.0027. 

Gosnell, H., N. Gill, and M. Voyer. 2019. Transformational adaptation on the farm: Processes 
ŽĨ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞƌƐŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ�ŝŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŝŽŶƐ�ƚŽ�͚ĐůŝŵĂƚĞ-ƐŵĂƌƚ͛�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�
Global Environmental Change 59 (101965):1-13. 

Gosnell, H., K. Grimm, and B. Goldstein. 2020b. A half century of holistic management: what 
does the evidence reveal? . Agriculture and Human Values 37:849-67. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10016-w. 

Gou, Z., and X. Xie. 2017. Evolving green building: triple bottom line or regenerative design? 
Journal of Cleaner Production 153:600-7. 

Graham, N., and R. Bartel. 2017. Farmscapes: property, ecological restoration and the 
reconciliation of human and nature in Australian agriculture. Griffith Law Review 26 
(2):221-47  

Grant, S. 2017. Organizing alternative food futures in the peripheries of the industrial food 
system. Journal of Sustainability Education 14. 

Haggard, B., and P. Mang. 2016. Regenerative Development and Design: A Framework for 
Evolving Sustainability. USA: John Wiley & Sons. 

Harland, M. 2017. Permaculture: dŽŽůƐ�ĨŽƌ�ŵĂŬŝŶŐ�ǁŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ�ůŝǀĞƐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĂďƵŶĚĂŶƚ͘�Feminist 
Theology 25:240ʹ7. doi:https://doi.org/10.1177/0966735017693769. 

Hartle, D. 2016. The Carbon Farming Solution: A Global Toolkit of Perennial Crops and 
Regenerative Agriculture Practices for Climate Change Mitigation and Food Security. 
Library Journal 141 (2):94-. 

Hawken, P. 2017. Drawdown: the most comprehensive plan ever proposed to reverse global 
warming. New York: NY Penguin  

,ĞŶƐĞů͕�<͘�ϮϬϭϴ͘�tŝůů�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ�ďĞĐŽŵĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞǆƚ�͚ŽƌŐĂŶŝĐ͍͛�͘ Food Technology 
(IFT NEXT) 23. 

Hes, D., and C. du Plessis. 2015. Designing for Hope: Pathways to Regenerative 
Sustainability. NY Routledge  

Hes, D., and N. Rose. 2019. Shifting from farming to tending the earth: A discussion paper 
Journal of Organics 6 (1):3-22. 

Hintz, C. 2015a. An ecology of love: women farmers, senes of place, the georgic ethic, and 
ecocentricity. Journal of Sustainability Education 9:1ʹ18. 

Hintz, C. 2015b. Soil in My Blood: Women Farmers, Transformative Learning, and 
Regenerative Agriculture  Prescott College ProQuest  



 245 

Hodbod, J., O. Barreteau, C. Allen, and D. Magda. 2016. Managing adaptively for 
multifunctionality in agricultural systems Journal of Environmental Management 
183:379-88. doi:10.1016/j.jenvman.2016.05.064. 

Holmgren, D. 2007. Permaculture: Principles and Pathways beyond Sustainability Revised 
Edition. Hepburn VIC, Australia Melliodora Publishing  

Howard, Albert. 1940. An Agricultural Testament. London: Oxford University Press. 
Howard, Albert. 2013. The Soil and Health: A Study of Organic Agriculture. Swadhyay 

Mandir, Indore Banyan Tree  
Hungerford, C. 2013. Good Health in the 21st Century Australia & New Zealand: Scribe 

Publications  
Hutchins, G., and L. Storm. 2019. Regenerative Leadership: The DNA of life-affirming 21st 

Century Organisations. Australia: Wordzworth Publishing  
Iles, A. 2020. Can Australia transition to an agroecological future? . Agroecology and 

Sustainable Food Systems:1-39. doi:10.1080/21683565.2020.1780537. 
Inside-Outside-Management. 2020. Holistic Management Folder & Worksheets. Australia: 

Inside-Outside Management  
Kambo, A., R. Drogemuller, and P. Yarlagadda. 2016. Ecological worldview and regenerative 

sustainability paradigm International Journal of Advances in Science, Engineering and 
Technology (IJASEAT) 4 (2 Special Issue 3):34-9. 

Kamenetzky, M., and R. Maybury. 1989. Agriculture in harmony with nature. Science and 
Public Policy 16:73ʹ82. doi:https://doi.org/10.1093/spp/16.2.73. 

Kassam, A., T. Friedrich, F. Shaxson, and J. Pretty. 2009. The spread of Conservation 
Agriculture: Justification, sustainability and uptake. International Journal of 
Agricultural Sustainability 7 (4):292-320. 

Kassam, A., and L. Kassam. 2021. 10 - Paradigms of agriculture. In Rethinking Food and 
Agriculture: New Ways Forward eds. A. Kassam, and L. Kassam, 181-218. UK: 
Woodhead Publishing Series in Food Science, Technology and Nutrition. 

Kearnes, M., and L. Rickards. 2020. Knowing Earth, Knowling Soil: Epistemological Work and 
the Political Aesthetics of Regenerative Agriculture In Thinking with Soils: Material 
Politics and Social Theory eds. J. Salazar, and C. Granjou, 71-84. London: Bloomsbury 
Publshing. 

Kenne, G., and R. Kloot. 2019. The carbon sequestration potential of regenerative farming 
practices in South Carolina, USA. American Journal of Climate Change 8:157ʹ72. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.4236/ajcc.2019.82009. 

Kimbrell, A. 2002. Fatal Harvest. The Tragedy of Industrial Agriculture. . Washington DC 
Island Press. 

Kimmerer, R. 2003. Gathering Moss: a natural and cultural hisotry of mosses USA: Oregon 
State University Press. 

Kimmerer, R. 2013. Braiding Sweetgrass: Indigenous Wisdom, Scientific Knowledge and the 
Teachings of Plants UK: Penguin Books. 

King, F. 2019. Farmers of Forty Centuries: Organic Farming in China, Korea and Japan. USA: 
Dover Publications. 

Koestler, Arthur. 1967. The Ghost in the Machine London, UK Hutchinson & Co. 
Korn, L. 2015. One-Straw Revolutionary: The Philosophy and Work of Masanobu Fukuoka. 

