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Abstract

THE SOCIOECOLOGICAL LIVES OFSMALL-SCALE ORGANIC FARMERS AND
FARMS: AN EXPLORATION OF DIFFERENCE

Alyssa Hubert Advisors: Professor Adam Sneyd
University of Guelph, 2013 Professor Alice Hovorka

Organic farming has often been described as a single uaiiitggt Furthe, this unified
praxis is often discussed as an alternative approach to agriculture and as a particular
social and environmental movement. There has been increasing acknowledgement in
academia that there are many different organics, or versions, or kgewletiorganic,

but what this means to individual farmers and farms remains to be explored. This is the
point of departure for this work. This is an interdisciplinary project situated at the
intersection of human geography, tawél anthropology, and paliial scienceinformed

by and engaged with actaetwork theory and visual methodologies. My methods
include ethnographic participant observation, interviews, and photoacthis project

| visited 17 smalscale organic farms in southern British Columbia. My findings indicate
that different ideas, opinions, and narratives of organic ahdutchost importantly that
reconciling difference and nostalgia amid vast change was an overwhéh@ing for

the farmers and farms in this project.
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Introduction

If we accept that geographical knowledges throughout which commodity

systems are imagined and acted upon from within are fragmentary,

multiple, contradictory, and often downright hypocritical, then the power of

a text which deals with these knowledges conmsrom smoothing them

out, but through juxtaposing and montagin

work their way through them and, alotig way, inject and make their

own aitical knowledges out of thenfCook and Crang, 1996: 4as

quoted in Cook, 2004

S xty years have clThhdarmsgedd nedu e rwhtalti nvge [melant

Dye Gussow, 2002)

Organic farmincghasoften beerdescribed in academiitdrature, and more
popularly as a single unified entityrurther, this unified praxis is oftediscussed aan
alternative approach to agriculture and as a particular social and environmental
movementHowever, it has been increasingly acknowledged in academia thaatbere
many different organics, or versions, or knowledges of org@his.is not to say that
organic is not an alternative approach to agriculture or a particular social and
environmental movement, but what tipagaxismeans to individual farmeend farmss
worth exploring As Goodman and Dujsi(2002)have suggested, this is not just a
guestionof how fod is grown, but how it is known.

Despiteincreasingacknowledgement of this difference within/of orgasund
further, despitethe popularity and success of organic fothdghas brought with ian
often conflicted and contestsdnse of identity betweamganic as socioecological
movement on one hand, afttiat of a rapidly and steadily growing industry on the other,

with lines blurred between  t h éVog, 2007, 2pvhat some of thesdifferencesareas

described by organiarmers and farsiremains to be explored. This ot seeks to fill



that gap. Thisvork also seeks to move beyond the polarization of sscale
philosophically committed farmers and largale commercially minded growers by
articulating the differentdeas and practices of smatlale organic farmers in British
Columbia.

Additionallyex pr essed in the organic movement
p r a x(Gosdman, 1999: 32While this project does not specifically detail or address
the politics of the organic certification and other agrofood policies, or the political
economy of the increasing industrialization and marketization of organic land, farm
labour, and farnproduceit is located within thespolitics’. This work is mainly
concerned witlthe everydy socioecological livesf individual farmess and farns
within/of /despite this political localityFurther,because organic is often described as an
economic activity, aivelihood, a way of life, a movement, and an expression of social,
environmental, and political values in local places, and global spaces all athisice
work is intended as a jumping point for future research that asks how organic can
ameliorate our agrfood system and our natuseciety relationship.

For this project Employed inductive qualitative ethnographic research methods to
explore the sooecological lives of smalcale organic farmers in British Columbia. This
thesis argues that organic agriculture can be understood as a continuum of different ideas
and practices. Further this thesis argues that an articulation of specific differences can
benefit a discussion of what organic and the organic movement are, and can further the
discussion of how organic can ameliorate our agrofood system and oursutigty

relationsip. The project was driven by the notion that we needed to learn fromiorga

! For excellent works that explore and detail these see: Allen et al., 2003; Belasco, 2007; Goodman, 1999;
Goodman and Dupuis, 2002; Guthman, 1998; Guthman, 2004; Mansfield, 2004; Tovey, 1997; Vos, 2000;
Vos, 2007.



farmers and farms, what they do, and how and why theydositi ng parti ci pant s
words and photographs these practices, ideas, and narratives have been laid out,
montaged and juxtaposed in this report.
Specifically, the following questi@were aked: 1) Who is the organic farmer;
what is their social, political, and environmental identity? 2) What is the organic farm;
what is their social, political, and environmental identity? 3) What is the organic
movement with respect to these farms and fasfhd) What is organic with respect to
these farms and farmers?
The goals of this project habeen:

1 To provide an answer to calls from the literature to discuss difference in organic by
exploring the different socioecological ideas and pract€esganc farmer and
farm.

1 To provide an answer to calls fraireliterature to use acteretwork theory in
alternative agrofood research. To bring together human and nonhuman, nature and
society and to present farm and farm as individual creative and relatoboi. a

1 To provide an answer to calls from the literature to use medepth and
participatory methods in agrofood research that enable ethnographic stories to be
told.

1 To add to the limited amount of photovoice literature ¢halores rural livelihoods,

life, and settings

This reportbegins with a chapter briefly detailing the relevant literatures and
approabes used throughout the projdebllowed in Chapter,d detailthe study areas |

travelled to in British Columbia and why these ane@asechosen, while Gapter 3



discussesnethodologyChapt er 4 expl ores the projectos f
organic farmer, and what is the organic farm through the presentation of the pariicipants

own words and photographs. Chapter 5 addressesdheprct 6 s second two qu:
what is organic and the organic movement with respect to these farmers and farms, again

by detailingpatterns t hemes, and differencedsChapteri ng t he

6 discusses these results and in the last chbptaclude the project and suggest areas

for further research.



Chapter 1: Literature and Approach

My approach to the subject matter in this thesis is intended to be interdisciplinary,
particularly bringing together literature in human geographyuilanthropology, and
political scienceThis work is informed by a number of influential scholars and bodies of
theory: David Harvey (1996), Anthony Cohen (1989), actor netwodessribed
primarily by David Goodman (1999), and visual methodologies. All of the
aforementioned are not consistent theories or frameworks, but rather connect research of
similar methodologies and interests. How they inform the interests and methodologies of
this work is described below.
In the following pages | explore the socioecological ideas and practices of small
scale organic farmers in British Columbia. It is thus important for me to descrdigsvh
meant by socioecologicabocioecological is a term taken from Harvey (1996). This term
aims to transcend the false dialectic, or an
described as calling this dualism into question, as organic faisahgracterized as
bot h, dmacmactiwty iema livelihood and a way of life; an expression of social
and environmental ethics; and an environmental social movement with political
rami fications, o (Vos, 2007:6). In this work

economiepoliticaFand-otherwisesocial lives of farmer, farm, and organic itself.

1.1 Commonality and Militant Particularism
Organic farming is often described in academic literature and more popularly, as a single

unified entity® Though, it has been increasingly rgnized in academia that there are

2 The hyphen is used here to symbolize that theses are not separate (i.e. an environmental life, an economic
life, a political life, and a social life) but rather connected as one.

% See anything written by Michael Pollen. With three books on food, farming, and organic on the New York
Times bestsellers list, as well as his reviews on the jackets of numerous other books related to food and
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many different 6édorganicsd, or versions of or
in different places in North America, and around the woAd. Guthman (2004) notes:

In truth, it is impossible to divine a singulrgument and meaning for
organic agriculture. The unification of themes into an organic movement
has not been without contradictions and exclusions, and many
contemporary understandings of organic agnigel@are not even
complementary(Guthman, 2004: 3).

However, Vos explains that organic is a cont
of organic agriculture will demonstrate its
may be, do present a substantive tathket of comn

thorough acknowledgement of this dif@ce within/of organic whatome of the
differences in ideas and practices as described by organic farmers and farms remains to
be asked. This work seeks to fill this gap.

