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This thesis is an exploration of the "foodshed" concept from the literature, 

and fiom a survey of organic producers. The underlying assurnptions and 

processes of the global food system are reviewed, and suggest that it is 

unsustainable. In contrast, the foodshed helps redefine the spatial aspects of 

where our food cornes fiom, directing us to closer food sources with several 

guiding normative p ~ c i p l e s .  This thesis empincaliy tests the foodshed concept 

with a sample of Ontario's organic growers to indicate its potential and 

acceptance. The methodology used was a participatory and cyclicai dialectic 

leading to the emergence of a joint construction of evidence, drawing balance 

fiom both quantitative and qualitative data. 

lt was concluded, that Ontario's organic growers support the foodshed as a 

beneficial structure for thought and action, and believe it would likely produce 

multiple economic, social, and environmental benefits. Impiications for future 

planning and development of local cornmunities and policy are suggested. 
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1.0 Introduction 

A large body of fiterature describes the current failings of the global food 

system (Berry, 1978; Buttel, 1980; Carson, 1%2; International Joint Commission, 

1994; Kneen, 1990, Lappe et ai., 1984; Schumacher, 1989). For the purpose of 

this research I accept this literatiire as a plausible description of reaiity (please 

refer to section 2.2 for a more detailed description). Therefore, 1 assume the 

present global food system (beïng food production, distribution, and 

consumption) to be unsustainable and inequitable to people. In contrat, the 

"foodshed" is a stirnulating concept from the literanire that provides an 

alternative to the global food system, helping us redefine the spatial aspects of 

where our food comes fkom and directs us to closer food sources. 

1.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this research is to test ernpiricaily the foodshed concept 

with Ontario's organic growers. If the global focxi system is to be transformed 

into more sustainable foodsheds, then producers need to be consulied to assess 

the concept's viability and acceptance. 1 have chosen organic growers to indicate 

current potential of the foodshed for this research because they smve for 

environmental standards beyond the nom in agriculturai production. 

Today, organic growers act within larger social and political movements 

that promote human and ecological heaith. Compared with the global food 

system, it is assumed that a local organic foodshed can be equally or more 

beneficial with respect to the state of the environment, economy, and social 

vitality (Buttel, 1980; Kirschenrnann, 1997; Kloppenburg et al., 1996). 



1.2 Goal and Objectives 

The goal and objectives for this research changed and evolved throughout 

with the guidance of the organic growers, my advisors and the Literanire. The 

original research goal and objectives were: 

Goal Statement: 
Based on ecological and bioregioaal theory, local foodsheds should exist. This 
study examines the extent of local organic foodsheds with respect to physical 
space, which would support social, economic, and environmental health in the 
rural communities of Ontario. 

Objective Statements: 
1 .  to explore three areas in Ontario that demonstrate the existence of a local 
organic fdshed; 
2. to idente and describe the (a) economic, (b) social and (c) environrnental 
benefits of a local marketing system of an organic foodshed in Ontario; and 
3. to ident* and describe the hurnan structure and agency of a 
locaI/bioregional organic foodshed in Ontario. 

These goal and objective statements were modifieci several times during 

the research as 1 reflected and changed the research undertaken, and was 

influenced by the literature and eariy phases of the interactive methodology 

(see sections 3.0 and 3.1 for the phases of the research and section 3 -5.2 

describing the swey's construction). This research explores the foodshed 

concept as an alternative structure to the global food system for Ontario's 

growers. The basic research question is to assess whether the foodshed concept 

is on ferme ground in Ontario. 

1.3 Description of Thesis Audience 

The topic of this research is about food, how it is produced, processed, 

distributed, and consurneci. Therefore, this research concerns us ail, because we 

eat and participate in particuiar communities, institutions and places. To be 



more specific, the audience for tbis research is directeci to individuals and 

organizations who actively influence our food system, including government and 

non-govermental organizations, food policy councils, agricultural organizations, 

local community groups, famiers, gardeners, and consumers. Because this 

research explores the concept of "foodsheds" from the perspective of Ontario's 

organic growers, they have particdar interest in its content and findings, and 

deserve greater description. 

The organic gmwer community of Ontario is made up of individual growers 

and households who are supplies of organically produced food and fibre. Since 

1975, the organization "Canadian Organic Growers" (COG) has provided a unifying 

voice and forum for organic fannem. gardeners and consumers within Ontario 

and across Canada. Canadian Organic Growers is a federaUy incorporateci 

registered charity. It publishes a quarterly magazine, holds conferences and 

workshops, fann and garden tours, provides a mail service library, and supports 

research and education activities. Canadian Organic Growers are united in the 

common cause 

to foster the goais of a decentcalized, bioregionaiiy based food system, 
which cuts transporîation costs, bolsters local marketing systems and 
economics, and promotes greater regional food self-reliance. (Cognition, 
1996, p.2) 

Some Ontario organic growers provide a full range of food (fruit, vegetables, 

herbs, meat, and dairy) while &ers specialize on a few foods. The scde of 

production varies from smaU sale to large commercial growers. Organic 

growers in Ontario form a community of interest around the common ideas, goals 

and needs of its members. The types of people involved in the organic 

cornrnunity of interest include: farmers, processors, distributors, conswners, 

gardeners, conservationists, environmentalists, acadernics, parents, mal and 

urban people. The interests of these many types of people are just as diverse 



including : crops, livestock, herbs, hurnan health, pesticides, land stewardship, 

permaculture, bio-dynamic agriculture, bioregionalism, hunger, and marketing. 