USA: Chelsea Green Publishing  
LaCanne, C., and J. Lundgren. 2018. Regenerative agriculture: merging farming and natural 

resource conservation profitably. PeerJ 6:e4428. doi:10.7717/peerj.4428. 



 246 

Lal, R. 2020. Regenerative Agriculture for Food and Climate Journal of Soil and Water 
Conservation 75 (5):pp.123A-4A. doi:10.2489/jswc.2020.0620A. 

Leopold, A. 1949. A sand county almanac. With essays on conversations from Round River. . 
Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Leu, A. 2020. An overview of global organic and regenerative agriculture movements In 
Organic Food Systems: meeting the needs of Southern Africa ed. R. Auerbach, 21-31. 
Wallingford, UK CABI. 

Lipton, Bruce. 2005. The Biology of Belief: Unleashing the Power of Consciousness, Matter, 
and Miracles Maryborough, VIC: Hay House Australia. 

>ŝƵ͕�>͘�ϮϬϬϵ͘�^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ͗�>ŝǀŝŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ�ŽǁŶ�ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ŵĞĂŶƐ͘�Sustainability 1:1412ʹ
143. doi:https://doi.org/10.3390/su1041412. 

Lunn-Rockliffe, S., M. Davies, A. Willman, H. Moore, J. McGlade, and D. Bent. 2020. Farmer 
Led Regenerative Agriculture for Africa. London: Institute for Global Prosperity. 

Lv, S., Y. Dong, Y. Jiang, H. Padilla, J. Li, and N. Uphoff. 2019. An Opportunity for 
Regenerative Rice Production: Combining Plastic Film Cover and Plant Biomass 
Mulch with No-Till Soil Management to Build Soil Carbon, Curb Nitrogen Pollution, 
and Maintain High-Stable Yield. Agronomy 9 (600):1-22. 
doi:doi:10.3390/agronomy9100600. 

Lyle, J. 1994. Regenerative Design for Sustainable Development New York: John Wiley & 
Sons  

Macy, J. 2007. World as Lover, World as Self Berkely, California Parallax Press  
Mang, P., and B. Reed. 2012. Designing from Place: a regenerative framework and 

methodology Building Research and Information 40 (1):23-38. 
Mann, C., J. Parkins, M. Isaac, and K. Sherren. 2019. Do practitioners of holistic management 

exhibit systems thinking? . Ecology and Society 24 (3):19. 
Mann, C., and K. Sherren. 2018. Holistic managemĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ĂĚĂƉƚŝǀĞ�ŐƌĂǌŝŶŐ͗�Ă�ƚƌĂŝŶĞƌ͛Ɛ�ǀŝĞǁ�

Sustainability (special issue on agroecology for the transition towards socio-
ecological sustainability) 10 (6):1848. 

Mansata, B. 2010. The Vision of Natural Farming. India Earthcare Books. 
Massy, C. 2013. Transforming the Earth: a study in the change of agricultural mindscapes. 

Australian National University, Canberra. 
Massy, C. 2017. Call of the reed warbler: A new agricultureͶA new earth. Australia 

University of Queensland Press. 
Massy, C. 2020. COVIDǦ19, the Anthropocene, and transformative change. Agriculture and 

Human Values 37 (3):551ʹ2  
Mattheck, C. 1998. Design in Nature: learing from trees Berlin, Germany Springer-Verlag 

Berlin Heidelberg. 
Maturana, H. 2002. Autopoiesis, structural coupling and cognition: A history of those and 

other notions in the biology of cognition. Cybernetics and Human Knowing 9 (3-
4):pp.5-34. 

Maturana, H., and F. Varela. 1980. Autopoiesis and Cognition: The Realisation of the Living. 
Dordrecht, Holland: Reidel Publishing Company  

Maturana, H., and F. Varela. 1992. The Tree of Knowledge. The Biological Roots of Human 
Understanding. Boston: Shambhala Publications. 

Maye, D. 2018. Examining innovation for sustainability from the bottom up: an analysis of 
the permaculture community in England. Sociologia Ruralis 58 (2):331ʹ50. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12141. 



 247 

McDonald, D. 2017. We can raise cattle in regenerative agriculture New Scientist 236 
(3149):54-. 

Meadows, D, Randers, J. 2012. The Limits to Growth: the 30-year update 3Aufl.: Routledge. 
Meadows, D. 2009. Thinking in Systems - A Primer. The Sustainability Institute. 
Milder, J. 2018. Towards resilient agriculture and beyond: the promise of regenerative 

agriculture. Delft University of Technology & Leiden University, Netherlands. 
Mollison, B. 1979. Permaculture2: Practical Design for Town and Country in Permanent 

Agriculture Australia: Tagari Publications  
Mollison, B. 1988. Permaculture: A Designers Manual Tasmania, Australia: Tagari 

Publications. 
Montgomery, D. 2017. Growing a Revolution: Bringing Our Soils Back to Life New York: WW 

Norton & Co. . 
Montgomery, D., and A> Bikle. 2016. The Hidden Half of Nature: the microbial roots of like 

and health. New York, USA W.W. Norton & Company  
Montgomery, D.R. 2007. Dirt: The Erosion of Civilizations. Berkeley. 
Morseletto, P. 2020. Restorative and regenerative: exploring the concepts in the circular 

economy Journal of Industrial Ecology 24:763ʹ73. 
Muller, E. 2020. Regenerative development as natural solution for sustainability In The Elgar 

Companion to Geography, Transdisciplinarity and Sustainability, eds. F. Sarmiento, 
and L. Frolich. Cheltenham, UK Edward Elgar Publishing  

Myers, K. 2020. Regenerative agriculture and landscape architecture: a promising 
partnership. University of Illinois, USA. 

Naess, A. 1988. Self-Realisation. In Thinking like a Mountain: Towards a Council of all Beings 
ed. J. Seed. Canad: New Society Publishers  

Naess, A. 1989. Ecology, Community and Lifestyle: Outline of an Ecosophy UK: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Newton, P., N. Civita, L. Frankel-Goldwater, K. Bartel, and C. Johns. 2020. What is 
Regenerative Agriculture? A Review of Scholar and Practitioner Definitions Based on 
Processes and Outcomes Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems 4 (Article 577723). 
doi:10.3389/fsufs.2020.577723. 