To help explore this difference, adi point of departure is taken from Cohen
(1989) an author who has discusseddtnhe pol ys
thiscase organicit he commonal ity which is found in c
uniformity. It does not clone behavior or ideass ia commonality oforms(ways of
behaving) whose content may vary considerabl
[ aut hords emphasis and parentheses]. James (
different discourses of organic in consurbased publienedia in the UK. She notes that
in a culture where ideas and attitudes are s
presumed that buying an or gainonmentagistcadase si gni f i

She reveals that there are other discourses whi ch organic food is | o

organic farming, it is clear there is a mainstream audience for his writings. Other writers like Barbara
Kingslover, Joel Salatin, Michael Ableman, Michael Smit, and himself, have become North American organic
foodcék starsd (See Petrusa, 2012)

* Allen et al., 2003; James, 1993; Belasco, 2007; Guthman, 2004; Kaltoft, 1999, 2001; Mansfield, 2004;
Stock, (2007); Vos, 2000.



consumption of organic food may symbolize a commitment to environmentalism, quite
di fferent meanings may be , dsomedifdcenaes within J a me s ,
which organic agriculture is locatedlilne explored.
Cohen6s work is of par taswithkhaincreasmgp or t anc e
success and popularity of organic foods in the marketplace along with the federalization
of certification standards conflicted and contradictory sense @ ttientity of organic is
often described However, this project aims to move beyond contestation and conflict.
By articulating differences this project aims to move beyond the polarization of small
scale philosophically committed farmers and lasgale ommercially minded growers.
As Allen et al. (2003) suggesq further understand the alternative socioecological ideas
embedded in organic we are now required to look past their similarities and examine their
differences. Kaltoft (1999) explores the drifat values of nature embedded in the
practices of smalkscde organic producers in Denmarkhdugh my project is related it is
differentiated primarily by sded K a | t siuidyt iriclades only six farmsand
method information was collected solely through intervieWgzi and Selfa (2005) too
examine the different politics and perceptions of alternative agricuttéashington
Stated though of local agriglture, not organiagriculture Further Mansfield discusses
the differences between a more ethizated organic and a more scientliezsed organic
(inputs and outputs) in light of the debates surrounding the potaqtiatulturerganic
certifications. Following Coherhen, | argue that organic can be understood as a

continuum composed of different ideas and practices. Further, that an understanding of

5 Organic certification standards became federal rule in 2009 in Canada, and 2002 in The United States.
Additionally, in 2009 the Canadian organic market was valued at $2 billion CND, and in 2011 the US and
global markets were valued at $29 billion CDN and $63 billion CND, respectfully (AAFC, 2011).
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some of these differences can bernmfytexploration of what organend what the

organic movement are.

Variousauth have remar ked that organic i s fiin
Harveyods (1996) concept of militant® particul
This concept embodies the idea that #dAlocally

engaged in emancipatory orrisformative political projects, are of necessity always
confronted by challenges of translation and
to reach beyond the place in which they are

The move from tangilel solidarities understood as patterns of social life

organized in affective and knowable communities to a more abstract set of

conceptios that would have universal purchase involves a move from one

level of abstractiof attached to pladeto another level foabstraction

capabé of reaching out across spafig¢arvey, 1996:33).

Organic farming provides an extremely fitting example of Harvey (1996) and
Williamsds (1989) concept of militant partic
local character abrganic farming and organic farming movements that the normative
standards of organic were originally developed, but as an idea and movement with
socioecological ramifications, organic farming reaches beyond its local contexts and is
Aal ways ndeas andinfluendedthaihaver i gi nat ed el sewhere, 0
It is | ocated, and yet, simultaneously, Hfdbei
into a movement of (at | east potentially) gl
parenthess]. Additionally, Allen et al. (2003) in their study of the definitions of food
system problems and solutions from alternative food initiatives in California suggest that

most work thus far has explored the global ambitions shared by alternative foed whil

| eaving out the militant particul arisms. And

® This is an expansion of Williambés (1989) concept of milite



consideration of their differenceso (All en e
gap what are the socioecological lives of organic farmers and farms
There is continuum of organic attached to place but capabdaciing out across
space. Vithin each exist differences. The differences of organic in place are worth
exploring because of the emphasis that is placed on the ability of organic in space to
ameliorate, even change the afpod system, and natus®ciety relations. It is with
these concepts, Cohen6s commonality not wunif
then, that | began to askhat are the socioecological lives of organic farraékhat are
the socioecological lives of organic farms? What is the organic movementhais

organicwith respect to these farmers and faPms

1.2 Agency, ActeNetwork Theory and Nature
Cohen and Harvey open the door for me to begin exploring theatfitfes within organic.

That saidlit is with actornetwork theory and photovoiéewhich is described in the next

sectio® that | will examine theses differences. Aetatwork theory (ANT) is an

emergent set of ideas and methodologies, rooted primatitg iworks of Latour (1993

Callon (1986) and Law (Law and Hassard, 1999). Antdworks are made up of ham

and norhuman actors h at -prodecedfperformatvedent i ti es o ( Cal |l on
1992). In recent years there has been a significant reviewing by social theorists who

argue t hatnciyde ag eo fmuclhseddeaoftan defire agency im

terms of the human subject, and many of thesellleayy e, At ended t o i gnor e
and materiality of nature, leading to the social and scientific construction of nature in

human terms, o0 (Jones and Cloke, 2002: 50). I

and Goodman (1998) and Demeritt (1994) thaiTAdlable to provide a new metaphor,



At o I magine nat ur e aadsocidllydorstructes adject mithoue r i a |

reducing it, wultimately, to a single pole

1994:163) [my emphasid]in this project | uséANT to view both farmer and farm as
individuals asking not only who is the organic farmer, what is their socioecological life
but also, what is the organic farm, what is their socioecological life? This idea was
inspired by my time spent working on orgafacms prior to this project. Most farmers
often discussed the faémas well as many different organisms on the faras their own
individual entity with an active quality of which they, the farmer, are a part but is
ultimately its own.

For my purposes hertis important to describe two aspects of ANT. First, as
noted above, ANT has recognized the agency ofmonan actors and that the natural
and the social flow into one another. As Jones and Cloke (2002) note in their
comprehensive research on the agesfdrees, ANT does not argue that Auimans
possesthe particular capabilities of humans but that they do possess significant forms of
active agency, which has usually been ignored or assumed to exist only in the human

realm. In his seminal work withD&T Callon (1986) treats the scallops of St Brieuc Bay

as active agents, rather than passive subjects the researchers and fisherman act around.

The second, and perhaps the key contribution of ANT, has been to reject the
human/norhuman, nature/society disction so prominent in modern thought. Latour

calls this the hybrid collective (Latour and Callon, 1995), and notes that agency should

focus on the fipubd dunsterdobtme binary anxatteurrnea | At hi

t hemsel ves 0 nemahongtliemselees g i (leatowr,1993: 106.07). This

" Also see Fitzsimmons and Goodman (1998); Goodman (1999); Jones and Cloke (2002); Kaltoft (2001);
Whatmore (2000).
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too is argued by Harvey (1996) as he emphasizes thatumoan actors should be seen

as Oactive subjectsd6d in order for, At he art.i
be eroded, renderedpm us, and eventwually dissolved, 0 (F
these networks is conceived as the collective capacity of humans ahdmans. Here

agency is viewed as a relational effect spun between different interacting actors rather

than as a solitarintent or act. Stemmingr om t hi s i dea of hybrid co
notion of symmetry, which rejects categorical notions of nature and society. Additionally,

the notion of symmetry refers to éa summing
scae, no switching from the | ocal to the gl ob

environmenandsociety. Rathemall is happening at the same time, on one flat plane.

Further, Latour informs wus that, naktor i s n
the role of society, o0 (Latour, 1999:19). Thi
Harveyods militant particularism and gl obal a

same plane, simultaneously discursive, social and real extending througintirepace
(Fitzsimmons and Goodman, 1998). Further it is important for me to note in a project
that asks what organic farmers and farms do, how, and why, that Latour states:
For us ANT was simply another way to be faithful to ethnomethodology:
actors knowwhat they do and we have to learn from them not only what
they do, but how and why they do it [é] F
social or even worse an explanation of what makes society exert pressure
on actors, it always was, and this fromitceptiona very crude method to
learn from the actors without imposing on themagriori definition of
theirworldbui | di ng capacities, o0 (Latour, 1999:
Goodman and Fitzsimmons observe that organic farming calls into question this

divisive ontology that keeps nature and society separate (Fitzsimmons and Goodman,

1998; Goodman, 1999). And Kaltoft (2001) notes that the natokety relationship is a

11



central tenant and issue of organic farming and the organic movement. This works the
answers Goodmanos pointed call to bring ANT
The theoretical framework of agfood studies, fettered by modernist
ontology and epistemology, cannot respond fully to the new ethical and
relational issues raised by environmentalrsiugs and urban food
movements, understand their social resonance, nor tagpopolitics
they engendefGoodman, 1999: 25)

As this work seeks to fill the gap, noted by Goodman and others, to bring ANT into
agrofood studieghe literature that | bnig together here is primarily based in human
geogrphyo or the rethinking of humageography. The literature discussed in this
sectioncovers a variety of ideas on farming, farms, food production, production of place,
and the agency of organic nonhumanso@nan (1999) usesMY to analyzdood scares,
agrabiotechnologies, and the contemporary debates surrounding, at the time, the
proposed regulation of organic farming in the US. Together, Fitzsimmons and Goodman
(1998) use AN® again to dissolve the nature/society dualism, and to discuss how this
materialiy is to be conceptualizédto look at the agricultural history of corn in the US.
Whil e working with one ofWelHave NaverBeen f oundat i o
Modern that nature and culture have never been separated, Kaltoft (2001) uses ANT to
understanénd describe the organic farming movemenemns of modernization.
Becausgeshe suggests, organic farming, the movement, and its ideology challenges the
way sociological theory conceives of the natawdure relationship. While it is easy to
agree thaa reconceptualization of natuseciety and the relationship between nature and
society is needed, it is much harder to try and do this, as even posing the issue as one of

di ssolving the dualism, fiseems to ctill repr

resolve. If nature and society are active partners locked in an irreversible, continuing

12



process of mutual determination, how is the materiality of thageioed natures to be
theorized® ( Fi t zsi mons and Goodman, 1@$&iénof219 ;
these authors, that ANT is a way, a new metaphorical tool (Demeritt, 1994) to avoid
balancing on both poles at once (Haraway, 1991) and that food, especially organic
farming and the organic farming movement is a good place to start sinderdugh

food, that everyone around the globe has been most consistently and concretely
connected with nature (Fitzsimmons and Goodman, 1998; Williams, 1980; Worster,
1990).

