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Models of sustainable agriculture are a reaction to perceived negative consequences 

arising from the current agricultural model. Organic certification systems are market 

instruments that prohibit certain agricultural practices and inputs that organic 

proponents consider harmful for society and the environment. The dynamic of the free 

market creating harmful consequences and social actors trying to reduce those 

consequences has been conceptualized as a “double movement” by Karl Polanyi. This 

thesis asks whether Canadian certified organic producers show a Polanyian reaction to 

the negative economic, social and environmental impacts of agricultural markets. Data 

was collected from certified Canadian organic farmers through an online survey. The 

analysis of survey results shows that many surveyed organic producers had diverse 

Polanyian reactions to a variety of identified consequences.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Despite globalization of the world economy, alternative systems of agriculture still exist 

and thrive. Many of these alternative systems like agroecology, permaculture, 

biodynamic, organic and regenerative agriculture, are promoting agricultural practices 

that are intended to enhance and protect society and the environment from negative 

effects of agricultural production. Proponents of these systems often refer to 

“conventional” or “industrial” agriculture as problematic and have identified several 

related problematic effects. These include economic consequences such as price 

instability and increased economic competition; social consequences such as the loss 

of family farms, dependency on food imports; health impacts from the use of synthetic 

pesticides and fertilizers; environmental consequences such as soil degradation, loss of 

biodiversity, the propagation of Genetically Engineered organisms (GE), the production 

of greenhouse gases; and negative impacts on animal welfare (Obach, 2015; Reed, 

2010). 

Organic agriculture is one of these alternative agricultural systems that has 

enjoyed important growth worldwide. Numbers from The World of Organic Agriculture: 

Statistics and Emerging Trends 2019 (Willer & Lernoud, 2019) are striking. Hectares of 

organic land have increased from 11 million in 1999, to 69.8 million in 2017. The 

number of producers has increased from 0.2 million to 2.9 million for the same period. 

The world market for organic products has increased from $17.9 billion US in 2000 to 

$97 billion US in 2017, making the organic market a growing sector in the food industry. 

However, despite intensive and rapid growth, the organic market still occupies only 

2.6% ($4.4 billion CAD) of the food and beverage market in Canada, keeping organic 

production a marginal practice although it is up from 1.7% in 2012 (Canada Organic 

Trade Association, 2018; Willer & Lernoud, 2019). 
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The efforts of organic proponents to avoid negative effects of agricultural 

production has resulted in the creation of organic certification systems which restrict 

certain practices and inputs. The outcome is a premium price for organic products 

allowing some externalities to be internalized in the higher price for organic goods. This 

higher price compensates producers who practise organic agricultural techniques and 

use inputs that are considered environmentally and socially more acceptable but that 

add to the costs of production. Organic certification is a system of voluntary regulation. 

No producer is required to become certified. Choosing such self-inflicted regulations 

seems contradictory to the current neoliberal paradigm, where the free circulation of 

goods and means of production is applauded and regulation is criticized. 

The tradition of historical analysis emerging from Karl Polanyi suggests that as 

markets expand they create consequences which hurt some and thus give rise to 

resistance. While Polanyi did not use the concept of externalities, the negative 

consequences he identified are forms of social and environmental externalities. The 

push back against these negative effects creates a dynamic of market expansion 

followed by calls for various forms of market constraints. Polanyi described this as a 

double movement. Polanyi developed this concept to explain the economic and political 

crisis of the 1930s and 1940s, although his analysis also reached back to the Industrial 

Revolution beginning in the late 1700s. Many scholars argue that the concept of the 

double movement is still relevant today as a way to understand resistance to neoliberal 

market expansion, the promotion of deregulation and the suggestion that markets 

should be regarded as self-regulating. Organic agriculture can be viewed as one such 

countermovement seeking to constrain agricultural markets through voluntary 

regulation. 

However, some Polanyian scholars have identified contradictions within the 

organic countermovement. Product certification and label development are market tools. 

Once the minimum requirements to obtain the certification are fulfilled, the organic 
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market is a market like any other where competition can be fierce. Some scholars have 

argued that the rapid growth and globalization of organic trade and the 

institutionalization of organic practices through national standards have developed the 

organic market and encouraged production efficiency and price competition at the 

expense of organic values and objectives the certification system was initially intended 

to defend. This phenomenon, called “conventionalization”, suggests that the organic 

market is becoming similar to the conventional market. It recognizes a minimum set of 

environmental and social values assessed through organic certification while ignoring 

everything that goes beyond the minimum required. Hence the motivations for organic 

producers to get certified may differ depending upon what social and environmental 

dimensions they are concerned about. This perspective puts in question the individual 

motivations and reactions of participants, suggesting that some organic producers may 

not be using organic certification in an attempt to reduce negative effects but simply to 

expand their business. The initial Polanyian analysis identified government as the actor 

to whom countermovements turned to regulate negative market impacts. Some more 

recent approaches to Polanyian scholarship suggest that a countermovement does not 

need to ask for more government intervention but may also use market tools or even 

reject government intervention in certain circumstances.  

 This thesis explores the different combinations of motivations Canadian certified 

organic producers have with respect to perceived consequences of agriculture, the 

effectiveness of certification, and the desirability of government regulation. First, it 

investigates perceptions of negative effects in agriculture. Second, it investigates the 

perception of organic certification as a protective tool. Third, it investigates the 

perception of government intervention as a protective tool. Fourth, it explores a range of 

variation found among certified organic producers in the perception of the organic 

certification or governmental actions in relation to a series of specific issues relevant to 

the organic sector. These include free trade agreements, price instability, economic 

competition, family farms, local food production, synthetic pesticides, soil animal 
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welfare, biodiversity, genetically engineered organisms and greenhouse gases 

emissions. 

Surveyed organic producers perceived that some aspects (dimensions) of 

agriculture have more negative effects than others. They also perceived that organic 

certification offers some protection from the perceived problems while still expecting 

government protection. But those perceptions vary between dimensions of organic 

agriculture. The economic dimensions of agriculture were perceived as less 

problematic. Surveyed organic producers also had a weaker perception of the 

effectiveness of the organic certification for the economic dimensions than for the social 

and environmental dimensions and a weaker desire for government intervention for the 

economic dimensions than for the social dimensions. Surveyed organic producers have 

shown a plurality of reactions to the perceived negative consequences of agricultural 

production. This suggests the importance for Polanyian scholars of considering how 

countermovements may be a complex integration of reactions to more specific concerns 

and issues. There is not one large homogenous countermovement but a set of 

overlapping countermovements that show important differences in levels of concern on 

specific issues and on the appropriate responses that might be appropriate. 

Chapter 2 reviews Polanyian literature about essential Polanyian concepts and the 

double movement. Chapter 3 reviews of organic agriculture and of the application of 

Polanyian scholarship to organic agriculture. Chapter 4 describes the methods used in 

the thesis and the reasons for choosing them. Chapter 5 provides the survey results 

and the related analysis. Chapter 6 summarizes and discuss the research findings.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review of the Double Movement 

 

This chapter presents a literature review of some of Karl Polanyi’s concepts related to 

his vision of the economy and the double movement. It is divided into two sections. The 

first section introduces the mechanics of the double movement related to other 

Polanyian concepts like substantive economy, forms of economic integration and 

embeddedness. The second section focuses on the two conceptual parts of the double 

movement, the liberalization phase and the protective response. It also discusses the 

challenges faced when seeking to interpret the motivations for diverse protective 

responses.  

2.1 Polanyian Literature 

Karl Polanyi was known for his critique of classic liberal political economy in his book 

The Great Transformation first published in 1944 where he develops the concept of the 

double movement (Polanyi, 2001). This concept posits that a fully self-regulated 

economy cannot exist because it creates socially unacceptable effects. A market would 

be self-regulated, or free, when there are no social and political constraints restricting it, 

leaving supply, demand and price to dictate the behaviour of market actors. An 

economy that relies on a fully self-regulating market is called a pure market economy 

and is a theoretical model rather than a description of any existing market. For Polanyi, 

efforts to create and expand free markets create negative consequences that are 

socially and environmentally problematic and are thus opposed, directly or indirectly, by 

affected members of society. As a result, attempts to liberalize the economy may face 

“Empirical gains today always trump the theoretical problems of 
tomorrow.” (Obach, 2015, p. 31) 
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attempts to restrain the liberalization in order to reduce the negative social and 

environmental consequences it invariably creates.  

Polanyi’s explanation for the emergence of negative consequences and the 

emergence of protective countermovements is based on his “atypical” vision of the 

economy. Polanyi rejects the view that economic activity is only engaged in the 

allocation of scarce resources. He offers three important concepts that present an 

alternative view of economic activity: substantive economy, alternative forms of 

economic integration, and embeddedness. These are briefly described below.  

2.1.1 Substantive Economy 

Polanyi was not only a critic of the economic system, but of the very definition of 

economy itself. A common definition of economy is Robbins’ “Economics is a science 

which studies human behaviour as a relationship between ends and scarce means 

which have alternative uses” (Robbins, 2007, p. 7; Sobel & Postel, 2016). Polanyi 

contrasted this formal definition with what he called a substantive definition. The 

substantive definition focuses on human interactions with the natural and social 

environment for satisfying material needs (Roy & Hackett, 2017). As Polanyi (cited in 

Sobel & Postel, 2016, p. 19) wrote, “[…] the substantive meaning, points to the 

elemental fact that human beings, like all other living things, cannot exist for any length 

of time without a physical environment that sustains them […].”  

 Polanyi’s concept of the substantive economy called for the study of actual 

economic behaviour in its historical and social context rather than applying a formal 

theory to explain economic behaviour. His approach was historical, institutional and 

anthropological. It has some affiliations with current work in behavioural economics 

(Block & Somers, 1984; Krippner et al., 2004). 
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2.1.2 Forms of Economic Integration: Reciprocity, Redistribution and Market 

Exchange 

Polanyi identified three patterns of economic integration for organizing economic 

activities in a social system; reciprocity, redistribution and market exchange. Those 

forms of integration are all institutions for assuring livelihood.  

Reciprocity refers to exchange of goods and services resulting from behavioural 

norms like give and take obligations, sharing and gift giving. A certain type of symmetry 

is required although the “return phase” does not need to be simultaneous. It can take 

the form of family support (Koos & Sachweh, 2017) and charity (Kentikelenis, 2018) at 

an individual level or sharing labour, expertise, skills, the lending of equipment or co-

sharing space at a business level (Scott, 2017).  

Redistribution refers to processes where goods and services are pooled and 

redistributed. It requires a form of central authority that dictates obligations for the 

collection and rights for the distribution of economic benefits (Scott, 2017). It can 

comprise nearly any type of government support that represents the pooling of 

resources, mainly through various taxations, and a redistribution of those resources 

through the provision of goods and services (M. E. Barham, 1999). Common modern 

examples are welfare state programs, although the level of redistribution varies from 

state to state and through time (Koos & Sachweh, 2017). 

Finally, market exchange as a mode of integration refers to the exchange of 

goods and services through the price mechanism (Koos & Sachweh, 2017; Scott, 

2017). It requires a specific institution designed for that function: markets (Polanyi, 

2001). It refers to exchanges where prices are the central mechanism and where norms 

of reciprocity and redistribution are secondary or absent.  
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Polanyi specified that these forms of economic integration coexist. But there will 

be variations in the prominence of each form in a given society at a given time 

(Adaman, 2017; Koos & Sachweh, 2017). In all cases, these forms of economic 

integration are an integral part of society and are not considered to be independent or 

free from social influence.  

2.1.3 Embeddedness 

The concept of substantive economy underlines Polanyi’s inclusive perception of 

economic life. All activities that involve the production and distribution of goods and 

services are elements of the economy. These activities are part of a broader set of 

activities seeking to achieve social goals. In that sense, the market economy is an 

integral part of society and market exchanges, like reciprocal and redistributive 

activities, are social activities embedded in a complex range of social values, goals, and 

institutions. The neoliberal idea that the economy is and should be free from social 

intervention opposes this concept.  

In the cases of reciprocity and redistribution, the exchanges are not only 

organized around personal interests, but also around social and cultural beliefs and 

social interests that may diverge from personal ones. However, when market 

exchanges appear to be free from social interventions, social purposes and values are 

obscured by a focus on price. The social purposes and values become secondary. 

Market exchange, through prices, dictates social outcomes  

“[When society is subordinated to market, i]nstead of economy being embedded 

in social relations, social relations are embedded in the economic system.” 

(Polanyi, 2001, p. 60) 
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For Polanyi, the direction of the relationship is important. Social relations, values and 

goals should be dictating the degree to which markets will be allowed to operate. If 

markets create problems, they should be regulated. 

For Polanyian scholars, social relations are not separated from the economy but 

are instead an integral part of the social context of the economy. In other words, the 

economy is a set of social relations and the market economy is always embedded in a 

wider set of social relationships. 

While recognizing that the economy is always embedded, some Polanyian 

scholars use the term “disembedded” to describe economies where market exchange 

dominates economic relationships. The level of influence of self-regulated markets in 

the organization of a society can be viewed on a continuum (Gemici, 2008). Some 

economies can be more disembedded (market dominated) than others (Levien & Paret, 

2012), meaning that market exchanges are more isolated from social purposes and 

values. Even in those cases, the economy is always socially embedded because the 

liberty and precedence of market exchanges result from political and social actions 

including policies that create the conditions for markets to exist and function. For 

example, the regulation of weights and measures or the management of land 

registration systems are policies that allow markets to function and create market 

efficiency.  

The substantive approach to economic activity led Polanyi to claim that all forms 

of economic integration were integral parts of society. The concept of the double 

movement rests on those foundations. Liberalization of the economy had to be 

promoted, especially in the 17th and 18th centuries, and constituted a social movement 

that gave rise to protective countermovements.  
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2.2 Liberalization and Protection: The Double Movement 

Polanyi passed away in 1964 thinking that “[u]ndoubtedly, our age will be credited with 

having seen the end of the self-regulating market.” (Polanyi, 2001, p. 148). Although his 

prediction about the end of economic liberalism was incorrect, he was right about 

naturally appearing countermovements arising to disrupt the application of economic 

liberalism. In fact, the obstruction of the free market through the welfare state and 

programs of market regulation in the post-war period of the 1940s to the 1960s nurtured 

the return of liberal principles under the term “neoliberal” and the consequent 

liberalization and globalization of economic relations since the 1970s. Polanyi was 

aware that proponents of economic liberalism could always argue that there was too 

much economic regulation and not enough market freedom. They could argue that this 

lack of economic freedom was responsible for the economic difficulties of the time and 

thus push for even more market freedom (Polanyi, 2001).  

2.2.1 The First Movement: Liberalization 

Polanyi’s work confronted classic liberal economists by arguing that there was nothing 

natural in the rise of market society. Instead he argued that it required a lot of force and 

political interventions to create functioning markets (Levien, 2018).  

Polanyi built his arguments around the creation of markets for labour, land and 

money which he called “false” commodities. Polanyi defines “normal” commodities as 

those that are produced for sale on markets. But, Polanyi argued, labour, land, and 

money are not produced for sale. Rather they represent human activity, nature and a 

token of purchasing power (Polanyi, 2001).Those fictitious commodities are especially 

prone to create problems as liberalization expands and they are sectors that attract high 

levels of policy attention. States need to intervene to correct false commodities’ market 

value for which the market is unable to recognize their complex and multidimensional 

aspects. For example, there are many types of policy about worker safety and working 
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conditions. There are also many types of zoning and bylaws that affect and restrict land 

use and consequently land prices but that keep order in land markets. 

Polanyi emphasized that with the expansion of liberal ideas, governments were 

active in the disruption of reciprocity and redistribution practises while facilitating market 

exchange to accentuate responsiveness to market signals. Through the creation of 

markets for land and labour (e.g. via the privatization of land or the reduction of welfare 

support), governments have disembedded those commodities from their social 

environment (Koos & Sachweh, 2017). However, Polanyi also emphasized that 

governments have also acted to protect the social fabric by constraining markets 

(Guthman, 2007). Polanyi perceived market regulation as an effort to reduce the impact 

of a problem caused by market freedom. Such market regulating government policy was 

an outcome of the second part of the double movement: the protective 

countermovement (Goodwin, 2018). 

2.2.2 The Second Movement: Protective Countermovement 

The first part of the double movement, liberalization, causes major social dislocations 

especially when applied to the false commodities. In the face of a disruptive and harmful 

situation, some react.  

It is possible to identify three sources for the emergence of protective 

countermovements, all relating to decision or choice; 1) a loss of power over decisions, 

2) the reduction of the effectiveness of reciprocity and redistribution, the other forms of 

economic integration and 3) externalities. 

First, for Polanyi (2001, p. 258) “an economic system consisting of markets and 

under the sole control of market prices” could not exist. The reason is that in a free 

market economy, market prices are determined by the equilibrium between supply and 

demand; individuals do not have control over it. When market prices become central in 
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the decision process, the amount of social control in the decision process is diminished. 

Under the sole control of market prices, a self-regulated system would organize and 

control economic life, not society. It is important to note that Polanyi was opposed to the 

“sole control of market prices”, but not of market prices in general. He recognized utility 

in markets as long as they were not “an organ of economic self-regulation” (Polanyi, 

2001, p. 260).  

The loss of control over decisions is not necessarily conscious and is rather 

intangible. It affects individuals by making them feel that they don’t have a choice. As 

famously promoted by Margaret Thatcher, the idea that “there is no alternative”(Peck & 

Tickell, 2002).  

 The loss of control over economic decisions led Polanyi to conclude that social 

relations and institutions needed to confine market behaviour and not the opposite. The 

loss of decision power is the first element causing dreadful consequences to society like 

insecurity and powerlessness for individuals (Polanyi, 2001, p. xvi) but also for nation 

states (Salamey, 2016).  

