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many were abandoned by parents who could not care f(')r th}fm becz:iusef
they were too poor, too overworked or uncmplo.y?d. Wlth‘ t ed spreak. :
industrialization to North America, these conditions afflicte w;r ¥l g
families in the US and Canada, though not to the same dc'grcel. 1;1}111' aé
conditions accompany displacement from the .countr.ymdc 1ln ) ir
World countries today, as severe as those of early mdustrfal Eng ail 1
In the face of such suffering and inability to settle into stable ives
and create stable families, working people (largely working mcnl)dm
England, the US and Canada demanded changcs‘ to rcgulatfl wordng
hours and wages. Landowning member§ (?f Parllamf:nt, wﬂf un eli—
stood that capitalism could not continue {f it slowly killed l:) Tll:s vl:or ;
ers, supported the passage of laws restricting 'hours of worci e oulr(
of work for men were limited to ten 2 day, six an‘d a half days a wee d
Hours as well as types of work were greatly rcsmctccl‘ for wom.exL art\’
children. These laws drastically reduced the competition for dJoh.s y
women and children, and men, therefore, were able to demand higher
ally through unions.
wage'li’hist'lesu}It was tghc idea of a “family wagc,’.’ earned by a m;m ani
sufficient to support a dependent wife and children. As mend ormfle
unions and bargained for higher wages, women were relegated to }: ¢
home where they performed domestic labour for no pay- E\"en wf e
women did work for wages, they were much lower. In a sn-uatlox; of so-
cial breakdown, then, the family wagc‘allow‘ed the fo'rmatlon o a(.i par;
ticular type of family in an economy in which mdwndua'ls earne no-
“bread” but the wages to buy i(.: ﬁnd it was the breadwinner — usu
head — who earned the wage.
oW E11:‘;;2“[2;lreeacfwinnc:r-homcmakcr family of th.e v.vorking classes mo(;i.-
elled itself after the bourgeois family of the capitalist class, whose tr’?‘ hl-
tions differed from those of the aristocracy, ot landowners. The
bourgeois family created a division between men, who went.outhto
work in the new public sphere, and women, who stayed homc. mdw at
remained the private sphere. The home was no longef rec?]gni]ze bas Z
workplace but became idealized as a “haven” to whlc.h. the usldanf
could return. Women were considered too frail for the vicious wor s 3
commerce and politics (something different from. the aristocratic Er vii -
lager view of women), and they were seen best 'sultcd“for .rr.lothsr ?oh
(also a departure from the aristocratic and village “traditions” of the
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times). Of course, the bourgeois family was supported by servants,
sometimes an army of servants. This part of the family structure could
not be modelled by the working classes, who were themselves either
servants or factory employees of bourgeois families. But the male (the
husband) did go out to work and the woman (the wife) stayed home.
In the working-class version, the woman shopped, cooked and cared
for children without servants. In some sense, she was the servant, ex-
cept she was not paid for her domestic work.

In actuality, the family wage never really provided an adequate in-
come to the breadwinner. Only a minority of men actually achieved
wages high enough to support their families. Many women had to
work for wages even if they were married. A married woman’s wages
were considered “pin money,” something extra to contribute to a family
whose main income came from a husband (even if she didn’t have
one!). Single, separated or widowed women, with or without children,
also had to work to support themselves, and always at lower wages than
men — usually one-third of a man’s wage. Rather than insist that
women be paid as much as men, trade unions usually excluded
women.'® Quite apart from the injustice to women, who were forced
into various combinations of dependence and poverty, this was a fatal
flaw in the family wage system, because women were always potentially
available to employers at lower wages. _

The family wage was a very partial and unequal “solution” to early
capitalist poverty and instability. It was also a trap that set men against
women at home and in the labour market. Logically, it would have
made sense for men to support equal wages for women; this would
have reduced the tempration for employers to hire women more
cheaply. Instead, men often found ways to exclude women from unions
and collaborated in keeping them out of high-paid jobs. Low pay made
it less desirable for women to work for wages and more desirable for
them to stay home and care for the family. Women, therefore, became
an unpaid support system for employed men — whether they also
worked for wages or not. As long as certain industries remained stable
enough to support exclusive contracts between unionized men and em-
ployers, those men could aspire to, and even achieve, a family wage.
The family wage system deepened and spread to many countries, in
one way or another, with the spread of industrialization and stayed in
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place well into the 1960s. It became “traditional.”