There are a number of ANT works that influenced the detailing and discussion of
farmer and farm in this project. Callon (1986) writes on the agency of scallops in St.
Brieuc Bay in France. The principhetors in this work are the scallops, three scientific
researchers, and the scallop fisherman. While these are the actors to whongiGadlon
the most discussion it is made clear that there are many other human and nonhuman
actors: the French consumer, the tourists, the weather, the bay, the market, all interacting
together. A single questidndo the scallops in St. Brieuc Bay anchor thelves)
establishes a whole series of actors all with identities and agencies, and all linked to each
other. Cook (2004), though never mentioning ANT in his piece, explores the lives and
inter-connected actions of papayas, farmers, importers, grocersteheational papaya
market, and the papaya consumer. Both authors have done away with confining agency to
only the social realm and describe humans and nonhumans as mutually determined.

These authors demonstrated how to write about human and Snganizman

relationships, something that Jones and Cloke (2002) note has so far been less common in

8 Here organic refers to carbon-oxygen-hydrogen based lifeforms as opposed to having anything to do with
organic farming.

13
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ANT resear ch; using |l anguage and phrases | ik
2004: 638) and Athe scall ops became dissident
demamstrates how ANT can work to give life to farms through fatmesords and
actions as she discusses how kiwi orchardists in New Zealand experience and talk about
the active quality of their orchards, andlldway (2002) discusses farnserelational and
ethical understandings and conceptualizations of nature and place by exploring their
relationships with the humans and nonhumans they encounter. These authors provided
me an example of how | might explore farms as individuals through talking with farmers.
My project is differentiated from these two as all farms in the project are organic.
Additionally, Hunt (2010) explores only darm practices, behaviors, and habits, and
Holloway (2002) focuses on the construction of relational and situated ethical identitie
while | explore the different socioecological lives of farmer and farm.
The ideas and substance of ANT have been critically reviewed elsewhere, and
while critiquing ANT goes beyond the scope of this paper there are important works and
critiques that have considered in this projeddf particular importance waknes and
Cloke (2002) and their exploration of the agency of trees thabestitute places and
cultures in relationship with human agency. They discuss the lives and actions of trees in
four places in England: an orchard, a cemetery, a heritage trail, and a city square, and
suggest that, fAnot only is there a need to n

separate, privileged and ontologically unique in terms of agency, but also tleasther

° See particularly Haraway (1991, 1994); Law and Hassard (1999); Murdoch (1997); Thrift (2008);
Whatmore (1999) Whatmore and Thorne (2000). Haraway deserves special mention here as her
comprehensive work, like ANT, starts with trying to bring together, or acknowledge that they are not
separate, human and nonhuman. However, for Haraway this is a much messier task, where agency opens

up possibilities for discussing the relationality of human
(1991:3) and wher e, Aithe mythic, textual , technical, political
they collapse intoeachot her i n a knot of extraordinary density. o (1994
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need to disaggregate the notion of agency it
differentiate between three different forms of agency that are important in this piece:
relational, transformative, and reflexive agency.
Relational agency is wh&NT describes, the hybrid collective, the relational
interacting hybrid that is humamnhuman, natursociety; shaping and shaped by each
other. Transformative agency is creative action; actions that disrupt, divert, and create
(Harvey, 1996; Jones andcCk e 2002) . Harvey suggests that
contradiction, [and] it follows that it can in principle be found anywhere and everywhere
in the physical , biHalvey §9P6c58)] Whatmod€2082ptcoi al wor | d
suggests the need to consider the creativity of actors, rather than the intentionality, which
is a very social understanding of agency and action. Jones and Cloke (2002) provide this
example: in the practice of planting trees to avoid desstidin, it is human action and
human actors that have enrolled trees and dedicated them to a particular end,
In line with ANT, it seems more appropriate to suggest that the agency is
relational in that trees bring to the process skills which humans notild
ot herwise acquire and deploy [é] However,
autonomously, outside the confines and expectations of human actions.
They frequently seed themselves; they grow in unexpected places and in
unexpected forms. These actions, when rechixith the social, have what
can only be described aative transformative effect§lones and Cloke,
2002:57).
The key idea in transformative agency then, is to remember the individual creative action
of nonhuman actors.
Additionally, Jones and ClokR002) describe reflexive agency. Reflexive agency
is different from relational agency as it embodies what Mol (1999) and Whatmore and

Thorne (2000) question of ANT, Afare the cruc

as agent, but rather those whtrey (we) are defined, measured, observed, listened to, or
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otherwiseenacted 6 ( Mo | ,[ alud hD:r & DNoteoomypdh ac®rs aci
relationally, and transformatively, but they are also enacted by the other actors who
surround them. This is an extrely important point for this project as the farms were
discussed and seen through the farmers, photographs, and myself. As Ingold notes,
Farmers [in] the work that they do, in such activities as field clearance,
fencing, planning, weeding, and so on, otending to their livestock, do
not literally make plants and animals but rather establish the environmental
conditions for their growth and devel opme
plants or animals as part of the natural environment for human beings, we
have to think of humans and their activities as part of the environment for
plants and animals, o0 (Ilngold, 68.997 as quo
Given the literture explored abovepresent both farmer and farm as individuals.
In order to preserfarmer and farmsindividual the patternsthemes, and differences
discussedn conversatiom r e pr esented pr i manrwordsyThe n t he pa
photovoice literatureescribed in the following section further infasthis style of
presentation. Additionally, to set this work apart from that of Kaltoft (1999), Duram
(2005), and Hunt (2010) and to best present organicastauumof differences,

farmers and farms will not kgpified. Rather, as noted abqgube paterns themes, and

differences that arose in conversation have been categorized and presented.

1.3 Using Photography and Doing Participatory Research
One of the goals of my research was to contribute to organic and agrofood literature

using more irdepth ad participatory research methadslo do this photovoice and
photography as illustration were used. Both made photography an integral part of the

research project, in data collection, data analysis and data presentation. The inspiration

% Thisis a response to calls made by Cook et al. (2006); Goodman and Dupais (2002); Goodman (2003);
Morris and Evans (2004); Philips (2003); Winter (2003, 2005).
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for using photognahs and photovoice throughout this project evolved from my time
spent on farms prior to this project. While working on or walking throughout the farm,
|l ooking out the window, or at past photograp
proceed to tell story, to describe an event, to contextualize, talk about the what, how
and why of that o6t hi ocogvrsatiomtould stae ommelsubjecs,. A st
and veer off oranother, equally edifying; | wanted to somehowagsulate this in a
methodin theproject. Many researchers have also remarked on the capacity of
photovoice to yield information that would otherwise have been difficult to ask about, or
even information that had not been considered by the researchers. Moore et al. (2008)
comment:
It was also felt that the use of photographs during the interview led to the
expression of thoughts and comments that would not be accessed through
answeringtheserst r uct ured i nterview questions al
specifically ask about historical anique features of the environment but
found that the photographs enabled us to access detailed local knowledge
on these subjects, and others, which may have been misseddrtaking
interviews alone(Moore et al2008:55-56).
Further, Sherren et gR010) note that in studies regarding environmental
values/practices/perceptions it is important, though difficulbvimid problems of face
validity: where the answer to a question is so evident that participants know to provide
thebest answeéy or evenif suitable questions can be asked. They suggest that photovoice
is a method that can help to overcome these difficulties.
Photography has been used as a research method throughout a range of social
science and humanities disciplines: anthropology, segyohnd human, cultural, and

urban geography, albeit differently (Rose, 2012). Photovoice is increasingly being

adopted in geography as a participatory method (Kearns, 2010; Rose, 2012) and my
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research continues in this vein; Mcintyr (2003) uses photoasi@participatoiaction
research method, while Harper (2002) comments on the participatory, and even
collaborative (between participant and researcher) aspect of glotation.
Additionally, photovoice research in rural studies is rare (Beilin, 28086rren et al.,
2010) and | hope to filome of that gap with this projett
Photoelicitation, the process whereby photographic images are used to stimulate
and guide an interview, wgdirst described by Collied067), while a more recent
descriptionand example can be seen in Harper (2001, 2002). The photographs used can
be xistingimaged i n  Har p thosé takenchy theeresehe much of visual
anthropologypr those taken by research participants. Claanez (2004) and Rose
(2008) clearlydistinguish between these different methods of pletititation, Clark
Ibanez states that the participaniven photographs provides an inductive research
approach for gaining insight into the realms of participants. This is photovoice; the name
taken fom a seminal piece on photography as participatory research by Mcintyr {2003).
Photographs are bounded views of reality that provide a manageable entry point
for discussing complex issues (Harper, 2002), especially when the participants capture
the imags themselves (Moore et al., 20G®8). Moore et al. (2008) state that this self
directed photography, Acan pottteetdéamildtyd ex pos
following up with interviews allows the basis of those percepfiohs h e d to hey 6

expla e d ,oore dt &, 2008). This projettten relied on the photographs taken by

™ Much of this research takes place in urban settings cf. Bijoux and Meyers (2006); Clark-Ibanez (2004);
Latham (2002); Mcintyr (2003); Moore et al. (2008)

12 Other authors refer to this as self-directed photography: Bijoux and Meyers; Moore et al. (2008); or just
photo-elicitation that uses participant photographs: Beilin (2005); Rose (2008, 2012) and Sherren et al.
(2010
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participants, but also the narrative that was provided by the discussion of the photographs,
as b explained in full detail in thenethods section.