These people interact as individuals and together in organizations to expIore and 

fulfill their comrnon interests. Some established organizations consist largely of 

growers, such as Canadian Organic Growers, Ecological Farmers of Ontario, and 

the Society for Biodynamic Fanning and Gardening . Other organizations focus on 

the consumer side of the organic community, such as Knives and Forks (an 

association of restaurants and food services), Field to Table (an organization 

providing urban consumers with a local source for produce), and several 

organizations chat certify organic food. Aithough each organization has its own 

particdar focus and membership, and individuais are fkom particular local 

places, they join together to form one comrnunity, a c m u n i t y  of interest in 

organic agriculture. 



2.0 Foodshed Literature Review 

This research explores local organic foodsheds to determine if they are a 

suitable strategy to lead us beyond the modem conventional food production 

and distribution systems. A vast body of lïterature exists relating to organic 

growers and our food system (Men, 1993; National Research Council, 1989). 

This literature review serves a dual function, (1) to explore related paradigrns 

(in the areas of environment, economy, and sociology) before and throughout 

consultation with the organic growers, and (2) to choose useful concepts to help 

sort and interpret the data once coiiected. 

1 begin this review with a description of foodsheds, and related "-shedv 

ideas. Then, 1 explore the ecological and bioregional concepts as a basis for 

foods heds. 

n ie  bistory of agriculture in Ontario to provides a context of the values, 

attitudes and practices wbich led our farmers and institutions to the present 

ailing state of affaits in the food system. 1 use largely one author to describe the 

earlier periods and then broaden the number of historical references fiorn the 

rnid-twentieth century to the present. The historical developrnent of agriculture 

should be seen as a process, rather than an accounting of plain facts which 

highiight previous symptoms of the curent "disease". The historical process is 

used in this review to explain why the present divide currently exists between 

organic and conventional institutions and their production methods. 

M e r  the histocical review, I will explain important related concepts and 

theones which describe current relations and interactions in the world today. I 

begin with a broad concept that explains the relationship of agriculture in 

Ontario to the increasing complexity of current globaiization forces in "The Arena 

Society". The Arena Society concept is important for the reader to understand 

the overlap or blending of previous societal structures which make up our 



present state. Second, 1 review comrnunity economic development (CED) to 

provide a practical process for individuais and community groups to become 

involved in planning their own economic future. Community economic 

development posits how organic fanning could advance more rapidly towards 

the goals of local organic €&sheds. The gravity models are tools that can be 

used to ptedict market interaction in a geographîc place. Gra* models are 

descrïbed in this fiterature review because they examine variables that are 

comrnon to the economic activity pattern of organic growers within a foodshed. 

Emally, the Goldsclunidt Hypothesis examines the social weifare of people in 

rural cornmunities exposed to the negative effects of modem conventional 

agriculture. Goldschmidt's hypothesis is important to the reader because it 

questions the underlying assumptions of our food system and challenges us to 

make conscious decisions in designing the foodshed. 

2.1 Foodsheds: A Historical Description and Interpretation 

The earliest known use of the word "foodshed" is from the 1920's. W.P. 

Hedden published his book "How Great Cities are Fed" in 1929 writing about the 

concem of how far food travekd and the increasing complexity of New York 

city's food system (Hendnckson. 1995). More recently, the foodshed concept has 

been likened to a watershed to describe an area that is defined by a structure of 

supply (Getz, 199 1). 

A watershed, is defined as the land area drained by a lake or river ( C h ,  

199 1). The watershed concept provides bounds to the direction and flows of 

water especiaily on the ground as a resdt of its topography. nie use of a 

watershed as an organizing framework for planning and appropriate action 

within an area is presently cornmon for conservation authorities, Local and 



regional govemrnents and internationally (such as the International Joint 

Commission in the Great Lakes Basin). There are flows in and out of the 

watershed, but the idea contributing to the foodshed concept is the image and 

ability of the watershed to contain the majority of water within ecological 

boundaries or îimits. This notion of nature's geographic boundaries or limits is 

adapted to foodsheds by definhg it as an ecological area in which food is 

produceci, disiributecl, eaten and wastes assimilated. Kloppenburg et al. (1996) 

find the foodshed to be 

. . . a particularly rich and evocative metaphor, but it is much more than 
metaphor. Lie  its analogue the watershed, the foodshed can serve us  as a 
conceptual and methodological d t  of analysis that provides a frame for 
action as weil as thought. 