Second, as Polanyi argued, it took a lot of political pressure to reduce existing 

practices of reciprocity and redistribution in order to create adequate and functioning 

markets for land and labour. The practices of reciprocity and redistribution are rooted in 

social and cultural life, and their weakening directly disrupts the social fabric. When the 

other forms of economic integration are weak, it reduces the potential for alternative 

support (i.e. from the state, friends or family) when markets fail to provide acceptable 

levels of benefits.  

The third element relates to false commodities. Markets, when given the 

governance of false commodities, may not have a satisfying outcome in terms of human 

welfare (Reisman, 2019). The economic function of false commodities is only one of 

their functions (Polanyi, 2001). Because some social and environmental values have a 
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small influence on price, market pressure does not take those social and environmental 

values into account and creates externalities. Those externalities can be internalized in 

the price with some kind of market intervention. For example, a price on carbon in the 

creation of a carbon market creates the potential to express part of the social and 

environmental costs of greenhouse gas emissions in the price of goods that create 

greenhouse gases. In a similar way, the premium price for certified organic products 

expresses the environmental and social values achieved by meeting the requirements 

of the certification standards.  

The consequences and the resulting need for market constraints arise from those 

three intertwined elements, a loss of control in decision-making, the reduction of 

alternative forms of economic support and the creation of externalities. The solution is 

the inclusion of non-market values in the decision process that constitute (substantive) 

economic life. This increases the power of the individual or the state in the decision 

process, keeps reciprocity and redistribution functioning and allows for the consideration 

of externalities.  

 Countermovements seek the protection of individuals and society from the 

unavoidable consequences of unconstrained markets. Polanyi saw the unorganized, 

spontaneous and non-ideologically organized groups from all classes of society pushing 

to regulate markets, as the expression of various protective countermovements 

(Polanyi, 2001). Examples of these protective countermovements in England are varied 

and include the reduction of child labour, the implementation of safety measures in 

workplaces, the creation of public libraries, the enforcement of vaccinations (Maertens, 

2008), the development of policies for trade unions, agrarian tariffs, land laws and 

management of currency (Goodwin, 2018). 

 It is important to distinguish between the perception of negative effects and the 

reaction to those negative effects. Levien and Paret (2012) highlighted the difference in 

their research. Drawing data from the World Value Surveys, a survey which was not 
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specifically conceived for a Polanyian analysis, they asked about “the degree of state 

control over the economy and state responsibility for public welfare.” The questions 

were about opinions. They detected a latent countermovement, which is represented by 

a level of discontent, but not its expression in overt actions. For example, participants 

were able to express a strong agreement with the need for an active role for the state 

while never acting to promote for it.  

Participants in a Polanyian countermovement do not have to identify markets as 

the source of their concern. They only have to feel a negative effect and react. The 

reactions can vary in many ways. Some might aim at reducing the consequences while 

ignoring the cause, while some might be primarily focused on the cause and less on the 

consequences. Some might even see market exchange as a solution instead of the 

source of their problems. The variety of motivations that participants might have makes 

interpretation of protective countermovements a challenge for Polanyian scholarship.  

2.2.3 Challenges in Interpretation 

Polanyi saw countermovements as unorganized, spontaneous and arising from non-

ideologically organized groups from all classes of society (Polanyi, 2001). This is 

because countermovement participants respond to the problem as they experience it 

and not because of their alignment with a preexisting ideology (Reisman, 2019). 

Moreover, respondents may not perceive the problem as caused by market freedom.  

Polanyi’s unit of analysis was primarily the nation-state and the protective 

countermovements he identified are generally national movements related to state 

interventions (Adaman, 2017). A hard interpretation of Polanyi’s work suggests that 

inherent tensions and fundamental contradictions of capitalism cannot be resolved 

without radical change (Goodwin, 2018). Countermovements are viewed as those that 

pressure for system transformation. However, this interpretation obscures a wide range 

of protective actions and cultural and social adaptations which do not focus on system 
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transformation. A soft interpretation of Polanyi’s work sees countermovements as a self-

equilibrating political mechanism necessary for the stability of and thus compatible with 

capitalism (Goodwin, 2018). While this interpretation captures a wider range of actions, 

it also recognizes actions that do not challenge the market as a source of negative 

consequences.  

For the soft interpretation, the use of market tools, like organic certification, to 

promote social and environmental values can also be viewed as a countermovement. 

However, a market tool also promotes commodification, allowing new elements to be 

captured in market prices. In fact, it is how a market tool operates, by valuing some 

externalities in order to include a part of their cost in the market price. 

The interpretation of market tools has been a source of conflict in Polanyian 

scholarship (see exchanges between Carton (2014, 2018) and Stuart, Gunderson and 

Petersen (2017). The concept of the “triple movement” developed by Malin (2015) offers 

a novel approach to the expression of countermovements. The triple movement 

 “represents the normalization of neoliberal ideologies and policies at 
the grassroots level, where people characterize free markets as the 
best, most efficient arbiters of social life. […] Triple movement actors 

support commodification of fictitious commodities, like markets in land 
and mineral wealth, and even defend those markets as part of their 

communities’ social fabrics.” (Malin, Mayer, Shreeve, Olson-Hazboun, 
& Adgate, 2017, p. 526).  

Malin et al. (2017) add that because of the withdrawal of the state from its protective 

role, some grassroots organizations perceive corporate self-regulation as an alternative 

way to achieve protection. The development of many types of label in the agrifood 

sector like fair trade, Non-GMO project or regenerative agriculture, might represent that 

trend.  
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 This concept challenges Polanyi’s assumption that countermovements would 

usually look to the state to introduce protective regulations and programs. This invites 

an assessment of the organic certification as a potential example of a triple movement. 
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Chapter 3: Polanyi and Organic Agriculture 

 

The concept of the double movement suggests that individuals should try to protect 

themselves from the negative consequences of market liberalization. Since agriculture 

is deeply related to land and labour, two false commodities, protective 

countermovements in agriculture can be expected. Organic agriculture can be viewed 

as a market-based form of protection. This chapter reviews the liberalization of 

agriculture and its consequences, assess organic agriculture in Canada and situates the 

Polanyian literature on organic agriculture and conventionalization. It concludes with the 

research objectives. 

Polanyian analysts have associated the organic sector with the double 

movement by considering specific political events associated with the organic 

movement. Barham (1997) perceives the mobilization of active groups promoting 

sustainable agriculture (including many organic ones) in France as a response to the 

Uruguay Round Agreement (UR) and the consequent changes in the Common 

Agricultural Policy (CAP). This section looks a the UR. 

3.1 Trade Liberalization in Agriculture 

Following the end of World War II (and the publication of The Great Transformation), 

new efforts at liberalization of trade were initiated. The General Agreement on Tariffs 

and Trade (GATT) was provisionally applied in 1948 (WTO, n.d.). Tariffs on many 

manufactured goods were reduced (Daugbjerg & Swinbank, 2009). In the GATT, 

“Indeed, organic food seems to embody the contradictions that arise 
when nature is the central idiom and it is also the basis of economic 

growth.”(Guthman, 1998, p. 140) 



 

 

18 

 

however, agricultural products and non-trade barriers were only lightly affected by these 

deregulations (Daugbjerg & Swinbank, 2009). 

Agricultural exceptionalism, the perception that agriculture is a unique and 

specific economic sector that requires the help of the state, was still the dominant 

paradigm. This conception supposed that first “farming is subject to unstable weather 

and market conditions”, second, that “farm incomes could be chronically low […] in a 

growing economy” and third “that the farming sector ‘contributes to broader national 

interests and goals’ ”(Daugbjerg & Swinbank, 2009, pp. 8–9)   

The neoliberal wave of the late 1970s challenged the notion of agricultural 

exceptionalism with what Daugbjerg & Swinbank (2009) name agricultural normalism. It 

supposes first, that agricultural prices would be stable without governmental 

intervention, second, that agricultural policies should only serve agricultural purposes 

and reduce market failures and not seek to serve other purposes such as environmental 

protection and third, that producers should be responsible for insuring themselves 

against production hazards and earn their incomes from the market.  

A key moment in the liberalization of agricultural trade came with the Uruguay 

Round, which started in 1986 and concluded in 1994. It resulted in the creation of the 

WTO in 1995, the inclusion of agricultural goods and non-tariff barriers in the GATT, the 

extension of coverage of the GATT to domestic rules (not just border regulations) and 

reformed the dispute settlement process into a quasi-judicial one (Daugbjerg & 

Swinbank, 2009).  

Agricultural goods are mainly covered through the Agreement on Agriculture, 

which relies on three pillars of intervention (i.e. domestic support, market access and 

export subsidies) and organizes agricultural supports around categories called “boxes” 

(i.e. blue, amber and green) each having specific spending policy (Stancanelli, 2009). 

According to Giménez and Shattuck (2011, p. 111) those Agreements represent the 
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“[institutionalization of] the process of agricultural liberalization on a global scale by 

restricting the rights of sovereign states to regulate food and agriculture.” 

The GATT and the WTO limit the available actions for regulation of agricultural 

systems by national governments; “The core principle of international trade law is non-

discrimination.” (Bach, 2006, p. 140). This means first, that it is not possible to 

discriminate between goods produced in different countries, except in some specific and 

limited cases, and second, products that are physically alike need to be treated equally 

(Bach, 2006). Thus, environmental or social values cannot be used by a country as a 

basis for discriminating between foreign products and domestic products.  

Social or environmental restrictions applied domestically do not have to be 

respected by competing countries. For example, minimum wages do not have to be 

equal in countries trading with each other nor do environmental regulations such as 

minimal riparian strip size have to be the same. Thus, there is limited possibility to 

discriminate against foreign goods on the basis of domestic labour or environmental 

regulations. As a result, domestic rules which are stricter than those of trading partners 

can place national products at an economic disadvantage. Exceptions are permitted 

under Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (SPS). For example, the European Union 

(EU) is currently using the SPS to lower its pesticides residue tolerances domestically 

and on imported goods on a hazard-based (precautionary) approach, a situation that is 

highly contested by other members1 who find those restrictions “overly restrictive” 

(WTO, 2019a, 2019b). But such exceptions are limited and subject to contestation. 

For example, the ruling of the World Trade Organization (WTO) in the “dolphin-

tuna” case underlines a situation where a political action, at the WTO, prohibits the 

                                            

1 16 members (including Canada) deposited a communication on July 4th 2019, at the Good Council 

Meeting. The communication was echoed by 31 members at the meeting of July 8th 2019 (WTO, 2019b).  
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recognition of social and environmental values in the market place. In the 1990s, the 

United States (US) imposed an interim embargo on Mexican yellowfin tuna in 

accordance with its Marine Mammal Protection Act because of the high dolphin kill rate 

in Mexican tuna fisheries. Because the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 

(GATT) stipulates that like products have to be treated equally, the WTO ruled that the 

US had to lift the embargo of Mexican tuna harvested without dolphin-safe nets 

because the WTO recognized dolphin-safe and conventional tuna as “like products” 

(Rosencranz & Vora, 2016). The US then implemented a dolphin-safe label. However, 

the conditions for using the label were successfully contested by NGOs in order to limit 

fishing techniques eligible, which indirectly made it impossible to label Mexican tuna as 

dolphin-safe (Rosencranz & Vora, 2016). There was then a second ruling from the WTO 

requiring the US to change the dolphin-safe label in order to stop Mexican tuna 

discrimination. After some changes, the WTO still considered the dolphin-safe label as 

non-compliant with the principle of “like products” (Rosencranz & Vora, 2016). This 

example highlights how political actions can have the effect of protecting the market and 

market actors from the effort to promote other social and environmental values, such as 

the environmental value of a reduction in the dolphin kill rate.  

This is an example of the difficulties nations can face in the current neoliberal era 

if they wish to apply environmental or social restrictions domestically while ensuring that 

their own producers are not disadvantaged by foreign competitors. The labelling system 

of organic products partially eludes this non-discrimination constraint because it is 

voluntary (nobody is forced to become a certified producer). Instead of state regulation, 

information is given to the consumer through the organic labelling system. The 

consumer can then, individually, discriminate between products (Raynolds, 2000). 

The liberalization of agriculture sees a reduction in state support and the 

emergence of private norms, reflecting the increasing influence of consumers versus 

producers in the agricultural system (Allaire & Daviron, 2019). The organic certification 
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reflects the trend to allow consumers to determine market outcomes through their 

purchasing decisions.  

3.2 What Is the Organic Agriculture Movement? 

Reed (2010, p. 11) refers to the organic movement as a social movement aiming to 

change the culture of farming and food; “to change the way in which agriculture is 

discussed and viewed across the planet”. As such, organic discourse has changed 

through time and varies in different places (Reed, 2010). 

In the early 1900s organic pioneers were concerned about soil degradation, the 

industrialization and modernization of some aspects of agricultural techniques, changes 

in diet, “the loss of connection between people and land”, the use of synthetic inputs, 

declining yields in the US and the EU and the dust bowls in the US (Obach, 2015, p. 4). 

As the organic movement evolved, its proponents came to focus on additional concerns 

such as pollution, chemical fertilizers, and GE crops (Reed, 2010).Even artificial 

lightning has become an organic issue in Canada (OFC, 2018). After enduring conflicts 

for recognition in many countries, 93 countries now have organic standards (Willer & 

Lernoud, 2019) and many advocate organic agriculture as a model of sustainable 

agriculture.  

Organic proponents encourage a variety of agricultural practices. Common 

ground includes but is not restricted to the rejection of “artificial” fertilizers and synthetic 

pesticides, the preventive use of antibiotics and the promotion of “natural” fertilizers and 

ecosystem balance (Holt & Reed, 2006; Reed, 2010). Organic proponents consider this 

diversity necessary for producers to adapt to their local social and physical environment. 

Consequently, the organic certification does not refer to a fixed set of agricultural 

practices nor to the attributes of a final product, but to the process used to grow and 

transform agricultural goods. 
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In the 1950s organic agricultural techniques and philosophy arrived in Canada. It 

stayed marginal and uncodified until the 1980s when private certification boomed, as in 

many other developed countries (Forge, 2004) 

In the 1990s, the federal government and some provinces took a (moderate) 

interest in organic practices which led to the development of voluntary standards in BC 

in 1989, in Quebec in 1990 and a federal standard in 1999. The federal standards were 

reviewed and became mandatory on a federal level in 2009. Federal equivalency 

agreements have been concluded with major trading partners, EU, Switzerland, US, 

Japan and Costa Rica (CFIA, 2019a).  

The establishment of standards to evaluate agricultural practices does not 

necessarily mean that there is a consistent definition of what is organic at a regional, 

national or international scale. In fact, Obach (2015, p. 27) suggest that “[p]erhaps the 

most fundamental and enduring question facing the organic community is that of 

defining what constitutes organic agriculture”.  

The institutionalization of organic has led scholars like Allaire (2019) to interpret 

organic first as a doctrine that discusses social and environmental values and preferred 

methods of production and second, as a standard that enables a specific economic 

valuation that respects property rights and is legally regulated.  

Obtaining a certification is now necessary to use the organic label, access the 

organic market and sell products at premium prices. Since January 2019, the Safe Food 

for Canadians Regulations regulates claims about organic products and the Canadian 

organic logo at the federal level. In Canada, federal organic regulations apply to any 

inter-provincial or international food products and provincial regulations apply to intra-

provincial trade (except in Saskatchewan, Ontario, PEI and Newfoundland where there 

are no provincial regulations). The Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA) monitors 

and accredits Conformity Verification Bodies, who, in turn, monitor and accredit 
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Certification Bodies (CFIA, 2019b). The Certification Bodies have verification officers, 

also known as inspectors, who assess practices of organic farmers for conformity with 

the Canadian Organic Standards (CFIA, 2019b). The Canadian Organic Standards are 

owned by the Canadian General Standards Board who is responsible for the Organic 

Technical Committee. The Technical Committee is responsible for updating the 

Canadian Organic Standards every five years.  

However, Seufert, Ramankutty and Mayerhofer (2017) found that the content of 

the national organic standards in several countries were focused on inputs at the 

expense of other social and environmental aspects like animal welfare, human safety, 

soil conservation, local provenance of inputs, biodiversity and water conservation. They 

excluded social elements like worker safety and social justice from their analysis 

because they are not covered in many standards. They did not include Canada in their 

study. But since Canada has equivalency agreements with major trading partners such 

as the EU and the US, it is likely that the Canadian standards are similarly focused on 

inputs rather than other aspects of the production system.  

3.3 Conventionalization and Bifurcation 

Since the 1980s, scholars have been questioning the direction of the organic movement 

and highlighting changes that would be required to ensure that organic proponents 

achieve a wider range of goals.  

In the 1980s Altieri, Letourneau and Davis (1983) argued that sustainable forms 

of agriculture (which includes organic) needed to introduce changes at an agronomical 

and technical level but also at a political, economic and sociological level. Altieri et al. 

(1983, p. 45) were also conscious that the practices they recommended, the 

“substitution of labour for capital, [reduction in the] levels of mechanization and farm 

size, [diversification of] farm production, and [emphasis on] worker-controlled 
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enterprises”, would be clashing “with the Western capitalist view of modern agricultural 

development.”  

Hill & MacRae (1992) suggested that sustainable agriculture, which also included 

organic production, had to move beyond efficiency (the reduction of input and waste) 

and substitution (the use of environmentally friendly inputs) and had to reach a 

continuous redesign stage where problems were reduced or avoided at the source.  