By the 1950s, the family wage had become the standard in many of
the main industries of North America and Europe, such as the automo-
bile and steel industries. By this time there was also a formality about
it. Key jobs were negotiated by unions and employers or regulated by
minimum wages and other government policies. Different rates still ex-
isted for men and women. (This wage gap fuelled a major goal of femi-
nism in the 1970s — pay equity.) The family wage was also based on
the existence of a “core” of relatively stable workers. In Canada, the US
and Mexico, these workers were native-born males of European de-
scent. Immigrants, Indigenous people and women were largely absent
from key industrial sectors. Thus both sexism and racism were struc-
turally entrenched in the work practices and wage systems of this pe-
riod. In the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s, when employers faced falling
profits and became serious about reducing wages, they undercut the
family wage system by hiring women or men of colour. They could do
this by “restructuring” or relocating their industry. o

In the 1970s, work began to be “restructured” in thc‘ food sector,
ploited the flaw in the family wage sys-
the marginal labour force, were as-
more cheaply than men. This
of work and conditions of employ-
he workplace and family relations

and here, too, restructuring ex
tem. Women and young people,
sumed to work “flexibly” and
“fexibilization” changed the nature

ment and shifted gender relations in t stion
in private life. The hiring of women and young people to work in the

fields for export crops and in fast-food out.lcts. (wllat Dd‘)orah Barndt
refers to as “maquilization” and “McDonaldization”) contributed to un-
dermining the “traditional” family/work nexus. It revefsed tge hprc;:cess
by which the tradition of breadwinner-homemaker famlly‘amf the ar}r:-
ily wage were constructed: today, people are once again facing the
world as individual competitors for jobs, women can be hired more
cheaply than men, and teenagers and even children more f:heaply thaz
women. The effect is to undermine umons,.rcduce men's wages an
men’s employment, and ultimately undermine everyones economic

well-being.

Food remained at home as p :
tional” family. Expansion of food i_ndusmcs and €
penetrated this non-market domain in two stages. First,

. T
art of women’s roles in the “tradi-
d especially services,
two economic
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growth sectors in the 1950s and 1960s — “durable” goods such as re-

frigerators and freezers and “durable” food commodities such as frozen

ingredients and meals — deepened the market penetration of food

practices within the home. The post-war reaffirmation of women’s do-

mestic roles included a new definition of housewife as consumer of do-
mestic goods. This saved time for women who, paradoxically, were
entering the paid labour force in greater numbers. Second, food ser-

vices grew in the 1970s and after, both employing women and young

people outside the home and offering individually prepared meals to re-
place home cooking. Cooking for wages instead of at home and buying
meals that used to be made at home led to deeper market relations in
food. Thus “traditional family values” — symbolized by the family
meal — are giving way to individual life trajectories. Family members
work long and odd shifts, especially in food retail and services, and buy
meals.

Family and trade “traditions” are linked, in both origin and de-
cline. The breadwinner-homemaker family grew up together with the
divide between markets that organize production and families that or-
ganize consumption. Now they are changing together. This historical
view helps us to see through an important illusion, which has run like a
thread through both the stories of trade and families. The idea of “de-
velopment” sounds very positive, burt it hides complex changes which
have negative features. In practice, “development” means deepening
market transactions. From an economic accounting, this always sounds
positive: more jobs, more goods, therefore better off.

But consider the situation concretely. If a hamburger is cooked at
home, only the ingredients count in economic production. If the per-
son who used to cook it at home now works instead at McDonald’s,
where it is sold, then both the making and the receiving count as “pro-
ductive” contributions to the national economy. Yet the same human
work is done, and the same number of meals are created.'” The backward-
looking question is, Are the work and the meals more life-enhancing
when organized by McDonald’s than by unpaid mothers at home? The

forward-looking question is, Are the meals more life-enhancing when
organized by McDonald’s than by other ways of organizing our making

and eating of meals?
Considered in this light, it is possible to ask whether making all

.53.