Kloppenburg et al. also believe the term foodshed should be more than an 

analytical tool but a word that describes an actual place: a self-reliant, regional 

food system. The terrn "foodshed" is preferred over "food system" because it 

creates a more natural image of food moving across a landscape, intended to 

conjure up interesthg metaphors and symbolism's (Hendrickson, 1995). 

Kloppenburg et al. (19%) expand the foodshed from a spatial metaphor 

into a normative concept, guided by a set of five principles. They offer these 

pnnciples as a conceptual vocabulary, not a construction blueprint or doctrine. 

The first principle, a "moral economy" is used to return the food system from its 
. dominant objective of profit maximization and free market forces, to feeding 

people. A moral economy primarüy fuifilis human needs and obligations of 

mutuality, reciprocity, equity, social and ecological standards, human freedom, 

pleasure and longevity. 

The second principle, "the commensal community" describes the 

(re)establishment of social links beyond econornic market transactions. 

Sustainable relationships would occur both between people (between and among 



producers and consumers) and between people and the land. The Communiry 

Shared Agriculture (CSA) movement, community gardens, and small scale 

cooperatives are exarnpIes of organizational structures that aüow and encourage 

such relationships to f o m  The word "commensal" is especialiy suitable for 

foodsheds because of its dual meaning for people and ecology: "(one) who eats 

at the same table; [andl (animal or plant) living h d e s s l y  with or in another 

and thus obtaining food" (Sykes, 1985, p. 188). 

The third principle addresses the erosion of both moral economy and 

community within the dynamics of the global conventional food system, and bas 

three elements d e d  "self-protection, secession, and succe~sion.~ Self-protection 

means that people need to create and maintain spaces (niches) in the existing 

food system for alternatives. Secession involves disengagement or withdrawing 

from the global conventional food system, and is done so as a strategic 

preference to a direct challenge (this is what organic growers have done in 

creating their own networks for information, production and distribution). 

Succession is "the conscious and incrernental transfer of resources and hwnan 

comrnitments from old food-associated relationships and forms to new ones" 

(Kloppenburg et al., 1996, p. 188). lhis idea recognizes that people and 

institutions change slowly one decision at a the.  As one's level of awareness 

increases, mental b k s  such as between food-chemicalscorporations will be 

made, encouraging an increased portion of the food budget into alternative food 

sources (i.e. local and organic food). 

Fourth, is the principle of "proximity" which recognizes the spatial aspects 

of secession and succession, seeking to mitigate the global food system's problem 

of long distances that food travels. Kneen (1990) pursues the principle of 

proxirnity with vigour to encompass ecological consequences, land use and 



demographic patterns, and food production and processing values with regard to 

nutrition. But Kneen (1990, p. 137) makes the idea of proximity simple: 

. . . food should be consumed as close to the point and condition of 
production as possible. Maximum nutritional quality, maximum food 
security, maximum energy efficiency, and maximum retum to those who 
contribute most to the food production process can be achieved in this 
way. 

As we move closer to home fiom the global food system, the question about 

foodshed boundaries arises. Kioppenburg et al. (19%) do not envision common 

sharp boundaries, but multip1e or aggregated lirnits (i.e. based on clirnate 

features, soi1 type, ethnic, cultural, and culinary patterns). Because proximity 

includes more than geographic and ecological limitations, it is identifiecl as a 

foodshed principle, rather than locality or regionality. 

The fifth principle of the foudshed regards "nature as masure", from 

which we should derive limitations to respect for our actions. Western society 

has long regardeci nature as an obstacle to overcome, scarce or deficient in 

resources. Instead, natural parameters provide the bounds with which we can 

blend and l e m  to see its capacity (which excludes support for current 

biotechnology, genetic engineering, transgenic crops or cloning, due to the 

dangers indicated by Rissler and Mellon (1996) and Kneen (1997)). 

There are other uses of "-shedw terminology describing an area of supply. 

Before modern transportation and refrigeration technology became available, the 

perishable and bulk nature of milk kept it a local commodity in what a dairy 

caiied a "milkshed" (HendRckson, 1995). Anothet similar "-shed term, the 

"woodshed", is with used in the lumber industry. A woodshed defines an area of 

forest, needed to supply a particular s a w d ,  where the area's size depends on 

the type of wood required (i.e. high grade veneer or plywood) (Tyler, 1996). 



While the woodshed and watershed describe the catchment area of wood and 

water, the milkshed and foodshed describe the market area captured by the 

producer of food. Then why not call it a "marketshed"? A "marketshed" implies 

an emphasis on economics, and this in not the sole characteristic of a foodshed. 

The underlying assumptions of a foodshed are grounded in its ecological imagery 

and intended to include, but go beyond, the economic aspect. The ecological 

approach and assumptions of a foodshed are explored through bioregional 

concepts in the next section. 