Around the same time, Hill (2006) distinguished between shallow and deep 

organic. Shallow organic focuses on input efficiency (to be as effective or more with 

less) and input substitution (to use allowed inputs instead of synthetic ones). Deep 

organic recognizes that input efficiency and substitution are possible in the short term, 

but these are viewed only as a temporary step towards redesigning the farm system. 

From a deep organic approach, problems like pest or nutrient deficiencies, are not only 

individual problems, but are also indicators of systemic problems. Thus, efficiency and 

substitution can only be effective in the short term and only redesign can achieve the 

long-run purposes of organic production.   

Clunies-Ross (1990) suggested that agribusinesses were lowering the organic 

standards in the U.K. (cited by Buck, Getz and Guthman (1997)). As a result, the market 

for organic products had become a site for “struggle over values” (Allaire & Daviron, 

2019, p.2; Guthman, 1998). 

Buck et al. (1997) coined the term conventionalization to describe the evolution 

of organic agriculture in California, US, where the first organic regulations were 

introduced in 1979 (Reed, 2010). They analyzed the observed practices, the organic 

principles and the standards and this led them to question the sustainability of the 

direction the movement was taking. They argued that organic standards are oriented 

towards restricted practices and inputs, while leaving other aspects such as biodiversity, 

labour practices, marketing, and processing unregulated and thus not reflected in the 
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market price of organic products. As a result, these unregulated sustainable aspects 

remained externalities. The focus of regulations on inputs instead of processes allowed 

agribusiness to enter the organic market while keeping most of their conventional 

agribusiness attributes like monocropping, use of migrant labour, large parcels, 

mechanization, contract growing, vertical integration and interstate and international 

rather than local trade (Buck et al., 1997).  

Introducing standards tended to put all organic producers at the same level in the 

organic market because all could use the same organic label. This tended to force 

producers to compete on the economy of scale “which will lead to industry integration, 

consolidation, and concentration and an increasing cost-price squeeze, which shrinks 

the organic premium, thereby forcing smaller producers out of business or relegating 

them to marginal indirect markets” (Constance, Choi, & Lara, 2015, p. 176).  

Buck et al. (1997) also argued that the organic sector was bifurcating with the 

more “conventional” organic producers responding to demand for mass products to 

supply supermarkets while the more “traditional” organic producers are responding to 

the demand for local and direct marketing of products.  

According to Constance et al. (2015), empirical research on conventionalization 

resulted in mixed conclusions. Australian and New Zealand scholars found support for 

conventionalization (Lockie, Lyons, & Lawrence, 2000) while questioning the negativity 

and the inevitability of the trend (H. Campbell & Liepins, 2001; H. R. Campbell & 

Coombes, 1999; Coombes & Campbell, 1998) because small producers were not 

marginalized. Lockie and Halpin (2005) later found signs of conventionalization but not 

of bifurcation. In Canada, research in Ontario concluded that the fruit and vegetable 

sector had little sign of conventionalization and bifurcation while field crop farming 

showed more signs of conventionalization but not of bifurcation (Hall & Mogyorody, 

2001). In the US, Constance, Choi and Lyke-Ho-Gland (2008) reported support in 

Texas for the bifurcation thesis between bigger certified producers and small non-
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certified producers and mixed support for conventionalization between certified and 

non-certified producers, suggesting that the size of enterprise might not be such an 

important criterion. Guptill (2009) reported mixed conventionalization in the dairy sector 

in New York as some organic producers were differentiating themselves by being “more 

organic”. In Germany, Best (2008) reported that new organic farmers had more 

conventional attributes than older organic farmers.   

Focussing on one specific enterprise, Gao, Park, & Sakashita (2017), found that 

Haobao Organic Agricultural Co, a long-time organic growing company in China, 

replaced its social interest with commercial interest following an important noncapital 

injection, a behaviour corresponding to the conventionalization argument.  

The development of the organic market and of national organic standards has 

favoured a style of organic agriculture that hinders the transformative changes desired 

by some early pioneers and recommended by some scholars (Altieri et al., 1983; Hill, 

2006; Hill & MacRae, 1992). The inherent tensions between the growth of the organic 

sector and its underlying restrictive aspects have drawn the interest of Polanyian 

scholars.  

3.4 Polanyian Literature on Organic Agriculture 

If the organic movement is considered a social movement challenging many aspects of 

the current agricultural paradigm, it can be asked whether organic certification which is 

a market tool, is being used for protective countermovement purposes. 

 Barham (1997; 1999) found a double movement in the organization of 

sustainable agriculture in France, which included organic agriculture. Through in-depth 

interviews with group leaders, Barnham (1997) identified organizations corresponding to 

Polanyi’s ideas. These were organizations with independent origins but having the 

common goal of opposing the expansion of the market logic. Barnham (1997) interprets 
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the mobilization of sustainable agriculture groups as responses to the decision of the 

European Economic Community to comply with the GATT which resulted in changes to 

the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). For Barnham (1997) the organic organizations, 

along with other sustainable agricultural groups, were protective countermovements 

reacting to international liberalization. 

 On the other hand, Guthman (1998, p. 135), while not focussing her article 

specifically on Polanyi, analyzes the development of organic agriculture in California 

and questions the development of “international marketing and its reliance on fossil 

fuels, value-added packaging and processing, and off-farm input manufacture”. 

Guthman (1998, p. 150) interprets the organic regulations, originally intended to restrain 

the market, as becoming “a new basis for accumulation”, thus pushing further the scope 

of commodification. From her perspective, organic agriculture was becoming part of the 

liberalization movement instead of the protective countermovement.  

 In a subsequent publication, Guthman (2007) focuses on the Polanyian 

interpretation of sustainable labels, mainly organic, and analyzes the structure of 

voluntary labels. She argues that labels protect social and environmental values by 

excluding producers who do not follow the minimum requirements of the standards. In 

the case of organic, the barriers to entry, mainly the land conversion period, is relatively 

easy to overcome, and once a producer is certified, there are no further restrictions; the 

organic market behaves like any other market. Strong competition in the organic market 

creates pressure for lower prices and results in non-essential social and environmental 

values being marginalized as competition increases. Guthman (2007) concludes that 

sustainable labels offer only partial and uneven protection against the externalization of 

social and environmental values, because they expand the market’s reach and are not 

necessarily protective.  
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 While Guthman (1998, 2007) is rather critical of the organic movement as a 

countermovement, other scholars have highlighted conflicts between liberalization and 

protective organic countermovements. 

 Cid-Aguayo (2011) brings-in perspectives from the Chilean agroecological 

movement, which includes many organic producers. Using interviews with producers, 

she observes that producers are engaged in conventionalized actions, like producing 

berries for export with the minimal organic criteria while also engaging in local and 

communal markets with deeply agroecological products. Cid-Aguayo (2011, p. 64) 

interprets this situation has resulting from ethical principles and economic interests 

based on “very personal and political issues“. In this case, the motivations of producers 

to be active in the organic sector are for individual protection in order to obtain better 

and more stable prices. The effect is the production of organic goods, which even when 

produced at the minimal organic requirements are still more sustainable than non-

organic ones, and thus protecting social and environmental values indirectly. This 

interpretation complies with a Polanyian interpretation of the countermovement where 

individuals “temporarily represent the general interest of society” through the pursuit of 

personal interest which explains the broad diversity of actors participating in protective 

countermovements and the variety of actions (Cid-Aguayo, 2011, p. 64). For Cid-

Aguayo (2011), the apparent contractions of producers participating in both the market 

with minimal restrictions and deep agroecological production at the same time is a 

normal characteristic of countermovements.  

 Cid-Aguayo (2011) describes a situation where organic producers are acting 

differently to similar but different problematic. This highlights the need for Polanyian 

scholarship to unpack perceived consequences.  

 The concept of a double movement is often linked with social movements which 

can obscure its diversity and subtilty (Reisman, 2019). Countermovements do not 

require overt mobilizations or activism. Mostafanezhad’s (2016) approach deconstructs 
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the notion of countermovement as a social movement which allows her to highlight 

contradictions in participant actions. Mostafanezhad (2016) found contradicting 

motivations in Hawaiian World Wide Opportunities on Organic Farms (WWOOF) farm 

hosts. More specifically, she found that farm hosts in the Hawaiian WWOOF are actively 

participating in three different countermovements. First, by practising organic farming 

(based on the goals described previously). Secondly, by promoting a spirituality that 

“supersedes or transcends individualism” and thirdly, by offering an alternative 

educational experience to the participants (generally young people) (Mostafanezhad, 

2016, p. 164). This suggests that in this case the organic movement goes beyond 

agricultural production and consider individuals as complex socially embedded actors.  

 Mostafanezhad (2016) notes that even if farm hosts are actively seeking a variety 

of social goals, they have to face an economic reality that forces them to act in a 

contradictory manner (e.g. buying food for WWOOFers at Costco). While the WWOOF 

movement is itself an alternative form of tourism where participants volunteer on an 

organic farm for a few hours a day in exchange for accommodation and food, there is a 

strong economic incentive for both the hosts who can access cheap labour and the 

participant who can access cheap accommodation. Mostafanezhad (2016) concludes 

that that even if farm hosts are trying to exit capitalism, they are still part of the 

neoliberal system.  

 In summary, Polanyian scholars have identified movements to promote organic 

agriculture as protective countermovements. However, contradictions within protective 

countermovements and the conventionalization argument raise questions about the 

extent to which organic certification offers protection from negative market effects. It 

also raises questions about the individual motivations of participants in seeking organic 

certification, suggesting that some participants may not be using the certification in an 

attempt to reduce perceived negative effects but rather to expand their business. Novel 

approaches to Polanyian scholarship such as the concept of the third movement 
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emphasizes the different actions individuals can take in reaction to negative effects 

even promoting the market as the solution to their problems 

3.5 Research Objectives 

This research focuses on the different motivations of organic producers. What are their 

perceptions about the forms of protection they need? Do they see the organic 

certification as sufficient on its own to provide the protections they seek, or do they also 

look for additional protection through government regulation?  

The research question is:  

Do Canadian certified organic producers show a Polanyian reaction to negative 

economic, social and environmental impacts of agricultural markets? 

In order to answer this exploratory question, sub-questions are investigated. The 

protective countermovement is dissected in its different components. To focus the 

research on each component, four sub questions were formulated.  

Sub question #1: Do Canadian certified organic producers identify negative 

effects of agriculture? 

The first element in the emergence of a protective countermovement is the 

identification of negative effects to which one can react. If the organic movement is a 

protective countermovement, it is expected that organic producers will identify negative 

effects of agriculture.  

Sub question #2: Do Canadian certified organic producers perceive organic 

certification as a tool to reduce negative effects of agriculture? 

The second element of a protective countermovement is the reaction phase. 

Polanyian literature suggests that the organic certification can be a tool for protection. 
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Because the organic movement is identified as a protective countermovement, it is 

expected that organic producers perceive the organic certification as reducing or 

allowing them to reduce negative effects of agriculture. 

Sub question #3: Do Canadian certified organic producers look for government to 

reduce negative effects of agriculture? 

The traditional Polanyian analysis expects people to turn towards government for 

support and protection when they perceive negative effects from markets. Thus, it is 

expected that organic producers that have identified negative effects also seek support 

from the government.  

Sub question #4: Do Canadian certified organic producers respond to specific 

dimensions of negative effects in the same way?  

Polanyian scholarship suggests that countermovements can arise for different 

types of negative impacts. For example, child labour was met by a countermovement 

about this specific issue while worker safety standards were met by a similar but 

different countermovement. Sub-question #4 explores whether organic producers show 

variation in their responses to different dimensions of the agricultural system. Eleven 

dimensions are considered, free trade agreements, price instability, economic 

competition, family farms issues, local food production systems, impacts of synthetic 

pesticides on health, soil degradation, animal welfare issues, loss of biodiversity, the 

propagation of genetically engineered organisms and greenhouse gas emissions. 

 The methodology used to answer these questions is considered next. 
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Chapter 4: Methodology 

This chapter describes the reasons for choosing Canada as a case study. It follows with 

a comparison of methodologies used in other Polanyian research and then describes 

the data collection process, data processing and data analysis conducted for this thesis.   

Initial submission to the Research Ethics Board was on January 2, 2019. A 

certification of ethical acceptability, valid for a year, was granted on January 22, 2019.  

4.1 Case Selection 

This survey focuses on the organic movement in Canada. The country was chosen for 

two reasons. First, the researcher is primarily interested in rural areas in the Canadian 

context. Second, the researcher already had contact within the Organic Federation of 

Canada, which facilitated access to organic producers. Moreover, organic agriculture in 

Canada has some specific characteristics that make it a good case for researching 

protective countermovements more generally.  

4.1.1 Background Information 

Canada is a developed country where agriculture still holds an important place. As in 

many developed countries, agriculture has evolved quickly following socio-economic 

and technological changes.  

 Agriculture is still important to the Canadian economy. The whole agri-food 

system holds 6th place in Canada’s economy with a GDP of 6.7%, and an employment 

of 12.5% (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2017). Canada is also a net agricultural 

exporter, primarily of oilseeds and oilseed products (24.7%), grains and grain products 

(21.9%) and animal products (17.1%) covering more than half of the $56 billion of agri-

food exports in 2016 (AAFC, 2017). Imports are mainly comprised of processed and 

fresh fruits and vegetables (29.7%), alcoholic and non-alcoholic beverages (12.1%) and 
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grains and grain products (9.2%) covering more than half of the $44.4 billion of agri-food 

imports in 2016 (AAFC, 2017).  

Canada is active in liberalization of agricultural trade while also being active in 

supporting national producers through protective programs that limit the agricultural 

market in a variety of ways. The economic approach to trade in Canadian agriculture 

varies according to the production sector. Canada is part of the Cairns group, a coalition 

of agricultural countries that pushes for the liberalization of agricultural trade at the WTO 

(The Cairns Group, n.d.).  

While this is true for some commodities that are exported, like oilseeds, grains, 

hogs and pulses, this is not true for all commodities. Canada is one of the few 

developed countries with a system of supply management, which allows supply in dairy, 

eggs, poultry and turkey to be organized around the national demand while imposing 

important restriction on imports from and exports to the international market.  

According to Willer and Lernoud (2019) Canada is an important organic player 

internationally. It ranks 11th in terms of total organic agricultural land with 1,191,730 ha, 

although this represents only 1.8% (54th) of Canada’s total agricultural land. Canada 

ranks 6th in terms of the sales value of organic products and 10th in terms of the per 

capita consumption of organic products. Canada also imported $672 Million of tracked 

organic goods in 2018 and exported $462 Million making Canada a net importer of 

organic products (Canadian Organic Trade Association, 2017). 

4.2 Data Collection 

4.2.1 Comparison with Other Research 

There has been substantial research about the Polanyian concept of protective 

countermovements through work on social movements or on policy. Content and policy 

analysis have been used extensively. Analysts have examined social movements like 
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organic (Guthman, 2007; Mutersbaugh, 2005) or Fair-Trade (Mutersbaugh, 2005; 

Shorette, 2011) or specific policies like food standards and food labelling (i.e. organic 

and Fair Trade), food safety regulation (Quark & Lienesch, 2017) G.E regulations 

(Carroll, 2016), rural policies (Escher, Schneider, & Ye, 2018), water protection 

(Mariola, 2011) and carbon markets (Carton, 2014). While those analyses have led in 

many cases to the identification of active or latent countermovements and the 

challenges they face in seeking to achieve transformative changes, those analyses do 

not focus on the participants of social movements or on individuals impacted by policies 

as a unit of analysis.  

Interviews are commonly used in Polanyian analysis. Semi-structured interviews 

have been conducted with key informants (Bain & Dandachi, 2014) and with organic 

producers (Mostafanezhad, 2016), in depth interviews with agroecological producers 

(Cid-Aguayo, 2011) and with leaders of sustainable agriculture organizations (E. 

Barham, 1997). Informal non-structured interviews have been conducted with 

conference participants (Shorette, 2011). 

In these studies interviews were used to collect information about a localized 

context with a specific category of actors and to conduct qualitative analysis. The semi-

structured or unstructured organization of interviews allowed respondents to express 

themselves and, if needed, clarify what they are reporting. Thus, it was possible to get 

more contextual information.  

On the other hand, surveys have not been commonly used in Polanyian analysis. 

Levien and Paret (2012) used data from the World Value Surveys. Researchers have 

also focussed on local communities using mailed surveys (Malin et al., 2017) or digit 

dial survey (Mayer & Malin, 2018). Malin et al., (2017) and Mayer and Malin (2018) were 

able to cover different types of regulations in relation to a given situation with Likert-type 

scales.  



 

 

35 

 

As the Canadian geography is quite extensive, monetary and time constraints did 

not make it possible to use interviews. Instead, an online survey was used to collect 

data from Canadian organic farmers. Based on a Likert-type scale, most questions in 

the survey asked for the level of agreement with a statement. In this way, statements 

about agriculture were turned into questions and respondents answered on a 5-point 

scale.  

4.2.2 Literature Review 

Access to critical French and English literature on Polanyian concepts, the 

conventionalization argument and the organic movement was possible through the 

University of Guelph Library and the Laval University Library. The keywords “Polanyi”, 

“organic”, “agriculture”, “conventionalization” and “double movement” were used in 

different combinations to identify relevant literature. Pertinent references within 

identified articles were selected in a snowball technique, enlarging the body of 

consulted literature. About 150 articles were reviewed in the process.  