HARRIET FRIEDMANN

work and all goods into market transactions is the best way to achieve a
better life. The corporations that employ people to create food at all
links in the chain from field to table are destroying old “traditions” of
trade, work and family structure. Many aspects of these old ways are
not to be regretted. Indeed, the creation of low-paid work at long and
odd hours in the food sector and the breaking down of nationally orga-
nized food sectors were possible because of flaws in the family system,
which kept women working for free at home, and in the international
system, which kept people poor, especially in Third World countries.
Corporations understandably seized opportunities to sell products
never before sold and then found ways t produce them more cheaply
and sell thern more widely. In pursuit of cheaper labour and larger mar-
kets, corporations pressed for changes in internacional rules that
favoured their mobility and expansion. As a result, we have become
more dependent on corporations for our food, both as workers and as

consumers.

WHAT FUTURE WiLL WE CONSTRUCT —
GLOBAL OR LocaL?

Today, the ideal global meal may be the hamburger.'® Although it is
often assumed to be “wraditionally” American, the hamburger has per-
meated US culture more recently than Mickey Mouse has. Its ancestry
includes the sort of ground beef patty eaten in part of Germany, and
variations appeared in county fairs in parts of the US settled by northern
Europeans.'” In general bread and beef derive mainly from European
agronomy and cuisine, itself a descendent of larger Mediterranean cul-
tures. The widespread use of the hamburger, however, accompanied the
rise of fast-food industries. These marked a change of life from family
to individual meals.
A recent magazine advertisement exemplifies the combined effects
of corporate-guided changes in food practices. A young girl is offered a
doll to help her learn to be a mother, a way girls have learned in many
human societies. What exactly is she learning from this doll? To feed
her baby, who is wearing a “Happy Meal” bib, a McDonald’s burger,
fries and shake! Another doll might teach her to breastfeed her baby or
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:;ilal lstsP;:l:::cvtv [:0 lc):hild}rfn, which in turn advertises the corporate
. O buy this toy are payi isi
ages their children to guy mcalys froria):;lrlegcﬁ;z‘::tei:ﬁ“fnghaa; encou'll.i
see in thc? chaprers in this book, corporate meals are in'creasin lwe wcll
and sold Internationally, spanning the continent and even the ggbzm :
As suggested by the “Happy Meals” doll, the hamburger is mc;re
corporate food than an American one. I js part of the project of glob 1a
ization pushe:)i by corporations to replace the “traditional” progect Z;
development” once regulated by national states, with the Unitcd) Stat
at the centre. The corporate hamburger marks a shift from what had l:s
the 1'970s become a “tradition” of regulated (male) emplo men: :.ll
unpaid (female) preparation of home meals, The fast-fogd {mmbu:'1 ;
{dso m‘arks a shift from US-centred food production to a world whger
ingredients are contracted from farmers and outlets are created by czie

tomers are often the same people and they now spend less time with
iclr fa.mihcs. “Industrial” prepared food js served hot and read o
xfmmedxba.tcly, and individuals “graze” meals — eat when they caxi, t(?fte;:
rom ubiquitous fase-food o i i :
new global “tradition” for a cl:ﬁit:mszzs:;:l:l;il;m Y o creste 2
New patterns of production and trade accompany the eatin
changes creating new inequalities. Year-round fresh fruits and ve, :
bles are now the fastest growing “non-traditional” exports. Th o
markets In exotic fruits, which include apples in Mexico as m: lf:ew
mangos in Canada, have been global from the outset. New work e
pecially women, are hired to tend and process monocultures ofetrs’ -
toes or strawberries in areas once devoted to peasant farming for cl)mai
foods?.‘Thcsc workers have less time and fewer ingredients ?o £ o
traditional” foods. They have little money to buy either corporst: F\’::