2.1.1 Bioregionai Concepts 

The underlying assumptions of a f d s h e d  are based on the principles of 

ecology. An ecoiogical world view is an holistic perspective that recognks the 

intercomections of a l l  He, the cycles and flows of nutrients and energy in 

nature. David Crombie explores five fundamental themes of the ecosystem 

approach that help define the ecologicai basis of foodsheds in the Royal 

Commission on the Fume of the Toronto Watemont Report "Regeneration" 

(Crombie, 1992, pp. 32-46). First, the ecosystem is regarded as "home", which 

serves to reconnect humans as part of the living, dynarnic systems of nature. 

For agriculture this means recognhg the cycle of birth, growth, death, and 

decay. Second, everything is comected in the web of life, irnplying diversity and 

complexity of links arnong aü parts (air, soil, water, wildlife, communities, land 

use, economic activity, etc.). This is important for taking responsibility of ail our 

actions within the foodshed. Third, the ecosystem approach focuses on 

sustainability, meaning human activity and development should be able to rneet 

present needs without compromishg the ability of future generations to meet 

their needs. For a foodshed, this means we should live off the surplus of nature 



and seek to increase its naturai capital without depleting it (i.e. soii erosion). 

Fourth, an understanding and personal sense of place (that is, for example "we 

Iive in, or are a part of the Ottawa Valley or Great Lakes Basin") helps us focus 

our attention on ecologically defined areas for the interdependencies and links 

that exist. F i ,  the idea of integrating processes recognizes that barriers are 

due to the fragmentation and division among the environmental, geographicd, 

social, economic, poiitical, and cultural realms of society. It is a mistake to think 

that economic processes are separate from social problems. Key political actors 

in our food system would serve the public good by integrating the ecosystem 

approach into decision making processes. Then, more holistic and informeû 

decisions could be made in favour of the ecosystems that support our iives. 

The ecosystem approach cornes from a variety of concepts that combines 

ecological with human well-being. Two concepts from the litexanire that are 

helpful in understanding foodsheds are "bioregionalism" and the "ecological 

footprint" . 

Bioregionalism literally means "bio" (all of life), "regional" (within a 

physical or geographic boundary) and "ism" (the human study of how we relate 

to and live with) (Plant, 1990). Bioregionalism recognizes that many people 

today are alienated from nature, which results in a personal lack of attachent 

to particular places or locales. The purpose of bioregionalism is to ground 

human culture within naniral systerns. Bioregionalism can help us understand 

how to shape human behaviour to blend with nature, through an understanding 

of natural systems. Personal identification with a place, such as a bioregion or 

fUodshed, often encourages a long tem and caring relationship with the local 

natural, social and cultural enviroments (Berry, 1978). 



nie geographic boundaries of a bioregion are different from the comrnon 

straight Lines found on politicai maps. As McCloskey describes (1993, p. 63): 

"Ecoregional boundaries are natural holistic 'emergents'. They are found where 

key levels overlap fonning distinctive patterns." It is a pst-modem 

conceptualization of the special ways in which watershed divides, climatic zones, 

fault lines, geographical land forms, soi1 type, fiora and fauna, people's migration 

patterns, and cultural identities converge and reinforce one another (McCloskey, 

1993, p. 61,631. The bioregional perspective aids the concept of foodsheds by 

setting boundary characteristics, which can be combined to determine natural 

and human dimensions of space. For example, a farmef s experience and 

knowledge (human dimension) about plant varieties suited to the local ecologicai 

features (naturai dimension) enable the fanner to produce a bounty of heaithy, 

nutritious crops and health in that ecosystem. Kirschenmann (1997) applies 

bioregional concepts to the foodshed to include the use of local resources (land 

and sea) and sound organic farrning systems adapted to and appropriate for local 

climate. He sets the priority of food self-sufficiency, the ability of people within 

a foodshed to feed themselves, for their "ecological neighbo~hood", while 

surpluses could be exportai from one foodshed to another. Recognizing that 

different ecological neighbourhoods would have different capacities for 

production of food, the question " how big would a friodshed be?", considering 

human carrying capacity, leads us to the concept of the "Ecological Footprint" in 

the literature for an answer. 

The "Ecological Footprint" is a concept and analytical tool used to estimate 

the area of productive land and water required to support the flows of resource 

consumption and waste assimilation (based on fiows of energy and matter) to 

and from a defined economy or hurnan population (Wackemagel and Rees, 



1996). The Ecological Footprint reminds us, as bioregionalism does, of our 

dependence upon nature for He and sustenance, that we are nature not 

separate from an inanimate resource or commodity. Carrying capacity is a 

central theme for the ecological footprint and is defined as "the maximum 

population size that a given ecosystem can support fot an indefinite period or on 

a sustainable basis" (Chiras, 199 1, p. 5 18). Wackernagel and Rees (1996) point 

out that humans, unlike other animals, have the relative ability to increase our 

carrying capacity for an ecosystem through trade (importing scarce resowces) 

and technology. The idea of "maximm population" should reaily reflect the 

maximum "human load", or impact, because diffetent populations consume and 

waste more than others. TheMore, the Ecological Footprint inverts the 

definition of carrying capacity by measuring the area of land and water required 

per person (or population), instead of population per unit area. 