The photovoice works thavere influential to me in the development of this
project were predominantly geograpbgsed studies of land and ecosystem management.
Balzquez researched community understandings and perceptions of ecosystem services in
Costa Rica, and though Harper @2) uses historical photographs for phetwitation
not participant photographs, his boGkanging Works: Visions of Lost Agricultumas
influential because of his farmer/farm/farming focus. However, the most influential for
this project were Beilin (@05), Sherren et al. (2010), and Moore et al. (2008). Beilin
(2005) explores farmdand-community relations and land management practices in
southern Australia and asked the farmers in her studytoghota p h fisi gni fi cant
| ands claigphrasinginspgdmy wor ding in tlkekdng far mer s t
photographs of something that was significant to them w#per to them being on the
farm.0 Further, her emphasis on the participatory aspect of photovoice, the accessibility
of photography, and the abilityofhe phot ograph to be both acti
a particular story and to affirm a particul a
benefitof using this method in such a project. Sherren et al. (2010) also discussing land
management pictices with farmers in Australia, though by triangulating photovoice with
more quantitativdbased methods, helped me realize that the photographs could not only
be an active and reflexive method of data collection but also of analysis and presentation.
Fdlowing Sherren et al. (2010), | have analyzed the contents of the photographs for the

frequency at whichceitan &6t hi ngs 6 hneasdéionhoeamalyzingthept ur e d
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common words used and sentiments evdkegarticipantsvhile discussing the
photographs.

Moore et al. (2008) explore environmental conditions and everyday perceptions in
three major UK cities. Their work was particularly important to my project as it became
clear to me as | read it that ANT and photovoice would work very wgdither and that
through farmers words, actions and photographs (and my own) we could explore the
agency, life, identity of thefarmi8They descri be t hafacetediasont e x't
a photograph can have many different viewpdirtise tiker, the viewr, and the takeén
all have positions, i nt al;20@856. Harexthe wodd | at i on s h
Balog, though not traditionally academic, helped me to further realize how this could be
done with my visual methods. Tiree: A New Vision of themerican ForesBalog
(2005), a photographic journalist, whose work revolves around exploring the relationship
between humans and nature, shows trees as individuals, or the individuality of trees. Each
tree was photographed numerous times from a multaéidagle® even whilst dangling
on ropes meters in the diland were shown in composite to try and show the life of the
tree, the tree in life, the actions of the tree.

Discussed so far has been literature that helped me decide why and how to use
photovoi@® as a methof data collection and analysisoWever, it is of equal
importance, as noted by Rose (2008, 2012) and @0id]) to discuss why/why not
and/or how photographs might be presented in a report. Throughout my fieldwork |
received permission tiake photographs at all the farms | visited in addition to the
participants taking themwn photographs. There are two issues that | have taken into

careful consideratiogiven my decision to includghotographs in the report. First, Rose

13 | have found no research so far that bring together these two theories of approach and method.
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(2008, 2012) nis that in presenting photos one must ask whether or not the presentation
of those photographs replicates, even if unintentionally, a power relation between
researcher and participant. Taking this into consideration | decided that the only
photographs psented in this report were taken by the participants and for the most part
are explained using direct gestfrom them. Second, Goin (20Q@titiques that in
research we tend to present photographs simply as fact, but, he warns, that photographs
are morehtan just fact, they are fact and fiction, and truth, and emotion, they are lyrical,
and yes, they areillustat onal , but tphreiple,ohjeceve, andl vedfialleh a n A
fact, 0o (GoHarr i200MB:etpgad!l.. (2004¢byseem to ans
encouraging the reader to 6readd the book by
[ €] we would argue that the vitu(aHarirsi snomr ee tt
al., 2004 :xx). With these in mind | decided the only captions | waantdude in the
report were the names of the participants who took a particular. grtagowill insure
that the photos are in some way connected to the text.
Given all of the literature explored above | argue that organic is a continuum of
different ideasand practices and that an understanding of some of these differences will
benefit a discussion of what organic and the organic movement are, and further the
discussion of how organic can ameliorate our agrofood system and oursutigty
relations. Usig the ideas encompassed in ANT and photovoice and the questions asked
at the outset of this project, farmer and farm are presented as different and individual
actors, primarily presented with the partici

project, tken, | present a brief snapshot, a peak, into the socioecological lives of organic
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farmer and farm. Following in Chapter 2 | detail the study areas | travelled to in British

Columbia and why these areas were chosen.
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Chapter 2: Organic in British Columbia
There are a number of reasons why | chose to undertake this research in British Columbia.

First, to provide an example of and research on organic agriculture in CanddzC
provides a great research example. From 205 the number of organic farmsBC
increased at the highest rate of any province or territory in Canada so that by 2006 20%
of the organic farms in Canada were in BC. This was second only to Ontario with 23% of
the organic farms in Canada. However, the number of organic farms in BQizahdol
16.3% of all the farms in the province. This percentage was approximately 10% higher
than any other province in Canada, with Ontario a far second at'6.8%

Second, the governance model and organic certification system runs differently
and as sucls morediverse in BC than it is inther province.*® British Columbiaruns
their own accreditation systeas opposed to a provincial COG chapaerin the other
Canadian provincesnIBC the accrediting organization is the Certified Organic
Association of British Columbia (COABC).

Last, but not least, | had initial contacts to speak with in BC. The previous
summer | had worked on three organic farms in the province, and | alsorttadtso
doingother jobs in the organic scenénig enabled me to start asking around about
participants. | would not have had this starting point with potential participants in any

other province.

1% Data from the 2006 Agricultural census was used to get these statistics. It may seem dated, however, the
most recent Agricultural Census, 2011, was not published until May of 2012, after | had already begun this
project. More importantly, reporting regulations were changed by Statistics Canada prior to the 2011 census.
In 2006 a farmer was allowed to choose from three categories: organic but not certified, organic in transition,
and certified organic; but in 2011 this was reduced to two categories: organic in transition, and certified
organic. This change makes the two censuses incomparable. As is explained in section 2.3 below | included
farmers that may not be certified, but self-identified as organic, thus | thought it the best fit to stick with the
data from the 2006 Agricultural Census.

15Quebec uses a similar governance model and certification system.
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2.1 Study Areas

Originally the following BC regions were oken for this project: the west Kootenays, the

southern Okanagan, the lower Fraser Valley, and Vancouver [SI8nitish Columbia

often gets broadly divided into the regions found able 1 Though these are broad and

can be divided further still, these were the regions of BC considered by this progct.

decision to visit the aforementioned areas was based on a review of the 2006 Agricultural

Census, the Agricultural Land Reserve, and layping information from COABC on

the location of organic farmand from the BC Association of Farmers MarBethis

information is found iMrable 18 as well as particular historical and geographic

differences between the regiotis.

Table 1: Regional Comparison

REGION NUMBER | NUMBER | PROPORTI | FARM POPULAT | FARMERS
OF OF ON OF ALR | RECEIPT ION MARKETS
FARMS ORGANIC | LAND PERCENTAG 19

FARMS'® E

North Coast 152 3 2.3 0.1 57 663 2

Nechako 886 6 2.6 2.05 39 352 11

Peace River 1729 16 32 5.24 64 411

CaribouCentral 1781 13 31.4 4.24 154 454

Vancouver 2855 151 2.6 6.17 727 422 23

Island and the

West Coast

Mainland and 5410 134 4.1 62.61 2 436 596 31

the Southern

Coast (Fraser

Valley)

Thompson 5700 249 17 17.0 491 479 25

Okanagan

Kootenays 1349 32 8 2.60 142 110 10

'® Though as will be explained later in this section this decision changed throughout my time the field.

' To view a map of these regions and the locations they encompass see Appendix A Figure 1

'8 These numbers are an approximation based on my mapping out the locations of all certified/transitional
organic members listed on the COABC website. It is important to note that these numbers do not include
non-certified organic growers, whereas the 2006 Agricultural Census does include non-certified farmers as
organic. Further it is important to note that this data was taken in March, 2012 and the rest of the data is
from 2006 (except the market informationd see below).
' These numbers are taken from the BC Association of Farmers Markets website. This information was
taken in May 2012. It is also important to note that these markets do not cater only to farmers, but often

other craft-workers, nor do they cater solely to organic farmers.
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The ThompsofOkanagan was an obvious choice. The region has the most farms
of any in the province, and the most organic farms (though not proportionally).
Additionally, the Similkameen Valléy the southerimost area of the region on the
Washington boardérhas more organiproducers than any other aieadBC, likely in
Canada, with 60% of the farms in the area producing organically (BCO industry
overview, 2007). The Lower Mainland has the second largest amount of farms,
approxi matel y 6 0 %laboh antd iceesspgoraomuch wideeadray ofp o p
markets and just generally more market access. Vancouver Island and the Gulf Islands
were chosen because proportionally they have the highest percentage of organic
agriculture of any region at 5.2%ndapproxinately 18% of the population. Additionally,
while having the smallest proportion of land dedicated to faming (53 765ha) of any of the
eight regionstheregiors t i | I  brings in 6% o&ndhiet Psoannce
island.The Kootenays rounded otlie study areas as it has a relatively large praport
of organic farms and farm@markets for the population, and the longest consecutive
running organic coop in the provirfée

Despite lacking general history of BC agricultyral four regions chosen do
have a history of agriculturewith some of the earliest farms in the Lower Mainland and
Vancouver Island, and the Okanagan is historically the largest agricultural exporter

(interprovincial and international) of any regionB& 2* Additionally, each region

% To view a map of the study areas, please see Appendix A, Figure 2.