4.2.3 Survey Distribution 

Only certified organic producers were surveyed. There are no available lists of certified 

organic farmers in Canada therefore a census was not possible. A randomized sample 

was also not possible due to the lack of information about the population and no 

practical way to contact individual producers. A link to the survey was distributed 

through national and provincial organizations who agreed to place the survey link on 

their social platforms and other communication media (e.g. newsletter, listserv, blog). A 

list of farmers’ organizations that could have members with an organic certification was 

created and invited to participate in the distribution of the link to the survey. This 

included organizations with a majority of non-certified members like provincial farmers’ 

unions. Fifteen organizations participated in the distribution of the survey. The list of 

organizations that were contacted and of those who participated, and their means of 
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distribution are described in Appendix 1. Many farmer organizations not specialized with 

organic farmers chose to not participate.  Therefore, the survey distribution created an 

important bias because certified organic producers who are not active members of an 

organic-focused organization were most likely not reached. The survey distribution 

started on February 27, 2019, and closed on May 12, 2019. 

4.3 Survey Design 

The survey was designed and built with Qualtrics, accessed through the University of 

Guelph Library. The survey was designed in English and was translated into French at 

the end of the design process. The English version is available in Appendix 2.  

The survey was entitled Social, environmental and business motivations of 

organic producers in Canada. It was divided into five sections. The first three sections, 

presented in Table 1, represent the core of the survey and are referred to as “themes”. 

Abbreviations used for the dimensions are described in Table 2. The first theme focused 

on the consequences of agriculture, the second on organic certification, and the third on 

government regulation. Eleven dimensions of agriculture were selected and questions 

about the same eleven dimensions were asked in relation to each of the three themes. 

Each question was followed by a five-point Likert-type scale and a text box leaving a 

possibility for the respondents to make comments about the subject of the question. 

The fourth section had one question with a Likert-type scale and three questions 

with a mix of yes or no choices and multiple choices. It contained a question on 

compulsory checkoffs, two questions on the membership in organization and a question 

on the future of farming. The fifth section contained 11 questions for identification and 

categorization purposes.  
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Table 1. Survey design for the three themes and eleven dimensions 

Themes \ Categories Economic Social Environmental 

Theme 1 : 
Consequence 

Free. T. 
Prices 
Comp. 

F. Farms 
Local 

Syn. Pest. 

Soil 
Ani. Wel. 

Bio. 
GE 

GHG 

Questions: Q1 to Q3 Q4 to Q6 Q7 to Q11 

Theme 2 : 
Certification 

Free. T. 
Prices 
Comp. 

F. Farms 
Local 

Syn. Pest. 

Soil 
Ani. Wel. 

Bio. 
GE 

GHG 
Comp. 

Questions: Q12 to Q14 Q15 to Q17 Q18 to Q22 

Theme 3 : 
Government 

Free. T. 
Prices 
Comp. 

F. Farms 
Local 

Syn. Pest. 

Soil 
Ani. Wel. 

Bio. 
GE 

GHG 

Questions: Q23 to Q25 Q26 to Q28 Q29 to Q33 
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Table 2. Abbreviation of the dimensions 

Abbreviation  Subject 

Free. T.  Free Trade Agreements 
Prices  Price instability 
Comp.  Economic competition 
F. Farms  Family farms 
Local  Local Food production 
Syn. Pest.  Health and synthetic pesticides 
Soil   Soil degradation 
Ani. Wel.  Animal welfare 

Bio.  Biodiversity 
GE  Genetically Engineered 

Organisms 
GHG  Greenhouse gases 

 

4.3.1 Choice of Dimension 

The dimensions were chosen based on the literature review and the researcher’s 

experience in the organic sector: free trade agreements, price instability, economic 

competition, family farms issues, local food production systems, impacts of synthetic 

pesticides on health, soil degradation, animal welfare issues, loss of biodiversity, 

propagation of genetically engineered organisms and greenhouse gas emissions. The 

eleven dimensions were grouped into three categories: economic, social, and 

environmental. Each treated dimension is present in only one category, although it is 

acknowledged that some dimensions could affect more than one category. For 

example, the usage of synthetic pesticides could be perceived as a social-humane 

issue instead of an environmental issue. 

The dimensions were not defined or explained in the survey. The objective was 

to let respondents use their own understanding of the terms influence their perception of 

negative effects. This choice was motivated by the wide range of possible perceptions 

of negative effects. For example, two respondents who agree that there are negative 
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effects on family farms may have different perspectives of what a family farm is and the 

challenges they face. Nevertheless, they both self-identified as agreeing to the negative 

effects. Enforcing a strict definition of each dimension and negative effect would have 

been tedious to read for the respondents and could have eliminated respondents who 

agreed to the general idea but not to the precise definition.  

The dimensions in the economic category (free trade, price instability, and 

economic competition) were chosen based on Polanyian and conventionalization 

literature. Free trade agreements were chosen as they are clear examples of trade 

liberalization, are central and important from a Polanyian perspective and are at the 

centre of recurrent debates in agriculture. The instability of agricultural prices was 

chosen because price variation is a fundamental effect of free trade and a well-known 

challenge for farmers who generally cannot adjust quickly to those variations. It is also 

an important element of agricultural exceptionalism. Finally, economic competition 

between farmers was chosen because it is also a fundamental mechanism of free trade 

and it can lead to important social dislocations through the cost-price squeeze which is 

a focus of much of the discussion of conventionalization (Galt, Bradley, Christensen, 

Van Soelen Kim, & Lobo, 2016). 

The dimensions in the social category addressed family farms, local food 

production, and synthetic pesticides understood as a health risk. Social elements are 

generally not covered in organic standards even if they are a concern in the organic 

movement (Padel, Röcklinsberg, & Schmid, 2009; Seufert et al., 2017). Social aspects 

are also fundamental in Polanyian scholarship. Therefore, social values were included 

in the analysis. The decrease in the number of farms and the increasing size and 

mechanization of the existing ones have changed rural areas. The number of farms in 

Canada has been steadily declining, from 732 832 farms in 1941 to 193 492 farms in 

2016 (-73%) (AAFC, 2017). The relative place of agriculture in employment has also 

declined, from over 33% in 1921 to 1.5% in 2016 (AAFC, 2017). Therefore, family farms 
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was included in the survey as a dimension. Local food production is impacted by free 

trade and comparative advantages which pressure for specialization and inter-regional 

and international trade. Local food has also emerged as an important marketing channel 

encouraging closer links between producers and consumers. Lastly, personal safety in 

relation to pesticides has been identified in the literature as an “important driving force 

for ‘going organic’ ” (Cid-Aguayo, 2011, p. 61).  

The third category was environmental, and included soil degradation, animal 

welfare, biodiversity, genetically engineered organisms, and greenhouse gas emissions. 

Soil degradation has been identified as problematic for a long time in Canada and has 

been linked to the development of industrialized agricultural practices. Animal welfare 

conditions are increasingly important and are an important component of the Canadian 

Organic Standards. The negative impacts of agriculture on biodiversity are well 

documented and the promotion of biodiversity in one of the core principles of organic. 

For a variety of reasons, the organic movement has been opposed to GE organisms in 

agricultural production, they are banned by the organic standards, and it now is an 

important element of the marketing of organic products. Because the agricultural sector 

is a major producer of GHG and because the organic and the non-organic sectors are 

often compared on that basis, it was included as a dimension.  

Section 1: Theme 1 – Consequence  

In Polanyian analysis a protective countermovement results from a reaction to a 

negative consequence. Therefore, the identification of perceived negative 

consequences in the agricultural sector was an essential first step. The questions about 

consequences were written in a way that suggested a negative consequence related to 

each of the 11 dimensions. This was an editorial choice made in order to have clear 

questions that were easy to understand and consistent. Questions in the economic and 

social categories were formulated in a way to include agriculture at-large and not only 

organic. For those questions there is the assumption that survey producers do not 
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perceive organic agriculture as creating problems. For example, the question for the 

dimensions Price instability was “Prices of agricultural products are too unstable”. 

Questions in the environmental category were formulated specifically to exclude organic 

agriculture. For example, the question for the Soil dimension was “Non-organic 

agriculture degrades soils”.  

Section 2: Theme 2 - Certification 

The questions about each of the 11 dimensions were reformulated to invite a response 

about the protective aspect of certification. Questions were written in a way to suggest 

that certification offered some form of protection (economic and social category) or 

reduced or eliminated some production practises creating environmental problems. For 

example, the question for the dimension Price instability was “Organic certification 

allows me to have more stable prices for my agricultural products” and the question for 

the dimension Soil was “Organic production practises allow me to reduce soil 

degradation”.  

Section 3: Theme 3 - Governments  

The same 11 questions were reformulated to propose an active role for governments in 

reducing negative consequences. To reduce bias related to specific governmental 

actions like taxes, production quotas or environmental regulations, the questions were 

written in a way that suggested the intent of governmental actions without referring to a 

means to achieve it. The questions also referred to governments to minimize the bias 

towards a specific level of government, federal, provincial or municipal This strategy 

was derived from Mayer and Malin (2018) who discovered that in Colorado, there was a 

desire for multilevel-level governance approach to regulation and that a single level 

approach did not comply with respondents’ preference. Survey questions were 

formulated in a way to include agriculture at-large and not only organic. For example, 

the question for the dimension Price instability was “Governments should intervene to 
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stabilize agricultural prices” and the question for the dimensions Soil was “Government 

should be stricter regarding soil degradation occurring from agricultural practices”. 

Section 4: Other questions  

In this section, four questions were included that did not follow the consequence – 

certification – government themes. 

The first question was a five-point Likert type scale and referred to a question 

about the use of checkoffs paid by organic producers. This question was included at the 

request of the Canadian Organic Growers. 

The second and third questions asked about the participation of the respondent 

in a federal or provincial organization. However, the survey was distributed by 

organization, therefore there is an important bias here.  

The fourth question asked whether producers were planning to continue farming 

organically in the future. If they were not, a sub-question was prompted, asking them to 

indicate their reasons from a list of 15 pre-identified options. Eleven choices referred to 

the dimensions identified previously. The other options referred to other logical reasons 

like retirements, the cost of certification, their belief in organic and governmental 

regulations.   

Section 5: Demographic Questions 

The last group of questions contained eleven questions that gave more information on 

the respondents. Identification questions referred to their main production, the 

percentage of family income from that production, the length of time they have been 

farming, the year of certification, the area in production, the area they owned and 

demographic questions.  
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4.4 Data Processing 

R is a programming language that is commonly used in scientific fields as it allows data 

processing to be totally reproducible, has extensive tools, a large community that helps 

with troubleshooting and is free and open-source (Niemann-Ross, 2018).  

Raw data from the survey were exported from Qualtrics in a CSV format. Data 

were partially cleaned and anonymized manually in Microsoft Excel. The cleaning 

comprised several steps. First, to remove unnecessary dimensions automatically 

exported by Qualtrics such as an initial question about participant consent and to 

remove respondents who did not consent to participate2. Second, incomplete responses 

were removed unless the first three themes were completed. Third, respondents that 

reported that they were not certified were removed. From the original 218 responses, 

126 were kept. Of the 96 respondents removed, only two respondents were removed 

because they were not certified. Contact information, if provided by the respondents 

was also removed and stored in a different file. Responses on a Likert type scale were 

manually recoded from 5 to 1, 5 being “strongly agree” and 1 “strongly disagree”.  

4.5 Limitations 

A variety of limitations to this research have to be taken into consideration. Five 

limitations are discussed. First, the scope of the analysis. The extensive geography of 

Canada conceals a variety of social climates and weather conditions that have not been 

controlled for in this study. Second, the means of distribution of the survey and the 

sample size did not allow for a representative sample. Because the survey was 

distributed online through farmers’ organizations, organic farmers who do no have 

                                            

2 The first question (consent or not) is recorded by Qualtrics as a response. In case of no consent, 

participants did not have access to the survey but they remained as a record because they had opened 
the survey and answered the first question.  
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access to online communication or are not members of farmers’ organization were not 

reached. Thus, results should not be generalized. Third, the survey tested for and 

explored a limited number of dimensions that were self-defined and can hide many 

unidentified dimensions (e.g. technological changes) and specific perceptions of 

negative effects. Fourth, the questions for the first and second themes were not phrased 

the same way for the economic category than for the social and environmental 

categories. The questions were originally created this way to be easily interpreted by 

the readers, however, it requires the analysis to rely on two assumptions. One, that 

producers do not perceive organic agriculture as creating problems and second that 

producers do not use organic practices if they are not certified. Fifth, this research did 

not differentiate between producers who certify only to get the premium price and those 

who are genuinely concerned about market consequences but think government 

regulation is not desirable and that certification provides sufficient protection on its own. 

Chapter 5: Survey Results 

This chapter contains the presentation of some of the data collected, the explanation of 

the analysis conducted, the results of analysis and the interpretation of the results. The 

first section presents the collected sample and its characteristics. The second section 

discusses the data, analysis and results for each sub-question. 

5.1 Overview 

Before doing analysis, it is useful to understand the attributes of the sample even if it is 

not representative. A complete list of descriptive statistics is provided in Appendix 3 and 

Appendix 4. Only the summary is presented here.  

The sample is predominantly composed of male (52%) English speakers (61%) 

with a university degree (37%). Individuals from the province of Quebec (35%) and 

British Columbia (25%) represent the majority of respondents from a total of nine 
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provinces and territories. Those who plan to keep farming in the foreseeable future 

comprises 96% of respondents. While many respondents have one specialized 

production (48%), the majority has two types of production (19%) or more than two 

(32%).  

It is important to look for respondents with abnormal responses as they can bias 

some analysis. The sum of all the responses per respondent (total score) was used as a 

measure to compare respondents. A graphical visualization was conducted. The 

quantile to quantile (QQplot) representation in Appendix 5 indicates that only two 

respondents fall outside the normal distribution. Those outliers have a low total score 

which indicates that they disagreed with most of the statements. The removal of those 

two outliers was considered to avoid the distortion they could cause. However, because 

those values correspond to the position and reality of respondents and are not caused 

by an error of measurement, those outliers were kept in the dataset. 

The analysis conducted relies on the unique survey structure. Figure 1 presents 

the structure of the survey and survey responses. The 33 survey questions (3 themes 

times 11 questions) can be sorted into nine “boxes”. Each box represents a unique 

combination of a theme (consequences, certification or government) on the y-axis 

indicated on the right side of the graphic and a category (economic, social or 

environmental) on the x-axis indicated on the upper part of the graphic. Each theme has 

three “boxes” and each category has three “boxes”. 

This structure has all the normal components of a figure, the axis, and the 

legend. The variables on the x-axis represent the 11 dimensions. Each category 

(economic, social and environmental) represents a selection from these 11 dimensions. 

The y-axis is repeated, thus each theme (consequence, certification and government) 

has the same x-axis and y-axis which allows comparison between themes. The legend 

always applies to the figure as a whole.  
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The goal of Figure 1 is to show the distribution of the responses for each of the 

11 dimensions in order to validate that all dimensions are meaningful to the research. 

The underlying assumption is that a dimension where there is no perception of negative 

consequences and where both the certification and governmental intervention are not 

perceived as useful would be outside of the scope of this research.  

In Figure 1, each violin plot represents an individual question. The three violin 

plots of the same colour represent the three versions of that question that were asked: 

first about consequences, second about certification, and third about government. The 

thickness of the violin plot represents the number of responses (from strongly agree to 

strongly disagree) for that question. The mean for each question is indicated by a black 

dot. Each violin plot is divided into four quantiles, separated by a short horizontal line. 

 

Figure 1. An overview of the distribution of the responses indicates that there are substantial 

variations between responses across the themes, categories and individual questions 
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Figure 1 indicates that there are substantial variations between responses across 

the themes, categories and individual questions and that that no dimension has a 

consistent level of disagreement. Therefore, it is assumed that all dimensions are 

meaningful. However, some patterns emerge. To understand those patterns, it is 

important to focus on only one element of the figure at a time.  

First, a focus on the themes (consequences, certification, government) reveals 

that the overall distribution of the responses does not change much between the 

themes. The level of agreement is slightly more pronounced for the theme government, 

but this is not a major variation.  

Second, a focus on the categories (economic, social, environmental) reveals 

important differences in the distribution of the responses in each category. The shape of 

the violin plots is more distributed in the economic category than in the social and 

environmental categories. It suggests that the economic category has a lower level of 

consistency in responses which should be assessed in the analysis.  

Third, a focus on the 11 dimensions indicates that the full set of surveyed organic 

producers perceive each dimension differently. Some dimensions have a consistent 

shape (e.g. synthetic pesticides), some have a mix of different and similar shapes 

(e.g. GE) and some have three different shapes (e.g. GHG). This indicates that 

perceptions of the negative effects are not the same for each dimension and that the 

strategy to reduce perceived negative effects (certification or government policy) also 

varies between dimensions. The overall diversity of responses implies that the organic 

movement includes producers with a diversity of opinions and this requires attention in 

the analysis. 

 Fourth, a focus on each question reveals that most questions are tending 

towards agreement. Some questions have a nearly unanimous response (e.g. the 

dimension local at the government theme) while other dimensions have distributed 
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responses (e.g. the dimension competition at the government theme). This invites 

attention in the analysis to why this variation may exist. 

The responses to each research sub-question are now discussed. 

5.2 Sub-Question 1 

The first sub-question asks: Do Canadian certified organic producers identify 

negative effects of agriculture? Based on the Polanyian literature and history of the 

organic movement, it is expected that surveyed organic producers will identify negative 

effects of agriculture. While the literature suggests that the organic movement is a 

countermovement responding to the negative effects of conventional or industrial 

agriculture, the literature does not suggest any particular level of reaction to negative 

effects. To test this hypothesis the simplest definition was adopted. A majority of 

respondents (50% + 1) was taken to indicate that producers do identify negative effects 

of agriculture for each of the 11 dimensions.  