The Ecological F o o t p ~ t  can be used as an indicator of sustahability for 

foodsheds by determinhg the footprint size and noting if it is the same or less 

than the unit area of the population's home region or a previous measusment 

(Wackernagel and Rees, 1996). The ability to measure the ecological footprint 

helps us recognize constraints to human carrying capacity. Therefore, the 

Ecological Footprint can assist us to choose and plan to "tread Lightiy " on the 

ecosystems from which we gain sustenance. This choice is very important for a 

humane hiture, rather than suffer from imposed naturai Limits (Le. "natural 

catastrophe"), or impose suffering on people who iive outside our home area to 

satisfy our desires. 

The concepts of the Wshed,  ecosystem approach, bioregionalism and our 

ecological footprint provide us with alternative ways of uiinking and acting 

compared to the modem global food system (which wiil be discussed in the next 



section). These ideas are not new. Since ancient times people have undefstood 

the3 connections with natural spaces, processes and cycles. Due to rapid change 

aod influences modem Me, such as traasportation and communication 

technology, many people have lost awareness of how they are part of the 

ecosystem in which they Iive. The separation our society experiences from 

nature is explod through an historical accomt of the development of 

agriculture in Ontario. 

2.2 History of Agriculture in Ontario 

The purpose of tracing the history of agriculture in Ontano is to provide 

the reader with an understanding of the reasons and innuences on development 

of our present institutions and practices. A view of history must elevate the 

static "facts" and conditions of a certain time period to understand that history is 

the result of an ongoing process (Lippe and Coliins, 1984). The mots of 

agriculture in Ontano are planted in a legacy of colonialism and fkontier 

mentality. 

I will describe agriculture fiom the end of the early pioneer pend of 

1776-1812 using the seminal work of G. Eimore Reaman (1970) in "A History of 

Agriculture in Ontario." By this period in history. the pioneers had estabLished a 

life of subsistence as a result of the help fkom the Natives and financial support 

fiom Britain. The economy of the fatmer changed frorn subsistence agriculture 

to production for colonial export: 

He was now a wheat and ouier grains famer h g  with several other 
means of providing an income. Along with local markets he had an export 
market in Europe as weLl as a varyhg one in the United States. (Reaman, 
1970a, p. 24) 



The purpose of agriculture was CO p d u c e  surplus food and export it to Britaui. 

The Hudson's Bay Company is a prime example of this shift by mainly 

transporting wheat, potash and flour, replacing the trade of furs by 1820. 

During the p e i d  from 1840-1867, the two paradigms of colonial 

agriculture and the industrial revolution joined together and began applying 

education systematically to agriculture. 

There came about a realization that agriculture could and should be a 
commercial enterprise. For the first time agriculture was looked upon as a 
science which could be taught. . . ." (emphasis added; Reaman, 1970a, p.68- 
69). 

In 185 1, to support this end, legislation for advancement of agriculture was 

passed based on scientific management, and in 1852, for the first tirne, the 

government established the Bureau of Agriculture and a Crown Minister was 

From confederation in 1867 to 1900, the dominant national objective was 

growth. This goal was achieved by increased immigration and agricultural 

settlement. In general, there was ceasonable prosperity. 

Perhaps life on the fam in Ontario was never before more satisfactory 
than at the end of the nineteenth century. Many farmers owned their own 
farms, had adequate houses and barns, produced much grain and cattle, 
used labour-saving machinery and found capable f m  help both inside 
the house and out. . . . farrning became not only a way of life but a means 
of making a competent living. The agriculturist took his place beside the 
industrialist in determinhg the economy of the nation. (Reaman, 1970a, 
pp. 170-172) 

At this time, many organizations, called "Agricdtural Societies" of livestock, 

dairy, fruit, and even societies for cultural and econornic bettement were 

fond.  The rural population reahed that there was sîrength in unity. 

From 1900- 1940, there were dashes between federal govemment and 

provincial government departments river agriculture, which up to this period 



had largely been under the federal jurisdiction. In 1907, the Department of 

Agriculture appointed six "District Representatives" to present and demonstrate 

the application of science in an organized way to the average farmer. This 

became hown as the practice of "agriculturl extension." The 

institutionaüzation of scientific management as the underlying force in farming 

practice was the result of joining the Agricultural and Education Departments in 

govemment. 

The process of mechanization in agriculture from the ox and home to metal 

farm implements was already well on its way. World War 1 stimulateci the 

increase of mechanization in agricdnue since farmers were cded into the war 

effort. The rnechanization of farrn implements increased through technical 

advances in industry. In turn, industry offered higher wages drawing many 

youths and farmers to the cities and leaving only the "necessary" and "efficient" 

number of people to farm (Berry, 1978; Buttel, 1980). Canadian agriculture 

continueci to export surpluses as a "lonely outpost of the world-wide urban 

consumers' rnovement" connected with England's Cooperative Wholesale Society 

(CWS), organized to feed utban consumers working in industry (Redfem, 1938, 

p. 291). 