%L See Demeritt (1996). Margaret A. Ormsby's two articles, "The History of Agriculture in British Columbia,"
Scientific Agriculture 20 (1939): 61-72, and her "Agricultural Development in British Columbia," Agricultural
History 19 (1945): 11-20, are still the most recent all encompassing histories on agriculture in British
Columbia. Further, there is a limited amount of literature published on organic farming (geographical,
historical, anthropological, political) in Canada. Most research with a Canadian focus uses research on US
organic, see, Egri (1993, 1997), Maxey (2006).
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presents slightly different physical environments for growiFgeseare described in
Table 27

Table 2: Growing Environments

REGION
Vancouver Island and the Mild, moist climate. Suitable for longeason specialty
West Coast crops including: kiwi, figs, and even bananas. Landsc
also highly suitable for livestock, fishing and seafoo(
harvesting.
Frost-free days158201
Annual Precipitation8732123mm
Average Temperates (Yearly)9.7-14.1°C
Total Hours of Bright Sunshine (Yearl2086.4
Mainland and Southern Very wet climate; lowlying and prone to flooding.
Coast (Fraser Valley) Highest frostfree days and rainfall of any region in th¢

province. Suitable for a rge of vegetables and berries
Frost-free days174-200
Annual Precipitation921-1500mm
Average Temperatures (Yearl{p-14°C
Total Hours of Bright Sunshine (Yearl{p28

Thompson-Okanagan Mild climate, dry. Highest number of degree days ovel

°C male it ideal for fruit production. Rolling valleys mak
it highly suitable for orchards/vineyards and livestock

Frost-free days148175

Annual Precipitation 257534

Average Temperatures (YearlBummer 12.€6.7°C;

Winter-3.4- -7.8°C

Total Hours ofBright Sunshine (Yearly1954.4

Residential Elevation Rang840-1440m

Kootenays Moderate climate, humid. Supports a wide range of cr
orchard fruit, cereals, vegetable, and berries. Elevati
range is extreme; made up of intermittent valleys, lar

area per farm small.

Frost-free Days 110160

Annual Precipitation370569mm

Average TemperatureSummer 127.7°C; Winter-2.7-

-5.1°C

Total Hours of Bright Sunshine (Yearl{854.8

Residential Elevation Rangé30-1300m

22 Al information for this table was taken from BC Agricultural EducatonandEnvi r onment Canadads
National Climate Data and Information Archive. This is a very brief description of some of the basic
geographical and environmental differences between regions, for more information please contact me.
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Chapter 3: Research Methods
| conducted my primary fieldwork for four and a half months, between Agfian8

August 3", 2012. As mentioned inf@pter 2, | had worked on three organic farms in

BC the previous summer; these farmers were my initial contacts. They were contacted in

ealy April to ask if they were interested in being participants, all said yes. Upon arriving

in BC, I made contact with two previously known key informants: a coordinator at an

organic farm coop in Richmond, and an apiculturist who lends out his beeserdan

the Nelson area. These individuals feelpne develop bst of farmers they thought

mi ght be interested in participating. This |
database | gathereddescribed in section 3.3. Participants were contacted

approximately a month before a proposed farm visit.

3.1 Cycling
As mentioned above, | had originally proposed that | do this research while cycling

across the province and it was important for me to reflect on how the method would add
to and affect the research. Before leaving for my field research | had lookechieto ot
ways | might get around between farms. | thought about renting a car or traveling by bus
and public transit, but in the end there were a number of reasons why | thought cycling
across BC from farm to farm wouéhable and inform my research methoda imique
way >

First, it added a much needed flexibility to the research for both the participants
and me. Though it was important that the research not be seen as casual, this adaptability

was of great value. Dates of my arrival and departure, andrththlef my stay were

adjustable; | did not require anyone to pick me up or drop me off at a bus stop; if for

B Fora map of my bike route, please see Appendix A, Figures 3-5.
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whatever reason | felt unsafe | could leave right away; and | could visit more than one
farm at oncé? Second, as will be fully explained in thetal@ollection section of this

chapter, while | was visiting the farms | was also working on them and | found that

telling participants that | was cycling across the province demonstrated that | was capable
of doing farm work. Many participants initially wmdered at my ability to do work on the

farm and do the research. This came both out of concern for me; would | be able to get all
the information | needed with everything going on; and a curiosity about the ability of a
researcher to be physically able egb to do farm labour. Many participants noted that

once | explained that | was cycling and how the research would work, these concerns and
doubts were quelled. Finally, and perhaps most importantly given the type of research |
wanted to do and how | warmk¢o do it, | noticed that my biking carried with it certain
sociaecological perspectives and practices of my own withay having to talk about

them.I found that this made participants open to talking about their own without my

having too much impact dhe direction conversations.

3.2 Participant Recruitment
Participants were selected based on the criteria described below. Each farm | deemed a

prospective participant was sent an initial epr@ilwas spoken with over the phooe in
persorf” | sent out emails to 40 farms, and spoke with 20 farms at various community
activities about potentially being involved in the resedfekll farms and farmers were

chosen with the goal of obtaining a variation in the following categories. These caegorie

4 Eor information on how this was done see section 3.4.4 of this chapter.

% The majority of participants were contacted a month before | proposed to visit them, and were contacted

initially by email. Initial contact was only made in person or by phone if | had previously introduced myself to

them, either at a farmerés market or through another parti
®Toseea copy of the information letter | sent to participants please see Appendix B Item 1. This was

additional to the letters developed with the Research Ethics Board, which were shown at the outset of my

farm-stays.
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are based on those used by Julie Guthman (2004) in her examination of the
conventionalization of organic farming in Californfgrarian Dreams: The Paradox of
Organic Farming in Californiaand my own additions

1 Locatiord all farms chosen were in onetbe study areas discussed in the previous
section: tle West Kootenays, the Similkanme¥alley, and the Lower Fraser Valley.

1 Farm Sizé all farms chosen had to betweed @ acres in siz€.

1 Family Ownership all farms chosen had to be family owned. If prodwes sold to
a nonfamily-owned business they were still included.

1 Edible Food or Food Produttall farms produced food or an edible food product.
Additionally farms were chosen to obtain the most variation in crops/products as
possible®

1 Salé all farms tad to sell a product. All methods of sale: farm gateglesale,
packinghouse, farmgmarket or otherwise were sought after and included.

1 Certificatiord farms chosen could be certified by a certification body oridelitify
as organic. Unless only a pioin of their farm is organic, then the farm must have a
split certification. Farms that identified as or have additional certifications, such as
biodynamic, heritage land, salmon safe, and nature conservancy certifications will
also be included.

Further,farms were chosen to obtain the most variation possible. Differences that

were not included in these categories were considered in my decision as well. As

" This criterion changed when | started looking for and initially contacting potential participants. In my
proposal for this project | noted that | would look for farms that cultivated 10-300 acres of land. When |
began to seek out participants it was clear that that was not going to happen. The number of organic farmers
cultivating that much land in BC was quite low and those who do were more specialized operations and
were not inclined to have a visitor that would get in the way.

% Though farms with non-edible crops as part of their operation were included. For example a number of the
farms sold decorative flowers.

29



examplestwo farms werdor sale, one farm was a part of a cooperative, one farm was
intergeneratioal though they were not family members, one weaganas well as
organic, another was a part of oo village and one pair of farmers had converted from
conventional to organic.

| got access to the above information as well as contact information fiarthe
through the following:

1 Certified Association of British Columbia (COAB&)COABC is the organic
accreditor for the province of BCt is an umbrella association representing all
organic certifying bodies in the province. Their website includes aakdaif all
certified organic farmers in BC, their certifier, crops/produatsl their contact
information.

1 Certification/Organization websitésl consulted the websites of certification bodies
and other organic farming organizations to gather additiof@nmation and initial
contacts.

1 World Wide Opportunities on Organic Farms (WWO®H)am a member of this
organization and have previously worked on organic farms in BC through this
program. The program connects organic farmers with individuals interasted i
working on and learning more about organic farming. Farmers post a farm profile on
the WWOOF website and individual members respond to those profiles. Online
profiles were great to see if farms fit my criteria and any farmer involved in the

program was leeady expecting a farm stay.

Ptis important for me to note that not all the participants in the project were WWOOF members. About half
were and half were not.
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! Farmes Market¢ anot her way | met potential partic
| was often working a market during my farm stays and | would walk around and
speak with other vendors and ask if they were interested. Aaialitfowhile
travelling on my bike 1 would con$itthe BC Association of FarmeMarkets to see
if | was travelling througlor near anywhere with a farnsemarket.