To add some deeper insight, four levels of identification were considered. A 

proportion of agreement of 75% or more was taken to indicate a strong perception of 

negative effects of agriculture; a proportion of 50% or more and lower than 75% 

indicates a moderate perception of negative effects, a proportion of 25% or more and 

lower than 50% indicates a low perception of negative effects and a proportion lower 

than 25% indicates a no perception  

To know if the proportion of agreement to the perception of negative effects in 

each dimension was significatively higher than 50% (thus it would be a majority), two-

tailed one-proportion z-tests were conducted for each of the 11 dimensions. The tested 

null hypothesis for each dimension was that 50% of certified organic producers identify 

negative effects of agriculture or H0: p0 = 50% where p0 is the observed proportion of 

agreement (somewhat agree and strongly agree). To conduct the tests, the responses 
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strongly agree and somewhat agree were aggregated in a group named agree and the 

other responses were aggregated in a group named other. It was necessary to use a 

two-tailed hypothesis to capture dimensions that would be significatively lower than 

50%. Each test gave the proportion of the group agree in the sample and the 95% 

confidence intervals.  

The confidence intervals represent the variation of proportion that is considered 

normal. Therefore, to be certain that the proportion of the group agree is different than 

50%, the confidence intervals need to be higher than 50%. Results of the one-

proportion z-test are presented in Appendix 6 and summarized in Figure 2. The 95% 

confidence intervals are represented in Figure 2 by error bars.  

Figure 2 shows the proportion of producers who agree (answered somewhat agree or 

strongly agree) to the question in the consequence theme for each of the 11 dimensions 

(the first three boxes in figure 2). The colours of the bar indicate the level of 

identification attributed to each dimension after conducting the one-proportion z-test. 

Results of the one-proportion z test indicate that only the dimension Competition 

has a proportion of agreement lower than 50%. It was attributed the identification low 

perception. Three dimensions (Prices, Local and GHG) have a proportion of agreement 

that is not significantly different than 50%. Those three dimensions were attributed the 

identification Equals to 50%. The other seven dimensions have a proportion of 

agreement significatively higher than 50%. Therefore, the hypothesis that surveyed 

organic producers identify negative effects of agriculture is accepted for those seven 

dimensions. For more precision, the dimensions Free trade, Soil and Animal welfare 

were given the identification moderate perception because their confidence intervals are 

higher than 50% but lower than 75%. The dimensions Family farms, Synthetic 

pesticides, Biodiversity and G.E were given the identification strong perception because 

the confidence intervals are higher than 75%. 
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Figure 2. Proportions of responses for the consequence theme suggest various types of 

identification of negative effects of agriculture 

In the case of the dimension Competition the low perception (below 50%) result 

was unexpected because in neoclassical theory, competition is an essential component 

of market efficiency by ensuring an optimal use of resources. But for many producers, 

competition, especially international competition, may put downward pressure on the 

prices they receive. Protection from competition is often an appeal farmers make for 

protection. Three elements can explain why surveyed organic producers may not view 

competition as a negative effect. 

The first element is the market structure of agricultural products. Farmers are 

generally considered “price takers” because they individually cannot affect market 

supply enough to change prices while at the same time there are relatively few actors at 

the end of the supply chain. This situation of oligopsony might even be more frequent in 

some organic markets where there are few distributors, processors and retailers. Even if 

such a situation can create more competition when buyers pressure for more 
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competitive prices, it can also dilute the perception of competition among farmers. 

Because individual producers are not able to affect the supply significatively, other 

farmers are not perceived as competitors. However, Galt et al. (2016) noted that in 

small markets, like Community Supported Agriculture (CSA), one individual can 

influence supply and have a significant impact on everyone else in the market. Hence 

this result might hide some differences between producers selling into different markets. 

The second element is that farmers are already partially protected from 

competition by different types of regulations. In Canada, some products already have 

market regulations that reduce direct competition between farmers. Supply 

management for example, relies on production quotas which reduce the competition 

between farmers. Royer (2008, p. 511) suggests that marketing boards, while having 

various delegated powers, also aim to “guarantee transactional security among 

commercial partners.” It is thus possible that those regulations reduce the perception of 

competition as a negative feature of the agricultural system.  

The third element is that farmers simply do not recognize competition between 

farmers as negative. Many farmers may see themselves as small businesses operating 

in a market system that they accept. Such a perception would suggest that farmers 

naturalize the free market environment as proposed by Malin et al. (2017) with her 

concept of the third movement. Farmers may accept competition as an unavoidable or 

even desirable condition of farming. 

5.3 Sub-Question 2 

The second research sub-question asks: Do Canadian certified organic 

producers perceive organic certification as a tool to reduce negative effects of 

agriculture? As explained in Chapter 3, novel Polanyian scholarship suggests that 

market tools can be used for protection. Because organic certification is a market tool 

and because the research seeks to assess whether the organic movement is a 
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Polanyian countermovement, it was hypothesized that organic producers who 

1) perceive negative effects and 2) get certified are 3) expecting the organic certification 

to offer some sort of protection from the negative effects they identify. 

For this hypothesis, the literature does not suggest a specific level of perception 

of protection. It only suggests that some level of protection would be perceived to be 

provided by certification. As with sub-question #1 the hypothesis was assumed to be 

confirmed if the majority of respondents (50% + 1) perceived certification to be providing 

them with protection from perceived negative effects of agriculture in each of the 

11 dimensions. To provide some deeper insight into the analysis, four levels of 

perceived protection were considered. A proportion of agreements of 75% indicated a 

perception of strong protection from negative effects, a proportion lower than 75% but 

higher than 50% indicated a perception of moderate protection, a proportion of 50% or 

lower but higher than 25% indicated a perception of moderately ineffective protection 

and a proportion lower than 25% or lower indicated a perception of strongly ineffective 

protection. 

The analysis proceeded in five main steps. First, for each of the 11 dimensions 

responses to the question about consequences and the question about certification 

were compared and each combination of response was counted. Second, only the 

combination of responses with an agreement to the consequence question were kept, 

all other responses were discarded for this analysis. Third, the similar responses to both 

questions were aggregated into meaningful groups, Agree-Agree, Agree-Neither and 

Agree-Disagree. The name of each group is composed of two names. The first name 

represents the answer to the question about consequences and the second name 

represents the answer to the question about certification. Thus Agree-Agree indicates 

producers who agreed that there were negative consequences and agreed that 

certification provide some degree of protection from those consequences. The analysis 

was conducted for each of the 11 dimensions. Fourth, one-proportion z tests were 
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conducted for the Agree-Agree group in each of the 11 dimensions. Fifth, the results for 

all dimensions are compared together.  

As an example, Figure 3 shows the first three steps of the analysis conducted for 

the dimension Free trade. The first step represents the counts for all the possible 

combinations of responses for the Free trade dimension in the consequences theme 

(Question 1) and the certification theme (Question 12). Figure 3 provides the counts for 

each combination of responses. Question 1, on the y-axis, was about the perception of 

negative consequences from Free trade and Question 12, on the x-axis, was about the 

perception of the effectiveness of the organic certification in reducing negative 

consequences of Free trade.  

The second step is to pay attention only to the responses with an agreement for 

the consequence question. In Figure 3, this represents the first two rows of the figure 

(strongly agree and somewhat agree). The third step is represented in Figure 3 by the 

group names indicated in the upper section (Agree-Agree, Agree-Neither and Agree-

Disagree). 

The top left corner contains twelve individuals who agree (answered Somewhat 

agree or Strongly agree) to the consequences but do not perceive the certification as 

reducing the consequences. They answered Strongly disagree or Somewhat disagree 

to the certification question. Those individuals are grouped in the Agree-Disagree group. 

The middle section contains 28 individuals who agree (answered Somewhat agree or 

Strongly agree) to the consequences but are uncertain that the certification reduces the 

consequences (answered Neither agree nor disagree). Those individuals are grouped in 

the Agree-Neither group. The top right corner contains 37 individuals who agree 

(answered Somewhat agree or Strongly agree) to the consequences and perceive the 

certification as reducing the consequences (answered Somewhat agree or Strongly 

agree to the certification question). Those individuals are grouped in the Agree-Agree 

group. 
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The respondents in the other sections of figure 3 are not considered in this analysis 

because they did not perceive negative effects of agriculture. 

 

Figure 3. Comparison of responses for the consequence theme and certification theme for the free 

trade dimension 

In the fourth step, a two-tailed one-proportion z-test was conducted for each of 

the 11 dimensions. The tested null hypothesis was that each dimension has 50% of 

certified organic producers perceiving negative effects of agriculture and identifying the 

certification as offering some sort of protection or H0: p0 = 50% where p0 is the observed 

proportion of the group Agree-Agree. It was necessary to use a two-tailed hypothesis to 

capture dimensions that would be significatively lower than 50%. Each test gave the 

95% confidence intervals for the Agree-Agree group. 

The confidence intervals represent the variation of proportion that is considered 

normal. Therefore, to be certain that the proportion of the group Agree-Agree is different 

than 50%, the confidence intervals need to be higher than 50%. Results of the one-
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proportion z-test are presented in Appendix 7 and summarized in Figure 4. The 95% 

confidence intervals are presented in Figure 4.  

 The fifth and last step of this analysis was to compare the results between the 

11 dimensions. This is the goal of Figure 4. It contains two graphical representations. 

First, on the upper part, a bar chart presents the count of individuals who agreed that 

agriculture was generating negative consequences broken down by their response for 

the certification theme. The height of the bars represents the number of individuals who 

agree with the consequence question (it is the result of step 1 and step 2 and the height 

is the same as in Figure 2). The colours of the bars indicate the responses for the 

certification question and is the result of step 3. The lower part of the figure is a point 

chart that presents the proportions of each group (Agree-Agree, Agree-Neither and 

Agree-Disagree) within each bar. The names of the groups are the same as in the 

upper chart. The error bars displayed around the proportions of the group Agree-Agree 

are the results of the one-proportion z-tests in step 4. 

Results of the one proportion z-tests indicate that no dimension has a proportion 

of Agree-Agree significantly lower than 50%. Three dimensions, Free trade, 

Competition, and G.E, have confidence intervals that are not higher than 50%, thus 

those dimensions are considered as having a proportion of Agree-Agree equal to 50%. 

The other eight dimensions have a proportion of Agree-Agree that is significantly higher 

than 50%, thus the hypothesis that the organic certification offers some sort of 

protection from the negative effects respondents identify is valid for those eight 

dimensions. For more precision, the dimensions Price instability, Family farms, Local 

food system and GHG were given a moderate protection level because their confidence 

intervals are higher than 50% but lower than 75%. The dimensions Synthetic pesticides, 

Soil degradation, Animal Welfare and Biodiversity were given a strong protection level 

because their confidence intervals are higher than 75%. 

 



 

 

56 

 

 

Figure 4. Counts and proportions of combinations of responses for the consequence theme and 

the certification theme indicate different levels of protection and effectiveness 

In the Free trade and G.E dimensions, the second-ranking combination is Agree-

Neither. This suggests that respondents are uncertain about the benefits of the 

certification for those dimensions. On the other hand, for the dimension Competition, the 

second-ranking combination is Agree-Disagree. It suggests that surveyed organic 

producers perceived more strongly that certification was ineffective in reducing the 

perceived negative effects of competition.   

For the dimension GE, which has a similar total of agreement for the 

consequence theme as Biodiversity or Family farms, the proportion of Agree-Agree 

substantially declines and the proportion of Agree-Neither substantially increases while 

the proportion of Agree-Disagree does not change much. It suggests that individuals 

who perceived consequences were indifferent or unsure that the certification was 

reducing the propagation of GE, while only few disagree.  
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Four of the dimensions that are specifically covered in the Canadian Organic 

Standards, Synthetic pesticides, Soil protection, Animal welfare and Biodiversity have 

high proportions of Agree-Agree. GE is the exception. While it is excluded by the 

organic standards the proportion of Agree-Agree for GE is not above 50%. From that 

perspective, it suggests that there is a perception that those dimensions that are 

included in the standard are protected effectively by certification, except for GE.  

5.4 Sub-Question 3 

The third sub-question asks: Do Canadian certified organic producers look for 

governments to reduce negative effects of agriculture? A traditional Polanyian 

approach would anticipate that surveyed organic producers who perceive negative 

effects from conventional agriculture would look for governments to reduce these 

negative effects of agriculture through policy. Therefore, it is predicted that organic 

producers who 1) perceive negative effects from agriculture and 2) get certified will also 

3) expect governmental interventions to offer some sort of protection from the perceived 

negative effects. 

 For this hypothesis, the literature does not suggest a specific level of perception 

of protection. It only suggests that governments would be perceived as having the 

potential to provide protection. Resolving to the simplest definition, the chosen criteria to 

test the hypothesis was the majority of respondents. If 50% + 1 indicated that they were 

looking for governments to reduce negative effects of agriculture the hypothesis was 

considered to be confirmed. This assessment was conducted for each of the 

11 dimensions.  

To add some additional insight, the same four levels of protection used in sub-

question 3 were considered. A proportion of agreement of 75% indicated the perception 

of a strong protection from negative effects, a proportion of 75% or lower but higher 

than 50% indicated the perception of a moderate protection, a proportion of 50% or 
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lower but higher than 25% indicated a perception of moderately ineffective protection 

and a proportion of 25% or lower indicated a perception of strongly ineffective 

protection. 

The analysis was conducted in the same five steps as in sub question 2, but this 

time in regard to the relationship between the identification of negative consequences 

and the perception of governmental interventions as a protective tool. 

First, for each of the 11 dimensions responses to the question about 

consequences and the question about government were compared and each 

combination of response was counted. Second, only the combination of responses with 

an agreement to the consequence question were kept, all other responses were 

discarded for this analysis. Third, the similar responses to both questions were 

aggregated into meaningful groups, Agree-Agree, Agree-Neither and Agree-Disagree. 

The name of each group is composed of two names. The first name represents the 

answer to the question about consequences and the second name represents the 

answer to the question about government. Thus Agree-Agree indicates producers who 

agreed that there were negative consequences and agreed that government should 

provide some degree of protection from those consequences. The analysis was 

conducted for each of the 11 dimensions. Fourth, one-proportion z tests were 

conducted for the Agree-Agree group in each of the 11 dimensions. Fifth, the results for 

all dimensions are compared together. 

In the fourth step, one-proportion z tests are conducted for the Agree-Agree 

group in each dimension. The tested null hypothesis was that each dimension has 50% 

of certified organic producers identifying governments as offering some sort of 

protection or H0: p0 = 50% where p0 is the observed proportion of agreement of the 

group Agree-Agree. It was necessary to use a two-tailed hypothesis to capture 

dimensions that would be significatively lower than 50%. Each test gave the 95% 

confidence intervals for the Agree-Agree group. To be certain that the proportion of the 
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group Agree-Agree is different than 50%, the confidence intervals need to be higher 

than 50%. Results of the one-proportion z-test are presented in Appendix 8 and 

summarized in Figure 5. The 95% confidence intervals are represented in Figure 5 by 

error bars. 

The results of the analysis are presented in Figure 5 with two graphical representations. 

First, on the upper part, a bar chart presents the count of individuals who agreed that 

agriculture was generating negative consequences broken down by their response for 

the government theme. The height of the bars represents the number of individuals who 

agree to the consequence questions (same as in Figure 2). The colours indicate the 

response for the government theme. The lower part of the figure is a point chart that 

presents the proportions of each group within each bar. The names of the groups are 

the same as in the upper chart. The error bars displayed around the proportions of the 

group Agree-Agree are the results of the one-proportion z-tests. 

Results presented in Figure 5 indicate different levels of protection and 

effectiveness. More specifically, results of the one proportion z-tests indicate that no 

dimension has a proportion of Agree-Agree lower than 50%. Two dimensions, Price 

instability and Competition have confidence intervals that are not higher than 50%, thus 

those dimensions are considered as having a proportion of Agree-Agree equal to 50%. 

The other nine dimensions have a proportion of Agree-Agree that is significantly higher 

than 50%, thus the hypothesis that producers look for governmental interventions to 

offer some sort of protection from the perceived negative effects is valid for those nine 

dimensions. For more precision, the dimensions Free trade, Soil and Animal welfare 

were given a moderate protection level because their confidence intervals are higher 

than 50% but lower than 75%. The dimensions Family farms, Local food system, 

Synthetic pesticides, Biodiversity, GE and G.H.G were given a strong protection level 

because their confidence intervals are higher than 75%. 
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Figure 5. Counts and proportions of combination of responses for the consequence theme and 

the government theme indicate different levels of protection 

A focus on the categories (economic, social, and environmental) indicates that 

the three dimensions in the economic category show less agreement with respect to 

governmental support than the dimensions in the social and environmental categories. 

This suggests that surveyed organic producers are less inclined to governmental 

support in economic matters and that they are relatively comfortable with the operation 

of markets as an economic institution even though they may perceive social and 

environmental problems arising from the operation of agricultural markets. 

It is worthy to note that the dimension Local food system has a proportion of 

100% of Agree-Agree, indicating that all respondents who perceived negative effects of 

agriculture with respect to local food systems are looking for more government 

intervention. 
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5.5 Sub-Question 4 

The fourth research sub-question asks: Do Canadian certified organic producers 

respond to specific dimensions of negative effects in the same way? 

 This sub-question explores the potential differences in the perception of the 

organic certification or governmental actions between each category (economic, social, 

and environmental) and between each of the 11 dimensions. In Polanyian scholarship, 

the degradation of economic, social or environmental elements can lead to a protective 

countermovement. The conventionalization argument suggests that even in the organic 

sector, economic elements can take precedence over social and environmental 

elements. It is also possible that organic certification is a tool more suited to resolve 

some types of negative effects while governmental actions are more suited for other 

types of negative effects. This is an exploratory research question and there are no 

hypotheses. 