Norberg-Hodge, H. 2016. Ancient Futures. 3rd Aufl. USA Local Futures. 
Norberg-Hodge, H. 2019. Local is our Future: Steps to an Economics of Happiness. USA: Local 

Futures. 
Ogilvy, S., M. Gardner, T. Mallawaarachchi, J. Schirmer, K. Brown, and E. Heagney. 2018. 

Graziers with better profitability, biodiversity and wellbeing  Canberra, Australia  
Oluoko-Odingo, A., and E. Mutisya. 2014. Organic or inorganic agriculture: the 

environmental costs and imperatives for African agriculture. International Journal of 
Agriculture Innovations and Research 2:1101ʹ7. 

Paddock, Joe, Nancy Paddock, and Carol Bly. 1986. Soil and survival. Land stewardship and 
the future of American agriculture. 

Park, J., S. Ale, W. Teague, and S. Downhower. 2017. Simulating hydrologic responses to 
alternate grazing management practices at the ranch and watershed scales. Journal 
of Soil and Water Conservation 72 (2):102-21. 

Pascoe, Bruce. 2014. Dark emu black seeds: Agriculture or accident? Australia: Magabala 
Books. 

Pearce, F. 2015. dŚĞ�EĞǁ�tŝůĚ͗�ǁŚǇ�ŝŶǀĂƐŝǀĞ�ƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͛Ɛ�ƐĂůǀĂƚŝŽŶ�UK: Icon 
Books. 



 248 

Pearson, C. 2007. Regenerative, semiclosed systems: a priority for twenty-first-century 
agriculture. BioScience 57 (5):409-18. 

Plaut, J., and E. Amedee. 2018. Becoming a Regenerative Practitioner: A Field Guide 
Colorado State University Institute for the Built Environment. 

Plaut, J., B. Dunbar, A. Wackerman, and S. Hodgin. 2012. Regenerative design: the LENSES 
Framework for buildings and communities Building Research and Information 40 
(1):112-22. 

Proctor, P., and G. Cole. 2004. Grasp the Nettle Making Biodynamic Farming and Gardening 
Work. New Zealan: Random House. 

Provenza, F. 2004. Twentv-Five years of Paradox in Plant-Herbivore interactions and 
"Sustainable" Grazing Management. Rangelands 25 (6):4-15. 

Provenza, F. 2008. What does it mean to be locally adapted and who cares anyway? Journal 
of Animal Science 86 (14 Suppl):E271-84. doi:10.2527/jas.2007-0468. 

Provenza, F., S. Kronberg, and P. Gregorini. 2019. Is grassfed meat and dairy better for 
human and environmental health? Frontiers in Nutrition 6 (26). 
doi:https://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2019.00026. 

Provenza, F., H. Pringle, D. Revell, N. Bray, C. Hines, R. Teague, T. Steffens, and M. Barnes. 
2013. Complex creative systems: principles, processes, and practices of 
transformation Rangelands 35 (5):6-13. 

Quarles, W. 2018. Regenerative Agriculture Can Reduce Global Warming IPM Practitioner 36 
(1/2):1-8. 

Rashed, R. 2019. Urban Agriculture: A Regenerative Urban Development Practice to 
Decrease the Ecological Footprints of Cities. Envrionmental Science and Sustainable 
Development:85-98. doi:DOI: 10.21625/essd.v2i2.170. 

Raven, M. 2020. Regenerative Agriculture and Implications for Agriculture, Food, and 
Natural Resources Education. Journal of Agricultural Education 61 (1):1-12. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.5032/jae.2020.01001. 

Ravenscroft, N., N. Moore, E. Welch, and R. Hanney. 2013. Beyond agriculture: The counter-
hegemony of community farming. Agriculture and Human Values 30:629ʹ39. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-013-9437-7. 

RCS. 2019. Farming & Grazing for Profit School Folder & Worksheets. Australia: Resourse 
Consulting Services  

Regenesis. 2019. The Regenerative Practitioner Series Regenesis Institute for Regenerative 
Practice. 

Rhodes, C. 2012. Feeding and healing the world: through regenerative agriculture and 
permaculture. Science Progress 94 (4):345-446. 

Rhodes, C. 2013. Peak phosphorus - peak food? The need to close the phosphorus cycle. 
Science Progress 96:109ʹ52. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.3184/003685013X13677472447741. 

Rhodes, C. 2014. Soil erosion, climate change and global food security: Challenges and 
strategies. Science Progress 97:97ʹ153. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.3184/003685014X13994567941465. 

Rhodes, C. 2017. The imperative of regenerative agriculture Science Progress 100 (1):80-129. 
Rhodes, C. 2018. Pollinator decline ʹ An ecological calamity in the making? Science Progress 

101:121ʹ60. doi:https://doi.org/10.3184/003685018X15202512854527. 



 249 

Ridinger, R. 2016. Review of The Carbon Farming Solution: A Global Toolkit of Perennial 
Crops and Regenerative Agriculture Practices for Climate Change Mitigation and 
Food Security. Journal of Agricultural & Food Information 17 (2-3):200. 

Rodale, R. 1986. Learning to think regeneratively. Bulletin of Science, Technology & Society 
6:6ʹ13. 

Rodale, R., and M. Rodale. 1989. Seven tendencies towards regeneration Accessed. 
Romero-Briones, A., E. Salmon, H. Renick, and T. Costa. 2020. Recognition and Support of 

Indigneous California Land Stewards, Practitioners of Kincentric Ecology  In 
Nourishing Native Foods and Healths USA: First Nations Development Institute & 
California Foodshed Funders. 

Rowarth, J., A. Roberts, W. King, and M. Manning. 2020. New-generative agriculture ʹ based 
on science, informed by research and honed by New Zealand farmers. Journal of 
New Zealand Grasslands 82:221-9. doi:https://doi.org/10.33584/jnzg.2020.82.XXX. 

Sahu, G., and S. Das. 2020. Regenerative Agriculture: Future of Sustainable Food Production. 
Biotica Research Today 2 (8). 

Sanford, C. 2011. The Responsible Business: Reimagining Sustainability and Success. New 
York: John Wiley & Sons. 

Sanford, C. 2017. The Regenerative Business: Redesign Work, Cultivate Human Potential, 
Achieve Extroadinary Outcomes. Boston: Nicholas Brealey Publishing  

Sanford, C. 2020. The Regenerative Life: Transform any Organisation, Our Society and your 
Destiny London, UK Nicholas Brealey Publishing  

Saunders, P., and K. Hansen-Kuhn. 2020. Organic, Agroecology and Regenerative 
Agriculture. USA: Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy. 