Reaman (1970b) continues describing the period of 1940-1967, to be 

marked by greater magnitudes of mechanization and the application of science. 

Mechanization through science became more accelerated particularly after World 

War II. The emphasis on fanning was no longer a way of life, but a means to 

make a good living, and applying business and industry principles. The 

increased challenge to supply an abundance of food durhg World War II 

increased the notion arnong fartnets and scientists that the occurrence of pests 

severely limited production. This Mting notion gave impetus for scientists to 

work faster to control or eliminate pests, which in tmn demanded that the 



famer cooperate with scientific methods in order to make a good living. The 

fmer ,  attempting to be successful, found difnculty justifving the expense of 

rnachinery for use on smaii acreage. So for efficiency, many fatmers expanded 

their acreage under cultivation. After the war, infiation increased and fumer's 

incomes did not, so they looked to the Department of Agriculture for direction to 

bridge the gap between the food producer and consumer. The Department of 

Agriculture tried to assist farrners in solving these problems through studies and 

legislation, "[blecause agriculture is peculiarly vutnerable to acts of nature and 

world markets, tbis is a never endhg job" (Reaman, 1970b, p. 114). From 1943- 

1966, eighty-nine Acts of Parliament were passed as a means to that end. These 

Acts include support for farmers in production techniques, expansion of 

agricultural lands, marketing and linance, pest control, education and extension, 

and organizational and institutional development. I will describe three 

significant examples. 

Fit, an Agricultural Marketing Inquiry Cornmittee was organized in 1959 

to meet the national challenge for abundance in food supply. It looked into the 

"problems of packing, storage, processing, marketing, transporthg and 

distributhg agricultural products produced in Ontario" and more specifically 

existing producer marketing plans and arrangements in the light of 
present large-scale food processing and distributhg systems and the effect 
of this concentration of buying power on the producer, and the most 
practical fom of producer group action to meet this concentration. 
(Reaman, 1970b, p. 199) 

Co-operatives and marketing boards were the forms of assistance organized by 

the fm comrnunity, with compulsory collective powers provided by legislation. 

Marketing divided food into cornrnodity types, using producer marketing boards 

as an institution to s t a b h  prices and quotas for supply. 



A second example was the amending of the Junior Farmer Establishment 

Act (1964) which gave sttong economic incentives to young people to farm 

instead of mass migrating to cities for industrial employment. These included 

government paranteeci loans, guatanteed bank credit, assistance of fann 

management in programs, and low premium rate for group life insurance loans. 

Third, the increased demand for higher education, f m  extension and 

research grew steadily. In response, the Ontario Agricultural Coilege was 

expanded and legislation was enacted to create the University of Guelph in 1964. 

The century old agricultural college and Ontario Veterinary College gained new 

buildings and departments. The function of the Ontario Agricultural College, as 

stated in the 1966-67 Calendar of the University of Guelph: 

The Ontario Agricuitural College is an integral part of the University 
and its students enjoy ali the advantages that are incidental to university 
üfe. It gives the students a broad training in the fundamental sciences, the 
social sciences, and the humanities, as weii as the subjects more closely 
associated with agticuitural practice. 

In addition to its work in teaching, the College serves agriculture 
through an extensive programme of research and extension. The research 
programme is designed to provide answers to the many questions related 
to modem agriculture. As new discoveries h o m e  available that are 
translated into new technology and improved practices that benefit, not 
only those associated with the production of agriculturai products, but also 
society as a whoIe in making better quality food available to ail people. 
The more effective use of naturai resources is the result of technological 
and scientific change such as higher-yielding plants, more productive 
animals, conserved soil and water, better machines, and improved methods 
of disease and pest control. (Reaman, L970b, p. 223-4) 

Foliowing World War II, the farmers whose production methods used the latest 

technologicd machinery, artü5cia.l fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides became 

known as "conventional" farmers. Conventional agriculture is presently the 

dominant mode1 of production in Oniario. 



The development of our globai f d  system accelerated greatly due to food 

production technology of the Green Revolution during the 1960's-1970's, and 

current prospects for technological innovation in genetic engineering and 

biotechnology suggest another such revolution. These technological discoveries 

in agriculture changed production rnethods and the people's tives in associateci 

rural cornmuaities from farrners to producers. High yield crop varieties grown 

in large area mono-culhrres require high capital inputs of fuel, fertilizers, 

pesticides, herbicides, and fungicides. Highly mechanid farming equipment, 

wiîh greater capacity accommodaW pater economies of sale (WeUer, 1990). 