1 Previously know contacts and key inform@nfsom JuneAugust 2011 | spent time
working onthree organic farms in BC. These were the first farms | contacted to see
if they would be interested in participating in the projé@&dditionally, | have other
contacts in the organic farming world in BC and | asked them if they might be able
to recommed any farms based in my criteria and/or put me in contact with those
farms.

1 Other participants based on my previous experience working on organic farms |
was confident that participants would, without request give me the names of other
farmers to check owr contact. It was discussed between my supervisors and me
before | left that | would have to be careful as people often recommenailiced
individualsin snowball sampling situations.oM/ever, once my intention of
obtaining difference was descrihgarticipants got it and recommended farms that
they thought were differentdm them in this way or that wayvén recommending
farmers that they had not spoken to for years because of disagreements about their
differences. | would be given names to seanahmyself, given phone numbers to

contact, or be introduced in person.

%0 Al three farms had said yes, though | ended up cancelling my visit to two of them as they are on
Vancouver Island.

31



3.21 Who is the Farmer?
Before the field process of the project began it was important to think about who was

going to be the farmer. When initially askedtds q u e st i oowneroHowsver, d ,
my supervisors had a number of follmp concerns, what if | get to the farm and the
only people | end up getting to talk to
majority of the farm organization and work is done by a farm marsagknot the

owner; and what about farm workers or interns, are they farmers? It was discussed that
the decision of who the farmer was might havbdassessed in the field, and that it

might be a bit different at each farm. This was deemed acceptaltésfetudy. But, if

the son or daughter, or farm manager is so integral to the farm that they are the ones |
am working with, should they not be considered a farmer?

It was a very important discussion to have, although as | embarked on the
research | waquite lucky, as on all the farms | visited the owners were the primary
organizers, labourers, and creators of the farms both in the field and elsewhere (ie: the
market). These are the farmers in this study. However, there were other individuals on
and offthe farms that were involved in collective discussions with the farmers, and
about the farms who added greatly to ¢hesllective discussionsréfer to these people

as key actors and have taken some quotations from¥hem.

3.4 Data Collection
The fieldprocess of this research lasted four and half months, from ApAug8st 31,

2012. Seventeen farms and 32 farmers participated in the project. | stayed at each farm

for an average of one week to ten d#yBuring the field process participant

%L This is explained in full in section 3.4.1.
% There were some variations. These are discussed in section 3.5.4: Exceptions.

32



observatiorwith informal interviews and collective discussions, photovoice, and semi

structured interviews were carried out.

3.4.1 Participant Observation
Participant observation occurred throughout my stays on the farms: in the fields, at the

market and other evesjtin the home, and especially at mealtimes. During my stays |
would work in the fields, go to market, and help prepare meals. My previous experience
working on organic farms and in my own personal garden allowed me to participate
with the perspective ofosneone who was not completely new to the various activities |
took part in. | got to be involved in planting, preparing soil, turning compost, building
irrigation systems and greenhouses, weeding, harvesting, processing, and selling. |
worked with the farrars, with employees or interns, and occasionally by myself.

| went to every farm with a set of eleven fixed questions that | would ask the same
way at every farm and a list of all the information | needed from each for the project.
At each farm | carried out participant observation and what | shall refer to as informal
interviews every day over the course of the day. These informal interviews consisted of
the eleven fixed questions and other promptirgj@arification questions alub the
farmersd perceptions an ddé bhistoaycabautcheisfyturea b o ut
plans; we talked about what they did and why they had decided to do it. Each night |
would write about the day and the conversations that wer&'had.

Participant observation and this informal method of interviewing were critical to
the completion of this project. It would not have happened otherwise. As one participant

noted, | was visiting farms at the worst and the best time of the year; because everything

% T0o see these questions and my information list please see Appendix B Item 2.
3 My ethnographic methods were primarily informed by Emerson et al., 2011.
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was happening, if | had visited in the winter the farmers would have been less busy and
It would have been easier to talk, but, #fi
going on and everything you [the researcher] wargltogbout is on everyobes mi n d
This informal way of interviewing and writing every night allowed me to get the
information | needed despite the bosgs of a farm in the summer. The longer farm
stays allowed for ample clarification on my part and for the participants toychatif
me. The following day | could go over anything again. | made sure to ask if | got the
wording of our conversations right, or if the participants or | wanted to expand on a
subject from a previous day that was easily done. Additionally, with thestaya | was
able to better understand and document the
lot of them myself.

It is important to note that many of these discussions happened with more than
one person present. Some of these informal interwesvs oneon-one but others
involved more than one person; | refer to this as a collective discussion. Collective
discussion occurred between multiple participants and me. Further, | would be involved
in collective discussions witbarticipants and otherrimers:sometimes former or future
participantsand sometimes farmers thatneeot participants in this study. Additionally,
these collective discussions occurred betweerfaoners: employees, interns, and
family members. These collective discussionsegated a great deal of dialogue and
reflection that have included in the projeckome of these neparticipants/non
farmers, key actors, haggiotations included in the repoAll of these individuals are

over 18 years of age.
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3.4.2 Photovoice
Upon ariving at the farms the participants and | went over how things would work for

the period of my stay. | would describe the research, the reasons | was interested in doing
it, and how | saw it working. | detailed the information in the previous section and
explained how photovoice wor ked. I asked t
something that was significant to them witepect to them being at the fatnhfurther
noted that it could be anythi nthelandscapeg i dnodt
it could be people, or animals, or things; it could literally be anything but they would
have to explain why they wanted to include that photograph, why it was significant. |
then left my camera in a central location for the remainder aftétyeso the participants
could grab it anytime they liked.
| also left it to the participandsif there was more than ofi@merat each far@
to decide amongst themselvaswv the photographs would be divided, taken, and
discussed. There was a pair of farmers that decided to divide the photos in half; she took
five and he took five, and they also decided that they wanted to talk with rosrame
about their photos and nas a group. The same happened at a farm of four farmers; each
farmer took three photos (I decided to allow twelve because that divided evenly) and |
spoke with them individually about their choices. At another farm the pair went around
the farm togetherral took photographs and we dissed them as a group. At a coupfe
farms one farmer of two took the photographs while both joined me to discuss them.
The method of photovoice was invaluable to this project. Not only did this
method serve as a catalystgenerate a wealth of discussion, stories, opinem$ideas
that | would not have otherwise heard hutlso allowed participants to engage and be

engaged by me& as actual participants in the field process rather than respondents.
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Many participants netd that photovoice was a really interesting and fun activity for

them to do.

3.4.3 Semstructured Interviews
Preliminary interview questions and an information guide were developed prior to my

first farm stay. Interview questions were designed to belwergd in order to generate a
dialogue. The eleven fixed questions | asked at every farm were flexible in that they
were not asked in any particular order, and that order differed at every farm, however,
given the aim and approach to this study it was mamb to have some consistency. As
such these questions were asked the same way using the same language at each farm. As
intended these questions led to discussions in which | asked numerous other clarification
and prompting questions which were not detead ahead of time and were not fixed.

As mentioned in section 2.4.1 these questions were asked at all manner of
locations and times throughout the day, the results of which were written up by me
every night. Additionally, at the beginning of my stay plagticipants and | would
arrange a time to have a more formal interview. This usually took place on the-second
to-last or last night. | left it up to the participants to decide how they would like this
interview to be organized, whether they would likeltoit together or whether they
would like to have a ont-one discussion with me. Some interviews took place in pairs
while others were ont-one and varied in time from one to two hours. During this
interview we would go over the photographs that hahlteked described above
and the participants and | were able to add or clarify any information. |1 would prepare
for the interviews by going over my notes from the stay my qustions and

information guideasthis was the time for me to fill in any rsisg information and
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confirm direct quotations. Throughout this interview | recorded our discussions in

writing in my notebook and, if the participants wished, | recorded audio with my iPad.

3.4.4 Exceptions
It is important for me to note exceptions te thethods described above. First, | did not

end up going to Vancouver Island as | had originally planned and descriGadjter2.

By the time | had made my way across BC it was the end of August, | had been carrying
out the field portion of my researébr just over four months and | had reached a
saturation point, in so far as the information needed for this préjest importantly

though, as | had been travelling through the province | was learning more and more
about the different regions of BC ahdecided that Vancouver Island, with respect to
organic agriculture was such a particular case, even within the province, that it would be
better not to include Vancouver and the Gulf Islands in this study. They could be a study
entirely on their own.

Second, four out of seventeen farms did not participate in the photovoice methods,
or at least did not complete them. Two of the farms did not want to participate at all,
however, they did give me permission to take photographs. Additionally, two other
farmshad taken their photographs but on the night we were supposed to discuss the
photos we were unable to due to unfortunate and unforeseen family accidents. | have the
photographs taken from these participants but we did not discuss them.