Savory, A. 1988. Holistic Resource Management. Washington DC: Island Press. 
Savory, A., and J. Butterfield. 1999. Holisitc Management Second Edition: A New Framework 

for Decision Making. 2 Aufl. Washington DC: Island Press. 
Savory, A., and J. Butterfield. 2016. Holistic Management Third Edition: A Commonsense 

Revolution to Restore our Environment. 3 Aufl. Washington DC Island Press. 
^ĂǇƌĞ͕�>͘�ϮϬϭϵ͘�KŶĞ�ƐŝǌĞ�ĨŝƚƐ�ŶŽŶĞ͗�Ă�ĨĂƌŵ�Őŝƌů͛Ɛ�ƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽŵŝƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ�

agriculture Interdisciplinary Studies in Literature and Environment 26 (3):832-3. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1093/isle/isz073. 

Scherr, S., S. Shames, and R. Friedman. 2012. From climate smart agriculture to climate 
smart landscapes. Agriculture & Food Security 1 (1):12. 

Schreefel, L., R. Schulte, I. de Boer, A. Pas Schrijver, and H. van Zanten. 2020a. Regenerative 
agriculture - the soil is the base. Global Food Security 26:100404. 
doi:https://edepot.wur.nl/517920. 

Schreefel, L., C. Timler, R. Schulte, A. Schrijver, H. van Zanten, and I. de Boer. 2020b. The 
potential of regenerative agriculture on Dutch soils. In In Book of Abstracts of the 
71st Annual Meeting of the European Federation of Animal Science, 169-. 
Wageningen Academic Publishers. 

Schwartz, J. 2013. Cows save the planet: and other improbable ways of restoring soil to heal 
the earth VT, USA Chelsea River Publishing  

Shepard, M. 2013. Restoration Agriculture. USA: Acres USA. 
Shepherd, P. 2017. Radical Wholeness: The Embodied Present and the Ordinary Grace of 

Being Berkeley, California North Atlantic Books  



 250 

Sherren, K., and C. Kent. 2017. Whose afraid of Allan Savory? Scientometric polarisation on 
holisitc management as competing understandings. Renewable Agriculture and Food 
Systems 34 (1):77-92. 

Sherwood, S., and N. Uphoff. 2000. Soil health: Research, practice and policy for a more 
regenerative agriculture. Applied Soil Ecology 15:85ʹ97. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/S0929-1393(00)00074-3. 

Silcock, J. 2018. Book Review: Call of the Reed Warbler. A New Agriculture, A New Earth. The 
Rangeland Journal 40:297-9. doi:https://doi.org/10.1071/RJv40n3_BR. 

Smuts, J.C. 1952. Jan Christian Smuts London: Cassell & Company  
Smuts, Jan Christian. 1973. Holism and Evolution. Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press. 
Soloviev, E. 2019. Lineages of Regenerative Agriculture (Short Version). 

http://www.ethansoloviev.com/lineages-of-regenerative-agriculture-short-version/: 
Re-source: Ethan Soloviev on Regenerative Agriculture, Business, and Life. . 

Soloviev, E., and G. Landua. 2016. Levels of Regenerative Agriculture http://www.terra-
genesis.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Levels-of-Regenerative-Agriculture-
1.pdf: Terra Genesis International  

Soto, R., M. Martinez-Mena, M. Padilla, and J. de Vente. 2021. Restoring soil quality of 
woody agroecosystems in Mediterranean drylands through regenerative agriculture. 
Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment 306 (107191):1-13. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2020.107191. 

Soto, R., M. Padilla, and J. de Vente. 2020. Participatory selection of soil quality indicators 
for monitoring the impacts of regenerative agriculture on ecosystem services. 
Ecosystem Services 45:101-57 doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2020.101157. 

Spratt, E., J. Jordan, J. Winsten, P. Huff, C. van Schaik, J. Jewett, M. Filbert, J. Luhman, E. 
Meier, and L. Paine. 2021. Accelerating regenerative grazing to tackle farm, 
environmental, and societal challenges in the upper Midwest. Journal of Soil and 
Water Conservation 76 (1):15A-23A. doi:doi:10.2489/jswc.2021.1209A. 

Stanley, P., J. Rowntree, D. Beede, M. DeLonge, and M. Hamm. 2018. Impacts of soil carbon 
sequestration on life cycle greenhouse gas emissions in Midwestern USA beef 
finishing systems. Agricultural Systems 162:249ʹ58. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2018.02.003. 

Steiner, R. 1993. Agriculture. OR, USA Bio-Dynamic Farming and Gardening Assoc. Inc. . 
Steiner, R. 2005. Occult Science: An Outline Forest Row, RH: Rudolf Steiner Press. 
Stone, M., and Z. Barlow. 2005. Ecological Literacy: Educating our Children for a Sustainable 

World. San Fransisco Sierra Club Books. 
Stuart, D., and R. Clemens. 2018. Regenerative Agriculture Takes Root Food Technology:18-

9. 
Svec, P., R. Berkebile, and J. Todd. 2012. REGEN: toward a tool for regenerative thinking 

Building Research and Information 40 (1):81-94. 
Teague, R., and M. Barnes. 2017. Grazing management that regenerates ecosystem function 

and grazingland livlihoods. African Journal of Range and Forage Science 34 (2):77-86. 
Teague, R., and U. Kreuter. 2020. Managing grazing to restore soil health, ecosystem 

fiunction, and ecosystem services Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems 4 (Article 
534187). doi:10.3389/fsufs.2020.534187. 

Toensmeier, E. 2016. The Carbon Farming Solution: A Global Toolkit of Perrenial Crops and 
Regenerative Agriculture Praxtices for Climate Change Mitigation and Food Security  
White River Junction, VT Chelsea Green Publishing. 



 251 

Toensmeier, E., and J. Bates. 2013. Paradise Lot: Two Plant Geeks, One-Tenth of an Acre, and 
the Making of an Edible Garden Oasis USA: Chelsea Green Publishing  

Tourangeau, W., and K. Sherren. 2020. Leverage points for sustainable wool production in 
the Falkland Islands. Journal of Rural Studies 74:22-3. 

dŽƵƌĂŶŐĞĂƵ͕�t͕͘�<͘�^ŚĞƌƌĞŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�D͘��ĞůŝŐŶŝĞƌĞƐ͘�ϮϬϭϵĂ͘�͚tĞ�ƐĞĐƵƌĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƵƐƐĂĐ͛͗��ĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ�
of ecological discovery, exploitation and renewal in the Falkland Islands People and 
Nature 1 (4):548-61. 