Two approaches are taken to answer this question; 1) analyze the three categories and 

2) analyze each of the 11 individual dimensions. The first part compares responses 

aggregated per category for each theme (each of the 9 “boxes” of the survey). The 

second part of this section explores the types of protection used by surveyed organic 

producers for each of the 11 dimensions. 

5.5.1 Part 1: Aggregated Categories 

Figure 6 presents descriptive statistics where the dimensions for each category 

were combined. It is important to keep in mind that there are three dimensions in the 

economic category, three dimensions in the social category and five dimensions in the 

environmental category.  

The box plots in Figure 6 present a lot of information. First, the darker line represents 

the median of the aggregated responses. Second, the hinges represent the second and 
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the third quartile (25th and 75th percentiles). Third, the whiskers represent up to 1.5 

times the interquartile range. Fourth, responses that are more distant than the whiskers 

from the median are presented with a black dot. Fifth, the mean of each distribution is 

presented by a red dot. 

 

Figure 6. The distribution of the responses for each category suggests clear and consistent 

differences in the distribution of economic responses when compared to the social and 

environmental ones 

A graphical interpretation of figure 6 suggests clear and consistent differences in 

the distribution of economic responses when compared to the social and environmental 

ones. The medians, represented by the darker lines, were the same for the social and 

environmental theme but always lower for the economic theme. Moreover, the means, 

represented by a red circle, were also always lower (see Table 3). The medians and 

means were all higher for the government theme. However, as explained below, this 

difference is generally not significant nor meaningful for an ordinal variable. 
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The lower level of agreement for the economic category suggests that surveyed organic 

producers do not perceive negative economic consequences as clearly as they perceive 

negative social and environmental consequences. Interestingly, this also suggests that 

the economic consequences are not better reduced by the market tool of certification. 

Table 3. The means for the economic categories are always lower than in the social and 

environmental category 

Themes \ Categories  Economic Social Environmental Theme Mean 

Consequence 3.39 4.13 4.06 3.86 

Certification 3.34 4.16 4.06 3.85 

Government 3.53 4.55 4.29 4.12 

Category Mean 3.42 4.28 4.14 3.94 

To test the statistical differences between the mean of each category and each theme, 

a series of Kruskal-Wallis rank sum tests were conducted for each theme and each 

category. All tests indicate a significant difference in the distribution within a theme or 

within a category in at least one facet (for the themes, consequence, certification or 

government and for the categories, economic, social and environmental). To explore 

how the distribution varied, pairwise comparisons using Wilcoxon rank sum test were 

conducted for categories and pairwise comparisons using Wilcoxon signed rank test for 

themes were conducted. Results are detailed in Appendix 9 and summarized below. 

 It is important to take into consideration that each question collected responses 

that were on an ordinal scale (from 1 to 5). It is then essential to carefully interpret any 

statistical tests conducted on the transformation of agreement level to a numerical value 

(e.g. strongly agree was attributed the numerical value 5). The pairwise comparisons 

are testing the equality of the various means (e.g. �̅�1 = �̅�2) and a significant difference 

indicates that the probability of wrongly rejecting this hypothesis when it is true is less 
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than 5% (Naghshpour, 2012). It does not give any indication of the relevance of the 

detected change for the study.  

 From this perspective, it is essential to determine the amplitude of change that 

would be relevant for the study. For example, a difference between means of 0.1 can be 

considered statistically significant, however, it is impossible to interpret the variation of a 

tenth (0.1) of strongly agree. Therefore, the researcher determines two conditions for a 

difference between means to be considered relevant. First, that the difference between 

the means must be of more than 0.5 (out of a possible range of 5) and second, that 

there is a difference in the closest numerical value coded to the responses (e.g. Agree 

is coded 4, so a meaningful difference needs to have a value below 3.5 or higher than 

4.5). The first element is determined because it represents more than half of a level of 

agreement. The second element is determined in order to ensure that the direction of 

the change would be interpretable. 

5.5.1.1  Pairwise Comparison for the Themes 

Pairwise comparison for the consequence theme indicates that the only 

significant differences are between the economic (�̅� = 3.39) and both the social 

(�̅� = 4.13) and environmental (�̅� = 4.06) categories. The mean differences are both 

higher than 0.5 and have different closest numerical value coded to the responses, 

4 (equal to Agree) in the social and environmental category and 3 (which is equal to 

Neither) for the economic category. It validates that in the consequence theme, 

responses in the economic category have significatively less agreement than the other 

categories and that agreement is meaningful. It also validates that the mean difference 

between the social and environmental category is not significant nor meaningful in the 

consequence theme.  

For the certification theme, pairwise comparison indicates that there are 

significant differences between the three categories, economic (�̅� = 3.34), social 
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(�̅� = 4.16) and environmental (�̅� = 4.06). The mean difference between the social and 

environmental category is lower than 0.5 and therefore deemed non-important. The 

mean differences between the economic category and both the social and 

environmental categories are higher than 0.5 and both represent different closest 

numerical value code, Neither and Agree. It validates that responses in the economic 

category have significatively less agreement than the other categories for the 

certification theme. 

For the government theme, there are significant differences between the three 

categories, economic (�̅� = 3.53), social (𝑥 ̅ = 4.55) and environmental (�̅� = 4.29). The 

mean difference between the social and the environmental category is less than 0.5. 

The mean difference between the environmental and the economic category is higher 

than 0.5 but there is no difference in the closest numerical value code (both are closer 

to Agree). Therefore, neither differences are considered important. However, the mean 

difference between the social category and the economic category is higher than 0.5 

and has different closest numerical value code (Strongly agree and agree). It validates 

that responses in the economic category have significatively and meaningfully less 

agreement than the social category but, on the other hand, refutes that the agreement 

for the economic category is lower than for the environmental category. 

 Pairwise comparisons using Wilcoxon rank sum test for the categories in each 

theme indicate that the economic category has significatively and meaningfully lower 

agreement than the social or environmental categories in the consequence and 

certification theme. In the government theme, the economic category has a significant 

and meaningful mean difference only with the social category. Social and environmental 

categories are not significatively and meaningfully different in any theme. 



 

 

66 

 

5.5.1.2 Pairwise Comparison for the Categories 

For the economic category, the pairwise comparisons indicate that there are no 

significant differences between the themes, consequence (�̅� = 3.39), certification 

(�̅� = 3.34) and government (�̅� = 3.53. It suggests that the organic certification is not 

perceived as more effective than governmental intervention for the economic category. 

For the social category, the pairwise comparisons indicate that there are 

significant differences only between the government (�̅� = 4.55) theme and the 

consequence (�̅� = 4.13) theme and the government theme and the certification 

(�̅� = 4.16) theme. The means differences between any theme are all smaller than 0.5, 

therefore these variations are not considered meaningful. It suggests that the organic 

certification is not perceived as more effective than governmental intervention for the 

social category or that governmental intervention is perceived as more effective than 

certification in reducing perceived negative effects. 

For the environmental category, the pairwise comparisons indicate that the 

significant differences are only between the government (�̅� = 4.29) themes and the 

consequence (�̅� = 4.06) theme and government theme and the certification (�̅� = 4.06) 

theme. The means differences between any theme are all smaller than 0.5, therefore 

these variations are not considered meaningful. It suggests that the organic certification 

is not perceived as more effective than governmental intervention for the environmental 

category. 

 Pairwise comparisons using Wilcoxon signed rank test for the theme in each 

category indicated that there was no significant and meaningful difference between 

themes (consequence, certification and government). It suggested that when 

aggregated, the variations that can be observed between the dimensions are obscured.  
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Results of pairwise comparisons suggest that the economic category has lower 

agreement than the social and environmental category. This lower agreement is nearly 

present in all cases and his constant between the themes. This implies that categories 

have similar proportions of perception of negative effects than proportions of response 

to the protection tool investigated (certification and government). Aggregated at the 

category level, a lower perception of consequences, like in the economy category, 

results in a lower agreement towards the protective aspects of certification and 

expectations of protective governmental actions.  

5.5.2 Part 2: Variations in Dimensions 

A traditional Polanyian approach does not focus on differences between types of 

reactions or on specific sub-dimensions of a countermovement. However, some novel 

Polanyian scholarship has challenged this approach and has suggested that a 

preference for the use of market tools or civil society actions instead of governmental 

interventions can become apparent when a countermovement is deconstructed into a 

combination of smaller countermovement concerns. In the present analysis, such 

concerns are represented by the 11 dimensions. In other words, as suggested by the 

results described previously in part 1, looking at broader movements such as the 

organic movement may obscure important differences among different dimensions that 

are brought together under the banner of a single countermovement. The 

countermovement may be an overarching concept that hides important variations within 

that lead to unexpected orientations about how protection is and should be organized 

with respect to specific sub-dimensions of the countermovement. 

To explore this phenomenon, a theoretical typology of respondents was created. 

In the survey, each respondent answered three questions about each of the 

11 dimensions, a first question on the consequence, a second question on the 

certification and a third question on governments. Therefore, each respondent can have 

potentially 11 different combinations of responses. When producers do not perceive 
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negative consequences from agriculture and do not seek protection through organic 

certification or from government they are categorized as non Polanyian. On the other 

hand, when producers do not identify negative consequences from agriculture but still 

seek protection, they are categorized as inconsistent. When producers neither agree 

or disagree that there are negative consequences from agriculture, they are considered 

indifferent. When a producer perceives negative consequences from agriculture and 

seeks protection to reduce these negative consequences either from certification or 

from government they are categorized as having a Polanyian reaction. The Polanyian 

reaction in turn can result in four types of protection. A first type of protection is to look 

only to the government for protection and is characterized as Polanyian government 

protection. A second type is to look only to organic certification for protection and is 

characterized as Polanyian market protection. A third type of protection is to look for 

government and for certification for protection and it is characterized as a Polanyian 

government and market protection. The fourth type, Polanyian other protection 

characterizes producers who are indifferent or disagree with both types of protection. 

The type other protection could refer to types of civil society responses such as public 

education that fall outside certification or government policy initiatives 

As mentioned previously, from an individual perspective, each producer has 

answered 3 questions for each of the 11 dimensions (one for each theme, 

consequence, certification, government). The aggregation of the responses from a five-

point scale to a three-point scale (agree, neither, disagree) results in 27 possible 

combinations for the three themes (consequences, certification, and government). Each 

combination was assigned a type of reaction. Each producer may thus have a very 

diverse pattern of responses to the 11 dimensions since it would be possible to show a 

different response pattern for each of the 11 dimensions. Table 4 presents the possible 

answer patterns and the corresponding type of reaction assigned to them.  
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Table 4. Possible answer patterns and the associated type of reaction 

Possible answer patterns 
(Consequence - Certification - 
Government) 

Type of reaction 

agree-agree-agree Polanyian-Market and Government protection 

agree-agree-disagree Polanyian-Market protection 

agree-agree-neither Polanyian-Market protection 

agree-disagree-agree Polanyian-Government protection 

agree-disagree-disagree Polanyian-Other protection 

agree-disagree-neither Polanyian-Other protection 

agree-neither-agree Polanyian-Government protection 

agree-neither-disagree Polanyian-Other protection 

agree-neither-neither Polanyian-Other protection 

disagree-agree-agree Inconsistent 

disagree-agree-disagree Inconsistent 

disagree-agree-neither Inconsistent 

disagree-disagree-agree Inconsistent 

disagree-disagree-disagree Non-Polanyian 

disagree-disagree-neither Inconsistent 

disagree-neither-agree Inconsistent 

disagree-neither-disagree Non-Polanyian 

disagree-neither-neither Non-Polanyian 

neither- x - x Indifferent 

Figure 7 presents the number of respondents who have the same number of 

unique types of reactions according to the developed typology. Figure 7 shows that the 
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distribution of the number of unique types per producer seems normally distributed, that 

the mode is four unique types of reactions per producer and that no surveyed organic 

producer has more than six unique types of reactions. It also shows that having only 

one type of reaction is not common in the sample and that no respondents had all the 

seven types of reaction. 

 

Figure 7. Distribution of the number of unique types of reaction per producer indicates that most 

producers have many types of response 

This suggests that surveyed organic producers are much more diverse in their 

types of reactions than it would be expected when the organic movement is interpreted 

as a single movement. To understand this diversity, it is necessary to look at the 

distribution of the types of reaction for each of the 11 dimensions. The Polanyian types 

of reaction are presented in Figure 8 and the Non-Polanyian types of reaction are 

presented in Figure 9. 
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Figure 8. The distribution of the proportions of Polanyian types of reaction per dimension 

indicates that economic dimensions have less Market and government protection 

Figure 8 shows the proportions of the types of Polanyian protection producers 

had for each dimension in the upper bar chart and the percentage of each type of 

reaction within each bar in the dot char in the lower part. 

Figure 8 suggests that there are important differences between the dimensions. 

The most common Polanyian type of protection is the Market and government 

protection where respondents are agreeing to the three questions. It represents less 

than 25% in any of the three economic dimensions, while it can represent more than 

50% and up to 75% for the social and environmental dimensions, such as in the 

Synthetic pesticides or Biodiversity dimensions.  

The Government protection type is more frequent than the Market protection 

while both are less frequent than the Market and government protection. This indicates 

that surveyed organic producers are generally looking for both types of protection at the 
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same time while preferring governmental interventions over certification as a tool for 

protection. Two exceptions are worth discussing.  

First, the G.E dimension has the highest proportion of Government protection. It 

seems that for this dimension, governmental intervention is perceived as more effective 

than organic certification. It is consistent with the results of analysis described 

previously, where the dimension G.E had a level of protection for the certification theme 

equal to 50% while it had a perceived strong level of protection for the government 

theme. The case of GE is surprising because the use of GE material in organic 

production is strictly prohibited in the organic standards. A potential explanation of this 

surprising response is related to the formulation of the question.  

The question was “How much do you agree with the following statement: Organic 

production practices allow me to reduce the propagation of Genetically Engineered 

Organisms (also known as GMOs)”. Because the questions for this dimension refers to 

the propagation of GE, it is reasonable to assume that some surveyed organic 

producers feel that reducing the propagation of GE in their production does not affect 

the propagation of GE in general as it does not stop non-certified producers from the 

use and propagation of GE. This possibility is strengthened by the Strong protection 

level in the government theme and highlights the limit of a market tool on reducing 

problems that are widely distributed. Because the market tool is voluntary it does little to 

reduce the negative effect among those who choose to ignore it or who are ignorant 

about it. 

Second, the Polanyian reactions in the economic dimensions have similar 

proportions for each type of reaction, the Market and government protection is not 

predominant like in other dimensions. The survey does not provide more information 

that can explain this phenomenon. For the dimension Free trade, the proportion of 

Government protection is higher than the proportion of Market and government 

protection. It is hypothesized that this is caused by the inability of the organic 
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certification to influence directly international free trade agreements, and thus can only 

act indirectly. On the other hands, governments are directly involved in the free trade 

agreements and have more legitimacy to act. For the dimension Price instability, the 

proportion of Market protection is higher than the proportions of Market and government 

protection. It is hypothesized that respondents have naturalized some neoliberal ideas 

and thus perceive that governments should not directly intervene on prices and instead 

market tools, like the organic certification, are more appropriate. Lastly, for the 

dimension Competition, it is hypothesized that the low perception of consequences 

causes a broader range of protective responses. Therefore, it is difficult to claim that the 

lower proportions of Market and government protection observed for the economic 

dimensions result from the economic aspect of those dimensions rather than from the 

combination of each dimension uniqueness.  

Figure 9 shows the proportions of the types of Non-Polanyian protection 

producers had for each dimension and the percentage of each type of reaction within 

each bar. Figure 9 is presented with a reverse y-axis because the figure is 

complementary to Figure 8. 
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Figure 9. The distribution of the proportions of non-Polanyian types of reaction per dimensions 

indicates indifference is the most common types of non-Polanyian reaction 

Because Figure 9 is the opposite of Figure 8, it is not surprising that it also suggests 

that there are important differences between the dimensions. 

The most common Non-Polanyian type of reaction is the Indifferent type. While it 

might seem surprising, it is important to mention that the Indifferent type contains all the 

response patterns where the response to the consequence theme was Neither. The 

importance of this group highlights a problem for Polanyian scholarship, which is to deal 

with individuals who do not clearly identify negative consequences (they have answered 

Neither agree or disagree) but are still looking for protection. The type Inconsistent 

highlights a similar problem with individuals that do not perceive consequences (they 

have answered Somewhat disagree or Strongly disagree) but that are looking for 

protection.  
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The Non-Polanyian type which represents a disagreement for all three questions 

of a theme is not common. It indicates that most respondents identify either a problem 

or are looking for protection through certification or governmental actions. 

The dimension Competition has the lowest proportion of Market and government 

protection while having low proportions of both Government protection and Market 

protection. In fact, the proportions of Polanyian and Non-Polanyian reactions are similar 

to other dimensions, except for the Market and government protection which is higher 

for other dimensions. It suggests that individuals who perceive negative effects will turn 

to both the certification and government for protection.  

Finally, it is worth mentioning that all types of protection are present in all 

dimensions, except in Local food systems where Market protection and Other Polanyian 

are absent. Because there are no other signs of a difference with other dimensions, it 

suggests that there it is normal to find variations in the distribution of the types of 

protection. It strengthens the pertinence of analyzing protective countermovements by 

deconstructing them into their component dimensions of concern. 

The various analyses conducted with the survey results reveal that the 

Competition dimension was the only dimension with a level of low perception. The 

dimensions covered in the organic standards, have a significatively higher level of 

perceived protection for the certification theme except for G.E. There is less agreement 

on the importance of economic dimensions for government interventions than on the 

social or environmental dimensions. The economic category had a significatively and 

meaningfully lower level of agreement to the statements in all themes. There are no 

statistical and meaningful variations between the social and environmental categories. 