Regions became more specialized in certain comrnodities, using comparative 

advantage to compte in the larger and more distant global markets. New food 

processing and preservation technologies, facilitateci by a highly developed 

centralized tmsportation system, carries an increasing diversity of products to 

the global market. These technological advances were hailed by society at large 

as achievements to cure human hunger on the plaraet. But not aU outcornes 

proved to be positive. 

Efficiencies of hproved fatming practices displaceci much need for human 

labour, driving farmers and youth out of niral communities to cities for 

employment, while fewer farmers grew more food using methods from the 

"Green Revolution" (Betry, 1978; Buttel, 1980; Lappe and Collins, 1984). The 

out-migration of people resulted in the loss of services in rurd communities 

unabIe to m e t  minimum demand thresholds. The concentration of control over 

the factors of production benefited fewer and fewer people (Kneen, 1990; 

Wison, 1993). 

The conventional food production merhods have had negative impacts on 

the ecosystem. Rachel Carson's book "Silent Spring" (1%2) and ongoing research 

of the International Joint Commission since 1978 (1994), demonstrate the legacy 



of contamination of the environment, wildlife and human health with toxic 

persistent chernicals used during the Green Revolution. A 1989 report by 

Canada's Institute For Research on Public Policy and the U.S. Conservation 

Foundation noted in regard to the state of the Great Lakes Environment that 

"Both wildlife and hurnans are at nsk because of the accumulation of toxic 

substances in the food web." (Weller, 1990, p. 140). The long term cumulative 

and synergistic effects of these chernicals continue to create problems for human 

health, and health of the ecosystem that sustains us (Garland, 1993; Gilbertson, 

1989; Pollution Probe, 1994; Schneider and Campbell, 199 1). 

In order to understand why such problems in the modem global food 

system have arisen, we must examine its underlying assumptions. Fust, "free 

hand" market economics and corporate capitalism guide the food system to 

produce comrnodities for profit maximization, not nourishment, human 

development and fulfillment, and environmental sustainability (Kueen, 1990; 

MacRae et al., 1990; Winson, 1993). Second, the scientific method employed as 

the mode of production reduces nature to a stockpile of resources, resulting in 

management that largely disregards ecological functions and processes, 

autonomy of production and attachments to community and place (MacRae et al., 

1989; Friedmann, 1987). Third, the modernUation process, building on the first 

two assumptions, encourages globalization of the food system economy by 

development h u g h  stages of growth (Braâfield, 1988) demonstrated by the 

building of physicai uifrastructure, technologicai advances, institutional links and 

markets. 

A rninority of growers did not foilow the path of modern agriculture. 

These farmew who chose not to change their method of production became 

separated in many ways from the traditional institutional support that was 

offered in Ontario. These farmers, like their predecessors one hundred years 



before, organized to collaborate and educate each other in the technicd aspects 

of growing food and provide strength in their unity. These fanners who 

followed "alternative" production systems are often calleci "organic growers." 

Greenwood (19%) describes six major differences between the two 

paradigms of production: 

Conventional m i e  or Alternative 

centraihi decentralized 

economicaily dependent economically independent 

compe titive CO-operative/community 

dominates nature acts in harmony with nature 

specialued diverse 

exploitative exercises restraint 

The differences of the two production paradigms cut across the types of 

technology used and show differences in marketing organization, econornic and 

social differences, view of nature and responsibility to the land. 

Organic growers are marginalized producers of food in Ontario. The 

Ontario W s t r y  of Agriculture, Food, and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA) does not 

officially recognUR organic methods of production (Greenwd, 1996). As a 

result, organic growers are denied substantial institutional support including: 

legislation, technical information, extension, ducation, market development and 

support, credit assistance, production subsidies, research hinding and many 

other forms of support conventional farmers receive (MacRae et al., 1990). 

To summarize, the underlying assurnptions and processes bat have shaped 

the history of agriculture in Ontario are: 

colonialism 



agriculture as a means to serve national objectives (i.e. support to enable a war 
effort, settlement of land, economic growth) 

market economics, corporate capitalism, and economic imperialism is the 
process by which to provide human nourishnient 

assume that nature can and should be dominated 
reductionist scientific management to maximize production depending upon 

capital intensive and higher energy input technological solutions 

The conditions that have developed from these processes and which currently 

exist, include: 

mechanization to a high degree 
large scale, modern inftastmcture for processing and distribution 
regional specialization in production 
coqmate concentration of power and control 
globalization of markets 

These conditions brought about maay negative consequences including: 

hnnger and food insecurity 
questionable human nutrition and health 
inequitable distribution of food 
unemployment 
alienation from nature 
class division 
urban sprawl consuming prime farmland 

2.3 Related Concepts and Theories 

The following sections are included in the iiterature review to broaden the 

reader's knowledge of current and time tested concepts and theories used in 

rural planning and development. They have been selected tkom the literature of 

various fields, as mentioned at the beginning of the literature review in greater 

detail, to provide context about foodsheds. 