Tourangeau, W., K. Sherren, C. Kent, and B. MacDonald. 2019b. Of climate and weather: 
Examining Canadian farm and livestock organisation discourses from 2010 to 2015 
Weather, Climate and Society 14 (1):95-111. 

van den Berg, L., D. Roep, P. Hebinck, and H. Teixeira. 2018. Reassembling nature and 
culture: Resourceful farming in Araponga, Brazil. Journal of Rural Studies 61:314ʹ22. 
doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.01.008. 

Vlasov, M. 2019. In transition toward the ecocentric entrepreneurship nexus: how nature 
helps entrepreneur make venture more regenerative over time. Organization and 
Environment:1ʹ22. doi:https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026619831448. 

Vlasov, M., K. Bonnedahl, and Z. Vincze. 2018. Entrepreneurship for resilience: 
embeddedness in place and in trans-local grassroots networks. Journal of 
Enterprising Communities 12, 374ʹ394. doi:https://doi.org/10.1108/JEC-12-2017-
0100. 

Voisin, A. 1988. Grass Productivity. Conservation Classics. USA: Island Press. 
Wahl, D. C. 2016. Designing Regenerative Cultures Axminster, England Triarchy Press  
Wahl, Daniel . C. 2006. Design for human and planetary health: a transdisciplinary approach 

to sustainability. Management of Natural Resources, Sustainable Development and 
Ecological Hazards:pp. 285-96. 

Wahl, Daniel Christian, and Seaton Baxter. 2008. The designer's role in facilitating 
sustainable solutions. Design Issues 24 (2):72-83. 

Walker, B., and D. Salt. 2006. Resilience Thinking: Sustaining Ecosystems and People in a 
Changing World Washington DC Island Press. 

Walker, B., and D. Salt. 2012. Resilience Practice: building capacity to absorb disturbance 
and maintain function USA: Island Press. 

Wang, H., L. Qin, L. Huang, and L. Zhang. 2007. Ecological agriculture in China: Principles and 
applications. Advances in Agronomy 94:181ʹ208. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-
2113(06)94004-8. 

Waters, C., S. Orgill, G. Melville, I. Toole, and W. Smith. 2017. Management of grazing 
intensity in the semi-arid rangelands of southern Australia: effects on soil and 
biodiversity. Land Degrad. Dev. 28 (4):1363-13-75  

White, C. 2008. Revolution on the range: the rise of a new ranch in the American West. USA: 
Island Press. 

White, C. 2020. Why Regenerative Agriculture? . The American Journal of Economics and 
Sociology 79 (3):799-812. 

White, R., and M. Andrew. 2019. Orthodox soil science versus alternative philosophies: A 
clash of cultures in a modern context. Sustainability 11. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.3390/su11102919. 

Wilber, Ken. 2001. Sex, ecology, spirituality: The spirit of evolution. USA: Shambhala 
Publications. 



 252 

Wohlleben, P. 2020. The Hidden Life of Trees: What they Feel, How they Communicate 
Australia Black Inc. . 

Wratten, S., M. Shields, and M. González-Chang. 2019. Prospects for regenerative 
agriculture in Chile. Agro Sur 47:1ʹ6. 
doi:https://doi.org/10.4206/agrosur.2019.v47n2-01. 

Xu, N., J. Bhadha, A. Rabbany, and S. Swanson. 2019. Soil health assessment of two 
regenerative farming practices on sandy soils. Sustainable Agriculture Research 8 
(61). doi:https://doi.org/10.5539/sar.v8n4p61. 

Xu, S., J. Rowntree, P. Borrelli, J. Hodbod, and M. Raven. 2019. Ecological Health Index: a 
short term monitoring method for land managers to assess grazing lands ecological 
health. Environments 6 (6):67. 

Yeomans, P. 1993. Water for Every Farm: Yeomans Keyline Plan Netley, South Australia 
Griffin Press Pty. Ltd. . 

Yunkaporta, T. 2019. Sand Talk: How Indigenous Thinking Can Save the World UK: The Text 
Publishing Company  

Zari, M. 2012. Ecosystem services analysis for the design of regenerative built environments 
Building Research and Information 40 (1):54-64. 

Zari, M. 2015. Ecosystem serviices analysis: Mimicking ecosystem services for regenerative 
urban design International Journal of Sustainable Built Environment 4 (1):145-57. 

Zari, M. 2018. Regenerative Urban Design and Ecosystem Biomimicry. New Zealand: 
Routledge  

Zazo-Moratalla, A., I. Troncoso-Gonzalez, and A. Moreira-Munoz. 2019. Regenerative Food 
Systems to Restore Urban-Rural Relationships: Insights from the Concepciſn 
Metropolitan Area Foodshed (Chile). Sustainability 11 (2892):1-22. 
doi:doi:10.3390/su11102892. 

Zimmer, G.F. 2000. The Biological Farmer. A Complete Guide to the Sustainable and 
Profitable Biological System of Farming. Austin, Texas: Acres USA. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix B: 96 organisations included in discourse analysis (chapters three and four)   
 
 
 
Organisation Which discourses are these 

oganisations contributing to?  
Website Country of Origin  Acc

ess 
date 

Regenerative Agriculture 
Alliance (RAA) USA  

First Nations, Regenerative 
Cultures  

https://www.regenagalliance.org/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Regenerative Agriculture 
Alliance (RAA), Southern 
Cross University  

Restoration for Profit, Big Picture 
Holism, Deep Holism 

https://www.scu.edu.au/regenerativeag/  Australia  27-
Jan-
21 

Farming Together 
Program, Southern Cross 
University  

Restoration for Profit, Big Picture 
Holism, Regenerative Organic 

https://farmingtogether.com.au/  Australia  27-
Jan-
21 

Terra Genesis 
International (TGI) 

Regenerative Cultures, Regrarian 
Permaculture 

http://www.terra-genesis.com/  USA (with 
international projects)  