Third, there aredur farm® different from the above four fardsthat
participated by way of multiple farm visit rather than farm stays. For three of these
farms multiple farm visits worked best purely because of my and their timing. The
fourth farm did not want me to comerfa farm stay as they were a more specialized

operation and that would have meant more work for them, however, they still wanted to
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participate. In all four cases the participants and | arranged times for multiple interviews.
These interviews would usugllake place during my off time at other farms; my bike
allowed me to book and get to and from these interviews with ease. Though they were
all arranged a little bit differently, in each case the interview timel ¢okaix to eight

hours and took place dwo or three different days. One photograph was taken and
discussed by the farmers at these farms. The fact that multiple visits were had allowed
for a similar atmosphere and exchange of information as the farm stays. As was
reflected upon in section 214a key aspect of the study was the time spent at each farm;
both the participants and me were able to reflect on things said or asked eactadhy, re
questions, ask for clarification, and ask for elaboration. The multiple visits retained

these importantlements of the farm stays.
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Chapter 4: Farm and Farmer
A multitude of information about individual farmers andhia has been condensed into

six tables. Please ség@pendix C for this information. | stress that viewing these tables
prior to, or concurrently while reading the following chapter will make the discussion
more comprehensive and engaging. This has been done due to the amount of information
gathered on individual farers and farms.

Thefollowing section deals with the phatoice portion of the projecthe
farmers decided what to photograph and were conscious that they would be asked to
explain the significance of their photographs. Further, as Beilin (2006) nstestia
constructor and narrator of the imagesrfars were nbbound todiscuss onlyhat was
in the photo. As with Beiliff2006), Harper (2001), and Moore et al. (2008) the farmers
lead the conversations that were had about their photographs while | was observer,
recorder, and participafgjuestionerAs such, the information presented in this chapter
primarily exploresthe gojec 8rst two questions: who is the organic farmer, and what
is the organic farm. This chapter aims to present a snapshot of farmer and farm, what they
do, and how and why they do it. Additionallyarper (2001) and Beilin (2006)form
the method opresentation in this chaptgrhotographs anplatternsdrom the analysisre
described primarily wusing the participanto6s
and discussion.

To analyze the data from the photovoice exer@bietographs of common
imagesin conjunction with common words used and sentiments evoked in conversation
were grouped together. Following tlaisalysis sixpatternsvere noted: family and
children, labour and people, efficiency and technology, wild spaces, whole farm

perspectives, and firsts and possibilit4thin eachpatternthere were common themes:
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more popular images, word uses, and sentiments, howevernntieralso differences:

very different images, word uses, and sentiments noted by some farmers. The following

six subheadings denote tpatterndrom the analysis and presedin each section are

the themes and differers@ithin each of those sigattens The conversations had in

light of the photographs also connected to other conversations had during my farm stays,

at times participaaeatwenmalekled f @b dssuch,onp | We d 1i é
the data presented in this section is a combinatfonformation from the photovoice

exercise and from other conversations had throughout my stays on the farms.

4.1 Family and Children
AThe reason, really for me b ettheigheadtmouor gani c

healthol n answering my question, #fl
to the farm?0 Sonia gave a chro
where she was and what shasaoing prior to coming

to HF Farm. Eventually she gave the aboveestant.

_ Family and children was ¢hmostcommonpatternin the

photographs taken andhs also a common topic of

t g
Photo 1: Sonia

conversation when participants answered the above queBhierthematic sentiment
discussed was that being a part of an organic farm provided physical, mental, and
emotional helth especially for children but also for oneself and the family as a whole.
Though there were differences within these conversations of family and children
including discussions of the succession of the famma gender roles. All of thesell be

discussed in this section.
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Sonia continued, Agiving the kids good

sometimestheg on 6t s ee i t]lkndwativould beysuch 4 goaal way tos

fo

raise kids because of how frwmssuofhhohvgdunty

Il n a separate conversation Sam echoed his pa
important. Because for Sonia and me both, having the kids and having a positive impact
onthisworldth ough t hem is here on the farm.o

Jusin and Karerhad also made the decision to be on the farm in part because of
their children. Separately thégok almost the exact same photograph of their eldest child.
Here are their descriptions:

Jusin: We had been here two weeks

[pause)well actually, on the first day

we came to talk witdossand Daniel

Adam said, o6why d

And, anyway, aftetwo weeksJossand

| were walking with Adam right here

and he said ol 1

was no prompting, and that was very

important to us. Photo 2: Justin; Karen

Karen: Being at a new place | donodot think

tree or anything. Ask me in a year and may. this one represents a few

thing® the wild environment that | want my kids to grow up in. | want this

to be their playground: a pure environment. And this is why | am here.

Josst oo wanted to include a photo of her fa
important to me. & just more brains and we make a lot of decisions around the table,
together, and 1 | ike that. It i s also where

was avery interesting inclusion and related to conversations | had with raamgfs
about the future of the farnand the future of farming generaliyhich often stemmed

from conversations about family and farAs one of the participasiputitit her e 6 s
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gong to be aproblemlfat , though it is very compl ex, at
getting old and it will get harder and harder for us to do the work, but your generati

cannot afford the | and. 0 Wi allthefarrheesl spoke ept i on
with, whenever they are done farming (if they are) they do not want to see the farm

turned into a nomrganic fam. Howeverthat is not exactly something you can put in a

realty agreemenfs such, encountered many different models tfeatmers were

attemptingwith respect to farm successidlos® s f a mitheryis sp imteréstng

because this is not her biological family.

Photo 3: Joss

Jossand Daniel hae been farming together on TR since 1974, argklling
produce since 2001. They have been looking to slow down a little bit or maybe have
particular areas of the farm they focus while having help with the farm as a whole.
They have talked with their two children about farming, or maybe eventakihg over,
but they are not interestetiney certainly want TB-armto stay an organic farm, after all,

Josshas been helping the land turn into a farm since 186@& for the past three seasons
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Jossand Daniel have been trying out different forms o#iinshipsThis year though
Joss Daniel, Dustin, and Karesre seeing if they might be able to work togetireil B
Farm Justin and Karen had tried the year before to start up a small farm of their own,
though they found it quite difficult for numerouas®ns mostly related to money.
Everyone decidethat Justin and Karenauld come and live on TBafm from March
2012March 2013 and that they would all work ¢ime farm togetheand see how that
worked

A differentexam@ 1 s of GV F a itwilbeiAterestingtovses ai d, 0
what happens in the next few years. Shareholders are passing away and their children
want to cash in their shares, or because they are getting older they could use the money.
And the original farmers of the coop have gone ribwg, is the first year without either of
them on the farm. o0 GV Farm i s yaunustimade cooper a
a share to farm.fle mortgage on the land has been paid off now, however, if
shareholders want to cash in what does that meahdduture of GV Farm, as well as
Andrew and the other farmers.

In addition to expressing that the farm was important for the health of their
children, farmersilsonoted the importance, for them, in having their children around.
The following two phote and conversations demonstrate tKete took a photo of the
farmdéds trailer, which they drive full of pro
Vancouver every weekend, and whitikplays a big family portrait.l& notedi F a mi | vy
is super important t&lex and me because one of the things we thought about was that
neither one of us would have to have a job away from the kids. Not many people have a

job that their kids can be involved in, it represents our partnership too; and how important
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different pamerships are have beenfobuwh et her it és advert:.

know what we believe in. o

Photo 4:Kat

While Jane and Colin also took a picture of their kidsiaitidlly expressed

similar sentiments, the conversation went in a very different direction:

S i

Jane: The big reason for wanting to farm was so that | could be with the kids most

of the time.

Colin: Well, we never talked about it like that. We just talked about what needed

to be done and who was going to be able to do it. | ended up doing more of the
machinery but we have both done

Jane: For a while | was looking fo
work but Joel found a job first anc
it paid more than what | could
findée

Colin: It has rotatd. There have :
been times when Tam has worke¢
and | have been at home.
Jane: We donodt =
roles. |1 tds morg.
made sense in certain
circumstances.

Colin: We live in a chaos model; Photo 5: Jane and Colin
we have talked about wanting to
have cl ear er verbdervshat hdppened [talghst 6 s
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Conversations about family and farm al so

roles on and off the farn\t the outset of the field process | did not have a set question

that addressed gender roles, or that asked a
at the first farm I visited the two far mers
onthef arm as it was very important to them. Su

di scuss each ottheme@s frao Im&s Wh @ & adorganft hey 20 A\
farm and nursery; t tug, whilathemurses is pleail@@sa r ibluyt Ev an
theydo certain things togethdike the turkeysand they give each otheéaily updatesf

what they have been doilog the farm. They discussed the importance of having a

balance of working togethemorking apartand communicatinglhey both have a

different favourite spot on the farmand though not included in the report, they each took

a photo of their favourite spot noting tilése checkns with each other often happen

while in these places. Evan notedt  hdrads nthe
work, and the work they have done together, o
way they look at the farm, going to their two favourite spots, was very important to talk

about their roles andite f alossardd Daniel alsexpressed the iportance of having

things that they do separatelgd things they do togethemdr e s pecti ng each ot h
roles and checkingh with each other on a regular bagikough both of laugheithat

Josss the farmer and Daniel is the helper. These sentimegitsy aware of and talking

about each otherodés roles, whether more defin
and Colin, were common at most farms where both partners were farmingafteis

continued at the four farms where qeatner farme@nd the other and the other was

employed offfarm.
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GP Farm, however, waquitedifferent The two farmers, and the three family
employees (s@and daughter) roles weset, but there was hardly any communication
between family members. Wheasked the quéisn above they would detail their role but
nothing elsel noticedas | worlked with all of them separatetlgat they did not talk to one
other about their roles dhedaily happenings on the farmhe most edifying example
was on my second day Paul sdid, f we doné6t get fundiweg next
need more goabswe are goingthhave t o thi nk athemtalkedpul | i ng ou
seriouslyabout leaving the farm by the next couple of ye@vgo days later | was
working with Clara who is in chargg the milking room and the barnShe talked with
enthusiasm about one day taking over the farm, and mentioned that her parents had told
her if anyone was going to take over the operation it would be her. | then asked Mary and
got the same response, sine #aul had talked about Clara taking over the farm. She did
not say anything about selling and | decided not to press the subject any further, but it
was c¢l ear that roles and communication, and

much different athis farmthan at all the others

4.2 Labour and People
Closely related to thpatternof family and children was thgatternof labour and

people.The information in this section mainly addresses the question of how farmers and
farms do what they do; pressting the intricee and different ways that cornteebe for

both farmer and farnThe thems of these photographs and their subsequent
conversationsvere:understanding your own capabilities, questioning what labour

organization to use, and the amount of human labour involved in organic fantang.
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participants took photographs to talk about the othepleanvolved in their farmHere
are two examples:

Kate: There are multiple
significances of this one. This is
our farm team this yeaa]l our
apprentices this year. They are
like sponges. And everyone is
jumping for joy at a job well
done. | really wanted a picture
with everyone because it is such
an important part of what we do.