There are no significant and meaningful variations between any of the three themes 

(consequence, certification and government) for the three categories (economic, social 

and environmental). The most common number of unique response types (Polanyian 

market and governmental protection, Polanyian market protection, Polanyian 
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government protection, Polanyian other protection, indifferent, inconsistent and non-

Polanyian per producer) is four. The Polanyian market and government protection is the 

most common type, but this perceived type of protection has low proportions in the 

economic category. 

Chapter 6: Analysis and Discussion 

This chapter presents a short summary of the research findings, the contribution to 

Polanyian literature, the implication of the findings for the organic movement in Canada 

and some limitations and suggestions for further research. 

6.1 Summary of Research Findings 

Analysis conducted on the first three sub-questions resulted in identification of various 

levels of awareness of the negative economic, social, and environmental consequences 

of agriculture and various levels of perception of the protection from these negative 

consequences provided by certification or sought from government. These are 

summarized in Table 5. 

Results summarized in Table 5 indicates that there are many variations between 

the dimensions. Only the dimensions Synthetic pesticides and Biodiversity have a 

constant high level of agreement across the three themes. The dimensions Family 

farms, Soil degradation and Animal welfare also have a relatively constant level of 

agreement, although the strength of the agreement varies. There are no dimensions 

with a constant level of agreement in the economic category.  

  



 

 

77 

 

Table 5. Overview of test results indicates many variations between dimensions 

Dimension Sub 
question 1 

Sub 
question 2 

Sub 
question 3 

Free Trade 
Agreements 

Moderate perception Equals to 50% Moderate protection 

Price instability Equals to 50% Moderate protection Equals to 50% 

Economic 
competition 

Low perception Equals to 50% Equals to 50% 

Family farms Strong perception Moderate protection Strong protection 

Local food 
production 

Equals to 50% Moderate protection Strong protection 

Synthetic pesticides Strong perception Strong protection Strong protection 

Soil degradation Moderate perception Strong protection Moderate protection 

Animal welfare Moderate perception Strong protection Moderate protection 

Biodiversity Strong perception Strong protection Strong protection 

G.E. Strong perception Equals to 50% Strong protection 

G.H.G. Equals to 50% Moderate protection Strong protection 

The results in Table 5 indicate that organic certification is perceived as more 

effective than governmental intervention for the dimensions Price instability, Soil 

protection and Animal welfare. It means that respondents who agree that there are 

negative effects are not looking as much for government interventions and appear to 

find certification adequate. However, the data does not give any hints about the 

motivations behind such perceptions. It could be that 1) governmental interventions are 

not wanted for ideological reasons or there might be a perception that 2) governmental 

interventions are ineffective, or 3) that the certification is already reducing some 

negative effects and that this reduces the desired level of governmental intervention. 
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The dimensions Soil degradation and Animal welfare both have a moderate 

preference for more government protection. It could suggest that organic producers 

perceive certification as a good tool for protection but that this protection is incomplete, 

and they are still looking for governmental interventions. On the other hand, the 

dimension Price instability has a perceived level of protection that was not significatively 

different than 50% for the government, which suggests that the organic certification is 

perceived to be giving enough protection and that there is less need for governmental 

interventions.  

It is important to keep in mind that there is no significant and meaningful difference 

between the certification and the government themes once the data are aggregated into 

the nine “boxes”. It means that the certification can be less or more effective at a 

dimension level but that overall the two types of protection have a similar effectiveness.  

For the dimensions Local food systems and GHG, the level of perception of 

negative effects of agriculture was equal to 50%, thus the hypothesis that negative 

effects of agriculture were perceived for those dimensions did not hold. On the other 

hand, there was a strong protection expected from government. This suggests that 

respondents perceive that something else than agriculture, the subject of the question 

about consequences, was producing negative effects on Local food systems and GHG. 

This is a reminder that it is important to consider the diversity of smaller 

countermovements in a social movement like the organic movement. It is also important 

to consider the influence of other aspects of individual’s life in their perception of 

negative effects and effectiveness of protective response.  

6.2 Contribution to Polanyi Literature 

Although generalization to the population is not robust given the limitations of the 

survey, results from survey analysis contribute to Polanyian scholarship in many ways. 

Six elements are discussed below.  
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 First, the analysis in sub question #1 suggests that the mechanism 

Consequence - Reaction is valid in seven of the 11 dimensions surveyed. For Polanyian 

scholarship it means that linking the perception of one specific negative effect with a 

specific protective reaction or set of protective reactions seems to be a valid way to 

conduct analysis. The perception of a negative consequence can lead to a protective 

reaction without the perception of free market as the source of the negative 

consequence. This can be a fertile ground for future research as many details regarding 

the interaction between the perception of a consequence and a reaction were not 

investigated in this research.  

 Second, Polanyian scholars have generally focused on broad social movements 

when analyzing countermovements. However, as noted by Reisman (2019, p. 138) 

“Agri-food scholarship, by so tightly linking the double movement with social 

movements, risks forgetting Polanyi’s broader original formulation.“ Polanyi saw the 

unorganized, spontaneous and non-ideologically organized groups from all classes of 

society pushing to regulate markets, as the expression of a desire for protection 

(Polanyi, 2001). Resistance to market consequences does not need to have 

homogeneous motivations and it does not need to take homogenous forms. 

Respondents with different motivations and reactions may join together in a social 

movement like the organic movement while keeping diverse original motivations and 

reactions. There can be enough common ground to offset the levels of diversity. 

 This research shows that there is a broad diversity in the sample of Canadian 

organic producers. Although generalization to the population is not robust given the 

limitations of the survey it suggests that further research on the population of organic 

producers would show a high degree of diversity across various dimensions of organic 

production systems. 

 The diversity is observed first on the 11 dimensions. The surveyed organic 

producers perceive the negative consequences from agriculture differently across the 
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11 dimensions. The reactions they are showing in response to perceived problems are 

also diverse. This diversity in reactions is not only unique to each dimension but also to 

each producer. 

 This implies that Polanyian scholars should consider the potential 

multidimensional “layering” within a countermovement to have a better understanding of 

the motivations of participants but also a better understanding of the solutions that are 

expected. The process starting with the perception of a negative effect and leading to 

the development of a protective response can suggest different responses, through 

policy, the use of market tools or civil society action. Thus, the implications of a desire 

for protection can be complex. The form, the practical aspects of a protective response, 

and the effectiveness of that protective response in reducing perceived negative 

aspects is likely impacted by the interaction of the diverse layers of a countermovement. 

The combination of a broad range of motivations and reactions can also influence the 

decisions, political or not, necessary to implement a form of protection.  

 Third, the perception of negative effects of agriculture on economic dimensions 

and the reaction to those perceived negative effects was different than for social and 

environmental dimensions. This suggests that there is something different for the 

economic dimensions although it is not clear from the current results what is the cause 

of this difference. A potential explanation draws on the forms of economic integration 

and some original Polanyian ideas. 

 Polanyi (2001), highlighted the fact that countermovements, by restricting market 

liberties, were also creating negative effects as the economic instability created impacts 

the livelihood of many. This is because market exchange is a form of economic 

integration, like reciprocity and redistribution. It is then logical that its disruption causes 

negative consequences. It is then also logical to assume that survey respondents are 

aware, to a certain level, that market restrictions can impact their livelihood and are thus 

less inclined to restrict economic aspects without a clear and net utility gain for them. 
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Therefore, like in the case of Cid-Aguayo (2011), it is expected that future research may 

find that aspects related to income are not directly challenged thus resulting in a 

situation that may look contradictory from an outside perspective but that is coherent at 

a personal level.  

 Similarly, there might be an interaction between market interventions on one 

dimension and expected consequences for other dimensions. For example, the 

reduction of price instability might indirectly increase soil protection or market 

restrictions for better soil protection might indirectly create more price instability. This 

would need to be investigated in further studies but also taken into consideration in 

drafting policies. 

 Fourth, the case of GE, with a lower perception of the effectiveness of 

certification but high expectations of government intervention might highlight the limits of 

market tools in reducing some perceived problems. Governmental intervention might be 

better suited to reduce problems related to globalized issues.  

 Fifth, while Polanyian research have generally focussed on governmental types 

of market restrictions, this research has included market types of restrictions. Results 

indicated that the organic certification could be an effective tool for restricting market 

negative effects. However, the organic certification in Canada is a specific market tool 

where there is some form of governmental support. It is possible to identify three types 

of market tools in relation to governmental support. Some have no government support 

like Free-Trade certification, some are partially supported like organic certification and 

some are completely regulated, like carbon markets. Future research could compare 

those types of market tools to gain more insights on the importance of governmental 

interventions in supporting a market tool. Moreover, it would be possible to add another 

form of protective reaction that was not covered in this research, that of civil society 

reactions. For example, non-certified organic producers who use unofficial organic 
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claims in the market place to carry their social and environmental values without relying 

on official regulations but rather on their social network.  

 Lastly, results from survey analysis suggest that the naturalization of neoliberal 

ideas observed by Malin (2015) Malin et al. (2017) and Malin et al. (2019) is not strong 

in the sample. The Market and government protection was the most common kind of 

protection in most dimensions. While it is impossible to know if this represents an 

increase of market tools as a means for protection (e.g. it is possible that in the past 

Government protection was the most common kind of protection) this clearly does not 

suggest that respondents are turning away from governments, rather that there might a 

be complementarity between the two forms of protection. 

6.3 Implication for Organic Agriculture in Canada 

While the primary objective of the research was to gain insight on a Polanyian 

interpretation of the organic movement, the research gave some insight about the 

motivations of the surveyed organic producers. It should come as no surprise that those 

producers are not homogenous. Indeed, although the sample is not representative, 

results suggest that organic producers identify many problematic aspects of agriculture 

and perceive organic certification as reducing those negative aspects to varying 

degrees. Moreover, there is a stronger awareness of problems and a stronger 

perception of the effectiveness of certification in reducing the identified problems for the 

social and environmental dimensions than for the economic dimensions. This suggests 

that building a narrative around the protective social and environmental aspects of 

certification could be more effective than a focus on economic aspects for some existing 

or new producers. 

Similarly, identifying clear negative aspects of agriculture and identifying the 

mechanism by which organic certification offers a corresponding protection could be a 

novel approach to justify requests for more governmental intervention on dimensions or 
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aspects that are not covered by the certification or to expend the protection beyond the 

limit of a market tool. Surveyed producers are generally looking for more governmental 

intervention and it could become part of the mission of organic organizations to 

encourage more adequate roll-out of government intervention across agriculture as a 

sector with important social and environmental impacts.  

Findings also suggests the organic standards are effective at offering some protection 

from perceived negative effects for the dimensions it covers, Synthetic pesticides, Soil 

protection, Animal welfare and Biodiversity (G.E is an exception). Therefore, the 

process of conventionalization does not seem to be clear in this context. Social and 

Environmental values are perceived as being effectively covered by the organic 

standards. While the survey did not collect information that could evaluate the ability of 

the organic certification in bringing transformative changes to the agricultural sector, the 

lower perception of negative effects in economic dimensions suggests that 

transformative changes are not the goal of many respondents. This would be consistent 

with Henderson’s (2017) finding that farmers’ organization are trying to get access to 

more resources in the neoliberal model and not to transform it. 

6.4 Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research 

While this research provides insights into the applicability of the concept of the double 

movement in the Canadian organic sector, more research is needed to have a finer and 

more precise understanding of the types of motivations and the types of protections 

which producers desire. Future research should differentiate between two distinct 

motivations. First, the feeling of a negative consequence generated by agricultural 

markets which has been to some degree been covered in this research. To extend this 

line of investigation additional dimensions relevant to organic could be added to the 

investigation, like the development of antibiotic resistance or the issue of succession 

from the current to the next generation of farmers. The second line of investigation 
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would be about desired outcomes that have hardly materialized under the influence of 

markets such as the development of locally adapted seeds and animal breeds.  

Few dimensions (e.g. Synthetic pesticides and Biodiversity) have both a strong 

perceived protection from certification and from government intervention. In the future it 

would be interesting to investigate if this is due to the certification not being effective in 

offering personal protection to the respondent, thus more governmental protection is 

needed. Or if this is due to certification being effective for personal protection but that 

more governmental actions are required to extend the protection to the rest of society.  

This research has been focussed on organic certification as a market tool while 

only surveying organic farmers. This might bias the perception that market tools are 

useful. An extended survey conducted with non-certified producers might yield different 

results.  

 A Polanyian analysis of organic agriculture provides an interesting perspective on 

farmers behaviour. More specifically, because market exchanges is a mode of 

economic integration, any market restriction conducted as a reaction to negative effects 

that threaten livelihoods can be interpreted as Polanyian. As mentioned previously, it 

also means that producers will try to minimize negative economic impacts on their 

livelihood. The interactions between dimensions at a personal level are still largely 

ignored in Polanyian literature. As this research highlights the multidimensional aspect 

of countermovements, the interactions between those diverse aspects deserve further 

investigation.  

 The research does not differentiate between real effects and perceived effects. 

This is because it does not really matter from a Polanyian perspective if a perceived 

effect is real or not. With this in mind, future research could investigate if education and 

access to up-to-date information might also be a way to reduce the perception of a 

negative effect if this perception if based on false information. 
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The distribution of the survey focussed on certified organic producers who had 

access to online means of communication and who were members of farmer 

organizations. Some sub-groups of the farmer population may be absent (e.g. some 

religious groups) or underrepresented (e.g. non active members of farmer 

organizations). Focussing on a smaller geographical area like a province, would allow 

future research to use a combination of distribution means to reach those sub-groups of 

the farmer population by using lists of certified organic farmers (available for example in 

Quebec) or by researching farms online. 

Moreover, future research should collect information on the mechanism of market tools, 

such as certification, in providing protection and the limit of the protection offered. It 

would enable a better fit for the development of governmental intervention that could 

focus on problems that cannot be solved by a market tool. Lastly, it would be useful for 

future research to be able to control for the importance of some dimensions (e.g. 

ranking the dimensions in order of the importance of perceived problems). 
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APPENDICES  

Appendix 1. List of participating organizations 

Organization Scale * Facebook Twitter Newsletter Reminder 

Canadian Organic 
Growers (COG) 

F X X X X 

Organic Federation of 
Canada 

F n.a n.a X X 

Organic Agricultural 
Canadian Center (OACC) 

F n.a X n.a X 

Canadian Organic Trade 
Association (COTA) 

F X X n.a X 

Young Agrarians BC, AL, 
SK 

X X X X 

USC Canada F X X n.a X 
Grower of Organic Food 
Yukon (GoOFY) 

YK n.a n.a X n.a 

Certified Organic 
Associations of British 
Columbia (COABC) 

BC X X X X 

Organic Alberta (OA) AL X X X X 
SaskOrganic SK n.a X n.a n.a 
Manitoba Organic Alliance 
(MOA) 

MB n.a n.a X n.a 

Organic Food Council of 
Ontario (OCO) 

ON X X n.a X 

Ecological Farmers 
Association of Ontario 
(EFAO) 

ON n.a n.a X X 

Union des producteurs 
agricoles (UPA) 

QC n.a n.a X** X** 

Coopérative pour 
l’agriculture de proximité 
écologique (CAPÉ) 

QC n.a n.a X X 

* F = Federal; BC = British Columbia; AL = Alberta; SK = Saskatchewan; YK = Yukon; MB = Manitoba; ON 
= Ontario; QC = Quebec;  
** Internal publication to the different organic unions.  

The following organization were contacted but choose not to participate: National 

Farmers Union, the Canadian Federation of Agriculture, ACORN, BC Agriculture 
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Council, Alberta Federation of Agriculture, Agricultural Producers Association of 

Saskatchewan and Ontario Farmer Association. 
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Appendix 2. English version of the survey 

Social, environmental and business motivations of organic producers in Canada 

Q1.2 Consent Form  

Dear organic Producers, you are invited to take part in the research project “Social, 
environmental and business motivations of organic producers in Canada”. The purpose 
of this letter is to provide you with the information you require to make an informed 
decision about participating in this research. Pour accéder à la version française du 
formulaire de consentement et du sondage, changer la langue en haut de l'écran. 
  Research Purpose The purpose of this research is to identify motivations for farming 
organically in Canada in order to better understand the potential conflicts between 
social, environmental and business values. Local, national or governmental 
organizations may use those findings to enhance organic policies in Canada. This 
project is not part of the official Canadian Organic Standards review process.  
  Inclusion Criteria If you have received this invitation, it is because you are active or 
have an interest in the organic movement. However, to be eligible to participate in this 
survey, you must:  Be more than 18 years old Be a certified organic producer   
  Potential Benefits to Organic Agriculture Participants of the online survey will have 
the opportunity to contribute to and benefit from an enhanced understanding of organic 
farmers’ motivation for farming organically. The information generated through this 
research may influence organic organizations to promote organic production and 
certification.  You are not expected to receive any direct benefits.   
  Potential Risks The online survey will give you the option to provide your email 
address for the purposes of post-survey communications and sharing the final report. If 
you provide your email address it will be removed from the data set before any analysis 
begins. Keep in mind that because data collection occurs via the internet, complete 
confidentiality cannot be guaranteed. Due to some specificity of organic production, 
there is a potential that people with knowledge of organic farming in your region may be 
able to identify you based on the information provided. You can control this risk by not 
providing any information that you would be uncomfortable making public. The 
researchers will strive for a large sample size to mitigate this potential risk. 
  Participation and Withdrawal Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse 
to participate, refuse to answer any questions, or withdraw from the study at any time 
with no effect on you. Should you choose to withdraw from the study, any information 
you provided will not be utilized in the study and the information provided will be 
destroyed. You do not waive any legal rights by agreeing to take part in this study.   
Only the principal investigator, Dr. John Devlin and I, Marc-Antoine Larrivée, will have 
access to the actual survey results. Data will be stored on an encrypted drive or file in 
possession of the graduate student, Marc-Antoine Larrivée.   At the conclusion of the 
survey, or at any time until August 1, 2019, if you wish to withdraw any of the 
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information you provided in the survey please contact Marc-Antoine Larrivée 
(mlarrive@uoguelph.ca, 519-824-4120 ext.52575) to have the information identified and 
removed.  
  Research Results The results of the study will be shared in the thesis report of Marc-
Antoine Larrivée, as part of the requirement for the MSc. Rural Planning and 
Development program. The study findings may be published in newspapers, webpages, 
academic journals or presented at a conference.  
  Ethics Clearance This project has been reviewed by the Research Ethics Board for 
compliance with federal guidelines for research involving human participants. If you 
have questions regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant in this study 
(REB# 19-01-004), please contact: Director, Research Ethics; University of Guelph; 
reb@uoguelph.ca; (519) 824-4120 (ext. 56606) 

Consent of Participant By continuing this survey, you agree that: My questions have 
been answered to my satisfaction. I have read the consent form. I agree to participate in 
this study.   
Thank you in advance for your participation. Sincerely, Principal Investigator: Dr. John 
Devlin, School of Environmental Design and Rural Development, University of Guelph, 
jdevlin@uoguelph.ca, 519-824-4120 ext. 52575.   Student: Marc-Antoine Larrivée, MSc 
Student, School of Environmental Design and Rural Development, University of Guelph, 
mlarrive@uoguelph.ca, 519-824-4120 ext. 52575. 