27-
Jan-
21 

The Regenesis Institute 
for Regenerative Practice  

Regenerative Cultures https://regenerat.es/  USA (with 
international nodes - 
New Zealand, 
�ƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͙Ϳ� 

27-
Jan-
21 

Regenesis Group  Regenerative Cultures https://regenesisgroup.com/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Regeneration 
International (RI)  

Regenerative Organic, Restoration 
for Profit, Agroecology Food 
Sovereignty 

https://regenerationinternational.org/ International 
(Australia)  

27-
Jan-
21 

https://www.regenagalliance.org/
https://www.scu.edu.au/regenerativeag/
https://farmingtogether.com.au/
http://www.terra-genesis.com/
https://regenerat.es/
https://regenesisgroup.com/
https://regenerationinternational.org/


 254 

Australian Food 
Soveriegnty Alliance 
(AFSA)  

Agroecology Food Sovereignty https://afsa.org.au/  Australia  27-
Jan-
21 

Australian Institute for 
Ecological Agriculture Co-
operative Ltd. 

Deep Holism http://ecoag.org.au/  Australia  27-
Jan-
21 

Resource Consulting 
Services (RCS); including 
their Quantum Leap 
workshops   

Subtle Energies, Restoration for 
Profit, Big Picture Holism 

https://www.rcsaustralia.com.au/  Australia  27-
Jan-
21 

Carbon8 Big Picture Holism, Restoration for 
Profit 

https://www.carbon8.org.au/  Australia  27-
Jan-
21 

Aranya Agricultural 
Alternatives  

Regrarian Permaculture https://permacultureindia.org/  India 27-
Jan-
21 

Kiss the Ground  Big Picture Holism, Restoration for 
Profit, Regenerative Organic + 
biodynamic 

https://kisstheground.com/  USA (Los Angeles, 
California) 

27-
Jan-
21 

RegenAG Restoration for Profit, Big Picture 
Holism  

http://regenag.com/web/  Australia  27-
Jan-
21 

Rodale Institute  Regenerative Organic  https://rodaleinstitute.org/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Savory Institute  Big Picture Holism https://www.savory.global/  South Africa  27-
Jan-
21 

https://afsa.org.au/
http://ecoag.org.au/
https://www.rcsaustralia.com.au/
https://www.carbon8.org.au/
https://permacultureindia.org/
https://kisstheground.com/
http://regenag.com/web/
https://rodaleinstitute.org/
https://www.savory.global/
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Soil Capital  Restoration for Profit https://www.soilcapital.com/  Europe  27-
Jan-
21 

The Capital Institute  Regenerative Cultures  https://capitalinstitute.org/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Regenerative 
Communities Network 

Regenerative Cultures  https://regencommunities.net/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

The Berry Centre Regenerative Cultures, 
Regenerative Organic 

https://berrycenter.org/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Regenerative Agriculture 
Association of Southern 
Africa  

Big Picture Holism, Restoration for 
Profit 

https://www.regenagsa.org.za/contact/ South Africa 27-
Jan-
21 

Soil Foodweb Institute  Restoration for Profit http://soilfoodweb.com.au/  Australia  27-
Jan-
21 

Sustainable Harvest 
International  

Agroecology Food Sovereignty https://www.sustainableharvest.org/  Central America  27-
Jan-
21 

The Carbon Underground  Restoration for Profit https://thecarbonunderground.org/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

The Ecological Farming 
Association (EcoFarm)  

Regenerative Organic, 
Agroecology Food Sovereignty, 
First Nations  

https://eco-farm.org  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

The Land Institute  Regenerative Organic https://landinstitute.org/  USA (Kansas) 27-
Jan-
21 

https://www.soilcapital.com/
https://capitalinstitute.org/
https://regencommunities.net/
https://berrycenter.org/
http://soilfoodweb.com.au/
https://www.sustainableharvest.org/
https://thecarbonunderground.org/
https://eco-farm.org/
https://landinstitute.org/
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The Timbaktu Collective   Agroecology Food Sovereignty https://timbaktu.org/school-of-
regenerative-agriculture/ 

India 27-
Jan-
21 

The Traditional Native 
American Farmers 
Association  

First Nations http://www.tnafa.org/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Gaia University  Deep Holism, Regenerative 
Cultures 

https://gaiauniversity.org/  International 
(headquaters Mexico) 

27-
Jan-
21 

The Regenerative 
Agriculture Network 
Tasmania (RANT) 

Restoration for Profit http://www.rant.net.au/  Australia (Tasmania)  27-
Jan-
21 

Frontier Impact Group  Regenerative Cultures, 
Restoration for Profit 

https://www.frontierimpact.com.au/  Australia 27-
Jan-
21 

Regenerative Songlines 
Australia 

Regenerative Cultures, First 
Nations  

https://www.regenerative-
songlines.net.au/ 

Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

Permaculture Institute  Regrarian Permaculture https://permaculture.org/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Common Earth Regenerative Cultures https://common.earth/who-we-are-
backend   

Europe (UK)  27-
Jan-
21 

Carol Sanford Institute  Regenerative Cultures https://carolsanfordinstitute.com/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Maia Grazing Program  Restoration for Profit, Big Picture 
Holism 

http://www.rcsaustralia.com.au/wp-
content/uploads/2028.2-Maia-Grazing-A4-
Flyer-LR.pdf  

Australia 27-
Jan-
21 

http://www.tnafa.org/
https://gaiauniversity.org/
http://www.rant.net.au/
https://www.frontierimpact.com.au/
https://permaculture.org/
https://common.earth/who-we-are-backend
https://common.earth/who-we-are-backend
https://carolsanfordinstitute.com/
http://www.rcsaustralia.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2028.2-Maia-Grazing-A4-Flyer-LR.pdf
http://www.rcsaustralia.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2028.2-Maia-Grazing-A4-Flyer-LR.pdf
http://www.rcsaustralia.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2028.2-Maia-Grazing-A4-Flyer-LR.pdf
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2040 + Regenerate 
Australia 

Regenerative Cultures https://whatsyour2040.com/   Australia  27-
Jan-
21 

Schumacher College Deep Holism https://www.schumachercollege.org.uk/   Europe (UK) 27-
Jan-
21 

Eco-Villages Network  Regenerative Cultures https://ecovillage.org/about/vision-
mission-goals/   