Photo 6: Kate

Kate and Al& run an apprenticeship progranusually

running March througl®ctober. This year they have 6

apprenticeswho are very important to the operation of thes s

Photo 7: Sonia
farm.0 Sonia too, included a photo of people who worked on the farm: an apprentice and
me.

It is important here to note the different organizations and forms of labour used on
the farms. Labour varied greatly, and it was an important sulfjeohgersation at all
the farms. Two farms had no workener were they seekirany, but mostfarmshad
eitheremployees, seasonal employees, apprentices, WWOOFers, or some combination of
all of these®™ About half of the farms | visited would have WWOOFers at some point
throughout the summer season. WWOOF (World Wide Opportunities on Organic Farms)
connects organifarmers with individuals interested in working on and learning more

about organic farming. It is an energy exchange program. In exchange for working a

% please see Appendix C and Table 3 for a detailed description of the labour organization at each farm.
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WWOOFer is giverfood and lodging. The program wanhsat WWOOFers should only
work up to 56 hours/dayand siggess a minimum tweweek stayAbout halfof the
farmsare a part of the WWOOF prograout of 17though the majority of theseted
that theyhardly use it anymore. Whill of the farms thatlo not use the WWOOF
program had at one poibeena part of the program ardhve left for a variety of reasons.
Evan and Heather were new to the WWOOF program, and becoming a part of it
Awas a serious decision. o0 They signed up bef
WWOOFer. They also have one pinhe employee andccasionally contract
specialized tradespeople: electric and construclibis season they have taken on one
WWOOFer and they are thinking about taking on anothertipaet employee. Heather
noted that they, dAwiyl mamyo WaVIOIOFemast 0t She amoc
talked for months about whether or not the program was a type of free labour and how
could they make sure that they did not treat it as such. Futths important to them
to discuss and understand how muchworktheyd t he f ar m wer e capabl ¢
be able to do it ourselves and hire people as needed. If we find we are doing more than
that then it is too much, too much for wus, a
It mustbestressed agaithat WWOOFes are not labour in the traditional sense.
While they provide labour and labour power to the farm they are not wptkers
program is meant as a living and learnexgerienceOne farm was hosting 4
WWOOFers at the time of my visit. At that point | hadited 14 farms for this project
and had worked on 4 farms prior to the project; this amount of WWOOFers was

uncommon. One of the other WWOOFers, who had been wwoofing in numerous
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countries for the past 18 months, ads@ressed that this was unusuasledif it was
common for them to host this many peoaltea time following is that conversation:

Mary: Yes it is, we often have-8 people all year long.

Son 1: It would be crazy if we didnédt. It
[other son and daughter].

Son 2: Well it would be a lot more work for me.

Mary: Yes, well we would just have to pay someone.

Daughter: But then we would have to pay them?

Mary: But in some ways that would be easier. We would train one person

and they would come and do that job edery.

Me: Why have you chosen to have WWOOFers?

Mary: | like having people in my home.

That was the end of the consation. Paulthe other farmenyas present throughout the

conversation but did not comment

As above with Don and Heathe jSes
discussing labour in relation to farmer "
and farm was also very important to =

Andrew. He took this photo of

Cameron. She is employed by Andre

now, but has a long histomyorking on  Photo 8: Andrew

the land that is GV &m having worked for thiarmer that preceded Andreand the

farmers that owrtethe land before it became G¥rim. Cameron has worked on this

l and since 1992, fishe is such an important p
others on other farmsthey are the heroes fa#rm production. They do all this work and

you donét have to motivate them, and they do
t han i n masdron pnd hec rrisband come to work for the day in addition to

An dr e w-orsfarnh @mpl@yees. Andrewrsssed that these people are employees, not

apprenticesiil strongly dislikethe use of apprentices; they are only apprentices if they
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are involved ireverythingp Andr ew wo ul dtedch, &e maybe somedaya bl e t o
but right nowhe feels there ®o much work and learning that he must do first

They are learning something, like how to weed effectively, and tie up

pl ants, but t hwetybuilda resilientfarh,e@mal ni ng ho

economyor to not rely on certain things to produce food. Tasynot

learning how to breed seeds or animals, they are not even learning the

books! dondét run an apprenticeshinp.
Andrew, as Evan and Heather did, also stressed the importance of doing your own labour
and also understanding how much you and the famdo.

Having apprenticeshough was common. Kate and Alex run their own
apprenticeship program and accef@ geople/yearTheir gpprentices are given
individual tasks and fields to take care of over the course of the season. They have a
monthly stipendand live on farm, and they take courses at the Organic Farming Institute
of British Columbia. Others, Sam and Sonia, and Robert and Ruth took on apprentices
from a program called SOl L: Canadads Sustain
is no set progam to follow in taking on SOIL apprentices. Sam and Sonia have taken on
apprentices from this program for two years but do not think they will do it again, next
year they think they will just go with futime employeesRobert and Ruth feel the same
way.

Other discussions on labour were about how much human labour is involved in
organic farming. About half of ZBarnd s -adrelorchard is cherry orchaithis season
20 people were employed over 11 days to get the cherries off the trees. Cherries cannot
be picked until they are absolutely ready and once they are they have to come off the tree,

and with so much fruit you need pickers and sortéos. cannd sell them all fresh so

other people are pitting and drying and freezing. This happens every lyesais the
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only photograph Ruth took. She noted that she took it to represent all the people and all

the care that goes into the cherry harvest every year.

Sonia, too, in discussing how much work isinvolvedt ed, fAwhen you go
market like we do you are selling under your name, the customer knows who are, and you
want to be respectful to them in what you jareviding, but you also hope that they are
respectful of the work that you have put in.
out a way [pause] | guess what | would really like to know is how | could make 75
cents/ hour i nst mentswerefmor2 ke lumoDrous exaspesatioad, kaut
they carried the same sentimeidissss ayi ng, fAi f you never want t
farmer, 0 Dave, talnkel ntgo atbhoeu tf awltmy,s hiéw ehl al t,. cidt hoe
ideal | ifestyle would be to have an orchard

Sam® and manyothetss ayi ng, fiweeding is everything!o
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4.3 Efficiency and Technology

While this whole chapter deals with reporting on the particifgad photovoice exercise

this section in particular deals wittpatternthat was brought up entirely by farmers, as
opposed to resulting from any of my fixed questions: efficiency and techn iy
conversations that discussed and questioned hovgémiae labour and what labour to

use, and what are the capabilities of farmer anddaamd what should they Bealso

evolved into conversations about efficiency and technology. Themes addressed in these
discussions were what kind or how much technologymaachinery to use, and what is

efficiency or farming efficientlyFalling under the first theme Jane and Colin tool this

photo, and had this to say: WF' i '

Jane: The wheel hoe is the most
incredible invention for small farms
ever made. Without the wheel hoe |
would not be able to do what | do. e
Colin: This just makes me think of your- %
parents, on their hands and knees for
years. And getting the tractor was kind™
of bittersweet. It was not quite what we  Photo 10: Jane and Colin
wanted to peate.

Jane: Yes but, if there could be another thing like the wheel hoe:
appropriate technology for small faréhand it is so lacking, [Colin in
background: so lacking] mostly for harvest and washing. If there vaas
way to harvest and wash better that would be amazing.

Expressing similar séiments of not wanting to usauch machinery, but also being
aware of themportance of technology in order to run a productive farm Andirasthis
to say about théollowing picture:

Andrew: It is important for me because it is one of those things that costs a
lot of money and can control a lot of the férrgas, parts etc. It kind of
reduces your sebufficiency in this way, so | am always thinking about
whether or not | coultiave a smaller tractor, and maybe no machinery. |
think about having to give up some of my morals to grow more food, or
even just as much as | do grow.
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Photo 11: Andrew
Andrew talked about the importance for him to get used machineny éean about
and recycle parts as much as possiBGieg noted this as well an took the following

photo of his collection of used machinery.

Photo 12: Greg
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