HARRIET FRIEDMANN

sions of their cuisines, such as Taco Bell in Mexico, or importccli corpo-
rate foods such as hamburgers. A new pattern emerges in.whlc'h local
companies contract to transnational corporations anfi hire dxff:crcpt
workers; this in turn reconfigures family life, changes diets and, with it,
cultures. This is what Vandana Shiva calls the globalization of western
local knowledge. A truly cosmopolitan world culture would consist of
many local cultures existing together, mutually and respectfully ex-
changing and learning from one another.? ‘

The new patterns of work, trade and home life on offer are not the
only ones possible. Indeed, they create such prc'>blems of explox.tatxo‘n,
environmental damage, ill health and destruction of community life
and local cultures, that sources of opposition and suryival strategies are
emerging everywhere. The alternatives to corporatization are nec‘essarxlz
local and particular to that area of the world, but the‘y are not isolate
from the alternatives in other areas of the world. Their success depends
on individuals linking strategies and building mutual support across lo-
calities. These efforts require different rules of the game mternauon:?lly
than the deregulation of trade and investment prc?sently rampaging
across the globe, which only serves to “free” corporations at the expense
of democratic institutions, communities, workers and consumers of
food. New coalitions of groups concerned with food security, environ-
mental degradation, labour rights, women and health are for'mmg to
propose new sets of rules that are more equitable ‘and d<.:mocrat1_c.

Many local, regional and national alternatives still remain to be
identified and connected. As a beginning, each of us can bccqme aware
of what is changing, where “traditions” came from,. and whz}t is possible
— learning from the past and from others. The S.hlft over time fron} an
agriculture-centred to a food-centred system, with most people hired
for wages and buying food, opens possxbllm.es. For instance, commu-
nity shared agriculture (CSA) is 2 new way to link farmers with eaters. In
one model, eaters buy the crop in advance, help out on the farx.n and
learn to eat what is good for the land to grow. Supported by their cus-

tomers, Canadian farmers threatened with the loss of government pro-
tection can be more attentive to what is good for the soil, making a
new science of ecological agriculture and developing a new source of
employment on the land. They can also expcrimex?t w1Fh crops appro-
priate to immigrant cuisines. Similarly, community kitchens are not
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only a survival strategy for self-provisioning communities in Mexico
which are losing their protections, but also a2 model for multicultural
communities in Canada.

In both agriculture and eating practices, we have much to learn
from places such as Mexico. Ironically, just as Canadians are becoming
aware of the need to relocalize our food systems, trade liberalization
and related changes in land and labour laws are threatening self-provi-
sioning communities long in tune with local ecosystems in Mexico. We
are learning from the experiences of community kitchens in Latin
America. But we need also to learn about laws and practices that sup-
port farmers and farming communities, and to learn how to use the
land wisely and sustainably.?! In a time of growing unemployment and
urban distress, particularly among young people, it seems wise to look
to more labour-intensive — but also more knowledge-intensive —
agriculture to support life and provide food. Mexican land and labour
practices may well have needed change, but the wholesale adoption of
problematic practices of industrial agrofood systems seems ill-advised.
It also deprives us of an example to consider in Canada.

Conscious buying is another place to start. Food co-operatives and
even local governments can try to support local, environmentally sound
farming through food purchases (buying supplies for schools and hos-
pitals, for example). Individuals can participate in “fair trade,” orga-
nized by organizations such as OXFAM, to buy directly from
co-operatives in other countries. Organizing and supporting local ini-
tiatives (such as the Good Food Box, farmers’ markets, local food
processors using local ingredients) helps ensure access for all to healthy
food, grown in a sustainable way. International rules to support local
empowerment rather than undermine it could allow communities at all
levels of scale to use their organized powers to manage their own affairs
to the maximum. Co-ordination among self-governing communities,
including respect for the effects of one region on another, is more re-
flective of democracy, justice and sustainability than the present rush to
corporate freedom.

It is worth remembering how and when changing “traditions”
began. History helps us to track changes, to identify forks in the road,
to grasp the interconnections among aspects of social life from the very
small to the very large, and to know how our small choices, even the
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unconscious ones, contribute to this or that direction as the present un-
folds into the future. If we make our choices conscious ones, each of us
can do our part to take the path we want for everyone.

Harriet (right) engages co-author Fran Ansley in discussion and dish drying.
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