International (Europe)  27-
Jan-
21 

Patrick MacManaway  Subtle Energies https://patrickmacmanaway.com/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

SLM Partners  Restoration for Profit https://slmpartners.com/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Iroquois Valley Farmland 
REIT  

Regenerative Organic  https://iroquoisvalley.com/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

The Regenerative 
Paradigm Institute  

Regenerative Cultures https://theregenerativeparadigminstitute.c
om/  

USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Re-Nature Regenerative Organic, 
Regenerative Cultures, 
Restoration for Profit 

https://www.renature.co/   Europe (Netherlands) 27-
Jan-
21 

California State University 
Chico; Centre for 
Regenerative Agriculture 
& Resilient Systems  

Restoration for Profit https://www.csuchico.edu/regenerativeag
riculture/ra101-section/ra101-
definitions.shtml  

USA 27-
Jan-
21 

https://whatsyour2040.com/
https://www.schumachercollege.org.uk/
https://ecovillage.org/about/vision-mission-goals/
https://ecovillage.org/about/vision-mission-goals/
https://patrickmacmanaway.com/
https://slmpartners.com/
https://iroquoisvalley.com/
https://theregenerativeparadigminstitute.com/
https://theregenerativeparadigminstitute.com/
https://www.renature.co/
https://www.csuchico.edu/regenerativeagriculture/ra101-section/ra101-definitions.shtml
https://www.csuchico.edu/regenerativeagriculture/ra101-section/ra101-definitions.shtml
https://www.csuchico.edu/regenerativeagriculture/ra101-section/ra101-definitions.shtml
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Green America  Restoration for Profit https://www.greenamerica.org/what-
regenerative-agriculture   

USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Holistic Management 
International  

Big Picture Holism https://holisticmanagement.org/the-
regenerative-solution/   

International (South 
Africa HQ) 

27-
Jan-
21 

Joyce Farms  Regenerative Organic, Big Picture 
Holism 

https://joyce-
farms.com/pages/regenerative-agriculture  

USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Southern Blue 
Regenerative  

Big Picture Holism https://www.southernblue.com.au/regene
rative-agriculture/   

Australia 27-
Jan-
21 

Moffat Falls Pastoral  Big Picture Holism, Deep Holism, 
Subtle Energies 

https://moffatfalls.com.au/about/   Australia 27-
Jan-
21 

Mad Agriculture  Regenerative Organic https://madagriculture.org   USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Project Regeneration Regenerative Cultures, 
Agroecology Food Sovereignty  

https://regeneration.org/solutions International (USA 
HQ)  

2-
Dec-
21 

The Quivira Coalition First Nations, Big Picture Holism https://quiviracoalition.org   USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Regrarians Regrarian Permaculture http://www.regrarians.org   International 
(headquaters 
Australia)  

27-
Jan-
21 

Regen Network  Restoration for Profit, 
Regenerative Cultures 

https://www.regen.network   International 
(headquaters USA)  

27-
Jan-
21 

https://www.greenamerica.org/what-regenerative-agriculture
https://www.greenamerica.org/what-regenerative-agriculture
https://holisticmanagement.org/the-regenerative-solution/
https://holisticmanagement.org/the-regenerative-solution/
https://joyce-farms.com/pages/regenerative-agriculture
https://joyce-farms.com/pages/regenerative-agriculture
https://www.southernblue.com.au/regenerative-agriculture/
https://www.southernblue.com.au/regenerative-agriculture/
https://moffatfalls.com.au/about/
https://madagriculture.org/
https://quiviracoalition.org/
http://www.regrarians.org/
https://www.regen.network/
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Regenerative Organic 
Alliance 

Regenerative Organic https://regenorganic.org/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Soil Health Institute  Restoration for Profit https://soilhealthinstitute.org/strategy/   USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Soul Fire Farm Agroecology Food Sovereignty, 
First Nations 

https://www.soulfirefarm.org/theland/  USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Steward Help Centre Big Picture Holism, Regenerative 
Organic, Regenerative Cultures 

https://help.gosteward.com/article/m3tk6
m0liy-3096175-what-kind-of-farms-are-
eligible-for-funding   

USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Stone Barns Centre for 
Food and Agriculture  

Regenerative Cultures https://www.stonebarnscenter.org/the-
farm/regenerative-agriculture/   

USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Permaculture Research 
Institute  

Regrarian Permaculture https://www.permaculturenews.org   Australia 27-
Jan-
21 

Zaytuna Farm  Regrarian Permaculture https://www.zaytunafarm.com/about-us/  Australia 27-
Jan-
21 

Anthropocene Transitions 
Hub  

Regenerative Cultures, First 
Nations 

https://www.at-hub.org   Australia 27-
Jan-
21 

Inside Outside 
Management  

Big Picture Holism https://www.insideoutsidemgt.com.au  Australia  27-
Jan-
21 

General Mills  Restoration for Profit https://www.generalmills.com/en/Respon
sibility/Sustainability/Regenerative-
agriculture   

USA 27-
Jan-
21 

https://regenorganic.org/
https://soilhealthinstitute.org/strategy/
https://www.soulfirefarm.org/theland/
https://help.gosteward.com/article/m3tk6m0liy-3096175-what-kind-of-farms-are-eligible-for-funding
https://help.gosteward.com/article/m3tk6m0liy-3096175-what-kind-of-farms-are-eligible-for-funding
https://help.gosteward.com/article/m3tk6m0liy-3096175-what-kind-of-farms-are-eligible-for-funding
https://www.stonebarnscenter.org/the-farm/regenerative-agriculture/
https://www.stonebarnscenter.org/the-farm/regenerative-agriculture/
https://www.permaculturenews.org/
https://www.zaytunafarm.com/about-us/
https://www.at-hub.org/
https://www.insideoutsidemgt.com.au/
https://www.generalmills.com/en/Responsibility/Sustainability/Regenerative-agriculture
https://www.generalmills.com/en/Responsibility/Sustainability/Regenerative-agriculture
https://www.generalmills.com/en/Responsibility/Sustainability/Regenerative-agriculture
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Regenerative Australian 
Farmers 

Restoration for Profit https://regenfarmers.com.au   Australia  27-
Jan-
21 

Regenerative Agriculture 
Foundation  

First Nations  https://regenerativeagriculturefoundation.
org   

USA 27-
Jan-
21 

Climate Farmers Restoration for Profit, 
Regenerative Cultures 

https://www.climatefarmers.org/ International (Europe)  27-
Jan-
21 

Mulloon Institute Restoration for Profit https://themullooninstitute.org/   Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