I consent (go to the survey) I do not consent (exit)  

 

Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements. If you wish 
to, you have to the opportunity to add comments regarding the statements and their 
relation to agriculture in general or about your farm in particular. 

Free trade agreements like the Canada – United States – Mexico Agreement (CUSMA) 
and the Canada – European Union Trade Agreement (CETA) are bad for Canadian 
agriculture. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about the impact of free trade 
agreements on Canadian agriculture? 
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Prices of agricultural products are too unstable. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about the impact of price instability 
in agriculture? 

 

There is too much economic competition between farmers. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about the impact of economic 
competition between farmers? 

 

Family farms are disappearing. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about the disappearance of family 
farms? 
 

Agricultural trade discourages local food production. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about the impact of agricultural 
trade on local food production? 

 

Non-organic agriculture degrades soils. 
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Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about the impact of non-organic 
agriculture on soil degradation? 

 

Non-organic agriculture negatively impacts animal welfare. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about the impact of non-organic 
agriculture on animal welfare? 

 

Non-organic agriculture reduces biodiversity. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about the impact of non-organic 
agriculture on biodiversity? 

 

Non-organic agriculture dangerously propagates Genetically Engineered Organisms 
(also known as GMOs). 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about the impact of GMOs 
propagation on agriculture? 

 

Non-organic agriculture produces too much greenhouse gas. 
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Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about the impact of non-organic 
agriculture on the production of greenhouse gas? 

 

Synthetic pesticides and fertilizers are unsafe for farmers. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about the health impact of synthetic 
pesticides and fertilizers on farmers? 

 

Organic production practises allow me to reduce the negative impacts of free trade in 
agriculture. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about how organic production helps 
reduce free trade impacts on agriculture or on your farm in particular? 

 

Organic certification allows me to have more stable prices for my agricultural products. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about how organic certification 
reduces price instability in agriculture or on your farm in particular? 

 

Organic certification reduces competition between farmers. 
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Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about how organic certification 
reduces competition between farmers or for your farm in particular? 

 

Organic certification helps family farms to be more economically viable. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about how organic certification 
helps family farms to be more economically viable? 

 

Organic certification encourages local food production. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about how organic certification 
encourages local food production? 

 

Organic production practises allow me to reduce soil degradation. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about how organic practices reduce 
soil degradation in agriculture or on your farm in particular? 

 

Organic production practises allow me to increase animal welfare. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about how organic production 
practises affect animal welfare in agriculture or on your farm in particular? 
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Organic production practises allow me to preserve biodiversity. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about how organic production 
practises allow the preservation of biodiversity in agriculture or on your farm in 
particular? 

 

Organic production practises allow me to reduce the propagation of Genetically 
Engineered Organisms (also known as GMOs). 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about how organic production 
practises support the reduction of GMOs propagation in agriculture or on your farm 
in particular? 

 

Organic production practises allow me to reduce greenhouse gas production. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about how organic production 
practises support the reduction of greenhouse gases produced in agriculture or on 
your farm in particular? 

 

Organic production practises protect farmers from synthetic pesticides and fertilizers. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about how organic production 
practises help protect farmers from synthetic pesticides and fertilizers in agriculture 
or on your farm in particular? 
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Governments should not include agriculture in free trade agreements. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about Governments' inclusion of 
agriculture in free trade agreements? 

 

Governments should intervene to stabilize agricultural prices. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about Governments' participation in 
stabilizing agricultural prices? 

 

Governments should promote means to reduce competition between farmers (e.g. 
marketing board, supply management). 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about Governments' participation in 
reducing competition between farmers? 

 

Governments should protect family farms. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about Governments' participation in 
the protection of family farms? 
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Governments should act to promote local food systems. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about Governments' participation in 
the promotion of local food systems? 

 

Governments should be stricter regarding soil degradation occurring from agricultural 
practices.       

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about Governments' participation in 
the regulation of soil protection? 

 

Governments should be stricter regarding animal welfare. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about Governments' participation in 
the regulation of animal welfare? 

 

Governments should be stricter regarding biodiversity loss occurring from agricultural 
practices. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about Governments' participation in 
the reduction of biodiversity loss? 

 

Governments should be stricter regarding the propagation of Genetically Engineered 
Organisms (also known as GMOs). 
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Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about Governments' participation in 
the propagation of GMOs? 

 

Governments should encourage the reduction of greenhouse gas production from 
agricultural production. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about Governments' participation in 
the reduction of greenhouse gas production in agriculture? 

 

Governments should be stricter regarding synthetic pesticides and fertilizers. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about Governments' participation in 
the regulation of synthetic pesticides and fertilizers? 

 

Government should ensure that compulsory checkoffs paid by organic producers be 
channelled to organizations representing organic producers. 

Strongly agree  (1)  Somewhat agree  (2)  Neither agree nor disagree  (3) 
Somewhat disagree  (4)  Strongly disagree  (5)  

Optional: Would you like to make any comments about compulsory checkoff 
programs for organic producers? 

 

Are you a member of a FEDERAL organic organization? If so, which one(s). 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Are you a member of a PROVINCIAL organic organization? If so, which one(s). 

________________________________________________________ 

Do you plan to continue farming organically for the foreseeable future? 

Yes  (1)   Maybe  (2)   No  (3)  

If you do not plan to continue farming organically, then why? Please select any 
statements that apply. 

I will retire  (1)  

The cost of certification is too great  (2)  

I do not believe in organic anymore  (3)  

Organic fails to protect me from free trade agreements  (4)  

Organic  fails to protect me from price instability  (5)  

Organic  fails protect me from economic competition  (6)  

Organic fails to protect family farms  (7)  

Organic fails to protect local food systems  (8)  

Organic fails to reduce soil degradation  (9)  

Organic fails to protect animal welfare  (10)  

Organic fails to reduce biodiversity loss  (11)  

Organic fails to reduce GMO propagation  (12)  

Organic fails to reduce greenhouse gases production  (13)  

Organic fails to reduce synthetic pesticides and fertilizers exposure  (14)  

I do not want governments to regulate my agricultural practices  (15)  
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Please choose your main organic product(s): 

Dairy milk  (1)  

Beef Cattle  (2)  

Swine  (3)  

Eggs  (4)  

Poultry  (5)  

Hay  (6)  

Field vegetables  (7)  

Field crops  (8)  

Greenhouse vegetables  (9)  

Maple products  (10)  

Mushrooms  (11)  

Berries and nuts  (12)  

Fruits  (13)  

Honey  (14)  

Goats and sheeps  (15)  

Others  (16) ______________ 

 

Please indicate the year you: 

Started farming (not necessarily organic)   

First became certified  

 

Choose a unit of measure and write the total area you have in organic production. 
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Area:   ___________ 

Hectare  Acre     Square Meter 

 

How much of that total organic production area do you own? 

Area:  __________ 

Hectare  Acre  Square Meter  

 

Please answer the following demographic questions: 

What are the first 3 digits of your postal code?   

What is your gender identity? 

What is your age? 

 

What is your highest level of education completed? 

No certificate, diploma or degree  (1)  

Secondary (high) school diploma or equivalency certificate  (2)  

Postsecondary certificate, diploma or degree  (3)  

College, CEGEP or other non-university certificate or diploma  (4)  

University certificate or diploma below bachelor level  (5)  

University certificate, diploma or degree at bachelor level or above  (6) 

 

Is there anything else you want the researchers to know? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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If you would like to receive a copy of the final results of the research project (a copy of 
the completed thesis) please enter your email address. Your email address will be 
removed from the data set so that it cannot be associated with your responses. 

Email: __________________ 
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Appendix 3. Table of summary of descriptive variables 

Variables n Level Counts 

Language 126   

  English 83 

  French 43 

Checkoff 126   

  Strongly Agree 71 

  Agree 26 

  Neither 23 

  Disagree 1 

  Strongly Disagree 3 

  NA  2 

Federal 
Organizati
on 

131   

  No (NA) 23 (70) 

  COG 14 

  Ecocert 8 

  Pro-Cert 4 

  NFU 3 

  OFC 2 

  Other 7 

Provincial 147   

  NA 43 

  Other 20 
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  COABC 17 

  QV 11 

  PACS 10 

  CAPE 9 

  No 6 

  NOOA 5 

  Organic Alberta 5 

  SaskOrganics 5 

  MOA 4 

  BCARA 3 

  IOPA 3 

  SPLBQC 3 

  ACORN 2 

  CETAB 2 

  GoOFY 2 

  NFU 2 

  EFAO 2 

Future 126   

Yes 121 

Maybe 1 

No 3 

The cost of certification is too great 3 

I do not want governments to regulate my agricultural practices 2 

Organic fails to reduce soil degradation 1 
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I will retire 1 

Organic fails to protect me from free trade agreements 2 

Organic fails to protect family farms 2 

Organic fails to protect local food systems 1 

Organic fails to reduce greenhouse gases production 1 

Main 
Production
s 

284   

  Dairy milk 21 

  Beef Cattle 15 

  Swine 7 

  Eggs 19 

  Poultry 9 

  Hay 27 

  Field vegetables 52 

  Field crops 50 

  Greenhouse vegetables 23 

  Maple products 2 

  Mushrooms 5 

  Berries and nuts 15 

  Fruits 16 

  Honey 4 

  Goats and sheeps 5 

  Other 11 

Province 126   
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  QC 44 

  BC 32 

  SK 13 

  ON 12 

  AB 5 

  NS 4 

  MA 3 

  NB 1 

  YR 1 

  NA 11 

Gender 126   

  Male 66 

  Female 59 

  Other 1 

  NA 9 

Education 126   

  No certificate, diploma or degree 5 

  Secondary (high) school diploma or equivalency 
certificate 

11 

  Postsecondary certificate, diploma or degree 20 

  College, CEGEP or other non-university certificate 
or diploma 

31 

  University certificate or diploma below bachelor 
level 

6 

  University certificate, diploma or degree at 
bachelor level or above 

47 
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  NA 6 
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Appendix 4. Table of summary of numerical variables 

Variables n mean sd median min max 

First year of production 119 1999 13.97 2004 1962 2018 

First year of certification 117 2007 9.7 2010 1976 2019 

Time before certification 117 8.91 10.51 4 0 43 

Age 118 47.7 13.47 49.5 21 76 

Area in production (ha) 114 163.16 316.24 32.37 0.2 2024 

Area owned (ha) 110 128.68 233.26 22.26 0 1497 

Number of productions 126 2.25 1.70 2 1 9 
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Appendix 5. Quantile to quantile normality plot 
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Appendix 6. One-proportion z tests for proportions of Agree-Agree to the consequences 

  Confidence interval 
95% 

   

Dimension Proportion Lower 
limit 

Upper 
limit 

X2 df p-value 

Free Trade 61.11% 51.99% 69.54% 5.79 1 0.016 

Price instability* 57.14% 48.02% 65.82% 2.29 1 0.130 

Competition** 31.74% 23.90% 40.72% 16.07 1 < 0.001 

Family farms*** 85.71% 78.10% 91.09% 62.87 1 < 0.001 

Local food system* 57.93% 48.81% 66.57% 2.87 1 0.091 

Synthetic 
pesticide*** 

95.23% 89.48% 98.05% 101.34 1 < 0.001 

Soil degradation 74.60% 65.93% 81.74% 29.53 1 < 0.001 

Animal welfare 64.28% 55.21% 72.48% 9.72 1 0.002 

Biodiversity*** 84.13% 76.31% 89.81% 57.34 1 < 0.001 

G.E*** 85.71% 78.10% 91.09% 62.87 1 < 0.001 

G.H.G* 53.17% 44.11% 62.04% 0.39 1 0.533 

* non-significant, ** significatively lower than 50%, ***significatively higher than 75% 
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Appendix 7. One-proportion z test for proportions of Agree-Agree between the consequence 

theme and the certification theme 

  Confidence interval 
95% 

   

Dimension Proportion Lower limit Upper 
limit 

X2 df p-value 

Free Trade* 48.05% 36.64% 59.66% 0.052 1 0.820 

Price instability 70.83% 58.77% 80.65% 11.68 1  0.001 

Competition* 40.00% 25.28% 56.61% 1.23 1 0.268 

Family farms 75.93% 66.57% 83.41% 28.01 1 < 0.001 

Local food system 76.71% 65.09% 85.48% 19.78 1 < 0.001 

Synthetic 
pesticide*** 

94.17% 87.92% 97.42% 91.88 1 < 0.001 

Soil degradation*** 94.68% 87.45% 98.03% 73.29 1 < 0.001 

Animal welfare*** 92.59% 83.99% 96.95% 57.09 1 < 0.001 

Biodiversity*** 95.28% 88.81% 98.25% 85.14 1 < 0.001 

G.E* 58.33% 48.45% 67.62% 2.68 1 0.102 

G.H.G 82.08% 70.41% 90.01% 26.33 1 < 0.001 

* non-significant, ***significatively higher than 75% 
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Appendix 8. One-proportion z-test for proportions between the consequence theme and the 

government theme 

  Confidence interval 
95% 

   

Dimensions Proportion Lower 
limit 

Upper limit X2 df p-value 

Free Trade 77.92% 66.75% 86.26% 22.91 1 < 0.001 

Price instability* 52.78% 40.73% 64.52% 0.13 1 0.724 

Competition* 65.00% 48.26% 78.90% 3.03 1 0.082 

Family farms*** 91.67% 84.35% 95.88% 73.34 1 < 0.001 

Local food 
system*** 

100.0% 93.77% 100.0% 71.01 1 < 0.001 

Synthetic 
pesticide*** 

90.00% 82.84% 94.50% 75.21 1 < 0.001 

Soil degradation 84.04% 74.73% 90.50% 42.22 1 < 0.001 

Animal welfare 81.48% 70.98% 88.93% 30.86 1 < 0.001 

Biodiversity*** 89.62% 81.81% 94.45% 64.99 1 < 0.001 

G.E*** 96.30% 90.23% 98.81% 90.75 1 < 0.001 

G.H.G*** 88.05% 77.28% 94.34% 37.31 1 < 0.001 

* non-significant, ***significatively higher than 75% 
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Appendix 9. Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test results and pairwise comparisons 

For the Competition theme: 

Kruskal-Wallis rank sum (chi-squared = 91.527, df = 4, p-value < .001). 

 Economic Social Environmental 

Economic -   

Social < .001 -  

Environmental < .001   0.1590 - 

Pairwise comparisons using Wilcoxon rank sum test for the categories in the consequence theme 

 

For the Certification theme. 

Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test (chi-squared = 120.65, df = 4, p-value < .001). 

 Economic Social Environmental 

Economic -   

Social < .001 -  

Environmental < .001  0.0444 - 

Pairwise comparisons using Wilcoxon rank sum test for the categories in the certification theme 
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For the Government theme 

 Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test (chi-squared = 185.74, df = 4, p-value < .001) 

 Economic Social Environmental 

Economic -   

Social < .001 -  

Environmental < .001 < .001 - 

Pairwise comparisons using Wilcoxon rank sum test for the categories in the government theme 

 

For the Economic category 

Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test (chi-squared = 17.723, df = 4, p-value = .001). 

 Consequence Certification Government 

Consequence -   

Certification 0.6480 -  

Government 0.0763 0.0684  - 

Pairwise comparisons using Wilcoxon signed rank test for the themes in the economic category 
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For the Social category, 

Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test (chi-squared = 45.384, df = 4, p-value < .001).  

 Consequence Certification Government 

Consequence -   

Certification 0.6072 -  

Government < .001 < .001  - 

Pairwise comparisons using Wilcoxon signed rank test for the themes in the social category 

 

For the Environmental category, 

Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test (chi-squared = 44.822, df = 4, p-value < .001) 

 Consequence Certification Government 

Consequence -   

Certification 0.8323 -  

Government < .001 < .001  - 

Pairwise comparisons using Wilcoxon signed rank test for the themes in the environmental 

category 
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