The Living Classroom / 
Carbon Farm 

Restoration for Profit, Regrarian 
Permaculture, Subtle Energies 

https://www.bingara.com.au/the-living-
classroom/  

Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

Australian Soil 
Management 

Restoration for Profit https://www.australiansoil.com.au/   Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

Charlie Arnott  Biodynamics (Subtle Energies) https://charliearnott.com.au/biodynamics/   Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

Black Duck Foods First Nations  https://blackduckfoods.org/   Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

Brown's Ranch  Restoration for Profit http://brownsranch.us/   USA 16-
Mar
-21 

PermaQueer Regenerative Cultures, First 
Nations, Regrarian Permaculture 

https://www.facebook.com/PermaQueer/ Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

https://regenfarmers.com.au/
https://regenerativeagriculturefoundation.org/
https://regenerativeagriculturefoundation.org/
https://themullooninstitute.org/
https://www.bingara.com.au/the-living-classroom/
https://www.bingara.com.au/the-living-classroom/
https://www.australiansoil.com.au/
https://charliearnott.com.au/biodynamics/
https://blackduckfoods.org/
http://brownsranch.us/


 261 

Land to Market Australia Big Picture Holism https://landtomarket.com.au/about.php  Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

Organic India Regenerative Organic, First 
Nations 

https://organicindiausa.com/regenerative-
agriculture/ 

India  16-
Mar
-21 

Cargill  Restoration for Profit https://www.cargill.com  USA 16-
Mar
-21 

Holmgren Design Regrarian Permaculture https://holmgren.com.au  Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

Blue Mountains 
Permaculture Institute  

Regrarian Permaculture https://www.bluemountainspermaculturei
nstitute.com.au  

Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

Patagonia  Regenerative Organic https://www.patagonia.com.au  USA 16-
Mar
-21 

Danone  Restoration for Profit https://www.danone.com/impact/planet/r
egenerative-agriculture.html  

France 16-
Mar
-21 

McDonalds  Restoration for Profit https://corporate.mcdonalds.com/corpmc
d/our-purpose-and-impact/our-
planet/sustainable-agriculture.html  

USA 16-
Mar
-21 

Timberland  Restoration for Profit https://www.timberland.com/responsibilit
y/product.html  

USA 16-
Mar
-21 

Melliodora Hepburn 
Permaculture Gardens 

Regrarian Permaculture https://melliodora.com  Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

https://landtomarket.com.au/about.php
https://www.cargill.com/
https://holmgren.com.au/
https://www.bluemountainspermacultureinstitute.com.au/
https://www.bluemountainspermacultureinstitute.com.au/
https://www.patagonia.com.au/
https://www.danone.com/impact/planet/regenerative-agriculture.html
https://www.danone.com/impact/planet/regenerative-agriculture.html
https://corporate.mcdonalds.com/corpmcd/our-purpose-and-impact/our-planet/sustainable-agriculture.html
https://corporate.mcdonalds.com/corpmcd/our-purpose-and-impact/our-planet/sustainable-agriculture.html
https://corporate.mcdonalds.com/corpmcd/our-purpose-and-impact/our-planet/sustainable-agriculture.html
https://www.timberland.com/responsibility/product.html
https://www.timberland.com/responsibility/product.html
https://melliodora.com/
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Organic and Regenerative 
Investment Cooperative 
(OriCoop) 

Regenerative Organic https://organicinvestmentcooperative.com
.au  

Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

Goodman Fielder Restoration for Profit https://goodmanfielder.com/sustainability
/better-planet/support-regenerative-
agriculture/ 

Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

Outback Academy 
Australia - Follow the 
Flowers 

First Nations https://outbackacademy.org.au/follow-
the-flowers/  

Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

Milkwood Regrarian Permaculture https://www.milkwood.net  Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

Sustainable Table  First Nations, Regenerative 
Cultures  

https://sustainabletable.org.au  Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

WWF Australia Regenerative Cultures https://www.worldwildlife.org  Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

Navdanya Regenerative Organic, 
Agroecology Food Sovereignty 

https://www.navdanya.org  India 16-
Mar
-21 

Happen Films First Nations, Regrarian 
Permaculture, Big Picture Holism, 
Regenerative Organic 

https://happenfilms.com  Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

Soil Learning Centre / 
Farming Secrets  

Restoration for Profit, Big Picture 
Holism, Regenerative Organic, 
Regrarian Permaculture 

https://soillearningcenter.com  Australia 16-
Mar
-21 

California Foodshed 
Funders  

First Nations https://www.cafoodshedfunders.org/abou
t-us  

USA 16-
Mar
-21 

https://organicinvestmentcooperative.com.au/
https://organicinvestmentcooperative.com.au/
https://goodmanfielder.com/sustainability/better-planet/support-regenerative-agriculture/
https://goodmanfielder.com/sustainability/better-planet/support-regenerative-agriculture/
https://goodmanfielder.com/sustainability/better-planet/support-regenerative-agriculture/
https://outbackacademy.org.au/follow-the-flowers/
https://outbackacademy.org.au/follow-the-flowers/
https://www.milkwood.net/
https://sustainabletable.org.au/
https://www.worldwildlife.org/
https://www.navdanya.org/
https://happenfilms.com/
https://soillearningcenter.com/
https://www.cafoodshedfunders.org/about-us
https://www.cafoodshedfunders.org/about-us
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First Nations 
Development Institute  

First Nations https://www.firstnations.org/our-
programs/nourishing-native-foods-health/  

USA 16-
Mar
-21 

 
  

Key (in order of most participation): 
Restoration for Profit 33 
Regenerative Cultures 25 

Big Picture Holism 19 
Regenerative Organic 19 

First Nations 16 
Regrarian Permaculture 14 

Agroecology & Food Sovereignty 8 
Deep Holism 5 

Subtle Energies 5 
Participating in multiple discourses 33/96  

*Some organisations are participating in more than one discourse. As such, the number of 
organisations contributing to different discursive lineages adds up to 215 not 96 (which is the actual 
number of organisations included).  

 
 
 

https://www.firstnations.org/our-programs/nourishing-native-foods-health/
https://www.firstnations.org/our-programs/nourishing-native-foods-health/
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