2.3.1 The Arena Society 

The Arena Society is a concept that aiiows one to describe contemporary 

conditions of society with complexity through deconstruction of the past (Fuiier, 

1994). Essentiaüy, the Arena Society is defined by the product of its 

antecedents, namely the "short-distance society" and "industria1 society." The 

s hort-distance society estabiished the eig hteenth and nineteenth century 

setdement pattern in Ontario, and was designed to b d d  civil society and occupy 

land to prevent the United States from expanding. Small towns, or centres, 

would draw in the residents of an area and provide essential services. The 

distance between centres in southern Ontario was approxhately 12 miles, 

bounded by the convenience of its main mode of transportation, horse-drawn 

vehicles. Therefore, most social, economic, and political activities overlapped in 

one area (Fuller, 1994). 

The industrial society Literally built on top of the Short Distance society 

with smaü manufacturers (i.e. textiles, tools, funiiture). After World War II 

many manufacturers amalgarnated and moved to cities, drawing with hem 

labour and capital, causing individuai activity patterns to broaden in geographic 

area. Community loyaities remained, but a separation was made between the 

place of residence and place of work (Fuiier, 1994). The broadening of an 

individuai's activity area and mental separation of a person's home and place of 

work increased the acceptance, or even desirability, that the f d  system could 

now provide staple foods from fwther distances, compared with the Short 

Distance Society. 

The Arena Society represents the overlap of the Short-Distance setuement 

pattern and the industriai mode of thinking. The boundaries of physical space 

and individual activity area increase to global interaction. The mobiiity of 

people, information, and goods fkee the individual in many more ways fkom the 



bounds of location. More individual decisions can be bas& on preferences, 

rather than what is possible (Fuller, 1994). For example, fresh tomatoes fiom 

Centrai Amenca are made readily a d a b l e  during an Ontario winter. This 

relationship in the food systern reduces the share of consumer dollars spent on 

food going to local Ontario farmers, and decreases seasonal food consumption. 

The single example of the tomato would not destroy a local food system. But, 

goverment and corporations have institutionalized this relationship into a 

global trend in extensive free tcade agreements (Le. NAFTA), reducing the ability 

of Ontario's food system to be self-reliant (Toronto Food Policy Council, 1994). 

Five important characteristics of the Arena Society are: 

1. Inclusive - of îraditionaliy opposed or separated groups of people, opening 
communication and the possibility of new partnerships; 
2. Diversity - in organizational structures, life patterns, and community 
composition; 
3. Complexity - in the m k  of cultures, networks, stnictures, scales and 
interaction; 
4. Dynamism - in the pace of change, flexibility, mobility, and potential for 
public involvement; 
5. Confusion - brought on by the rapid change in conditions and roles of 
traditional institutions (Le. restrucniring, downsizing, rationaking services and 
infrastructure). 

The Arena Society is a mode1 that can assist the reader to make the 

complexity of global food systems understandable by linking the conditions of 

past and present. In planning for a foodshed and the sustainability for Local 

rural areas in Ontario, the Arena Society helps us cope with the shifts and 

restmcturing of global change as part of planning for foodshed development. 



2.3.2 Community Economic Development 

Community Economic Development (CED) is a strategic planning process 

about control, power and choice for people who share a comrnon desire to secure 

viable and quality livelihoods for their community though enhanced economic 

opportunities (Douglas. 1994, p. 14). Local cornmunities of place can take control 

of their own development using CED in response to the uneven development of 

Canada's mosaic (Quarter, 1 992). Community economic development involves 

the an awareness and integration of "agents, agendas, activities, and arenas" 

@ouglas, 1994, p. 247). The stages of CED planning process are: diagnosis, 

prognosis, prescription, and evaluation. 

An analysis of the global food system that uses the foodshed concept as a 

diagnostic tool would be better prepared to continue the CED process. It can be 

used as a tool for planners to raise the community's awareness of their economic 

situation, encourage them to participate actively, and to take control of their own 

development. Ross and Usher (1986) explore different structures, 

measurements, and activities of the informal economy that could assist 

alternative enterprises in theû self-protection, secession, and succession from 

the global food system. These efforts include: srnall businesses, collectives, 

cooperatives, community organizations, volunteer activity, barter and skius 

exchange, mutual aid and household activities. Using these tools and structures 

with the cornrnunity economic development process can enable people and their 

comrnunities to construct an equitable and just fdshed .  

2.3.3 Gravity Models 

Gravity Models account for people's economic activity patterns examining 

diverse variables such as population density, distance between points, and the 



amount of interaction th3 may occur among them (Tsard, 1967). "Gravity" 

refers to the classic law of gravitation by Sir Isaac Newton (Hoover, 1984. p. 40). 

In general, gravity models "assume that the intensity of potential interaction 

between two places varies directiy with their combied mass and inversely with 

the distance between them" (Bendavid-Val, 1983, p. 53-54). The "mass" refers 

to the population size of a place, number of markets, income, retail sales, 

employrnent or any other measure appropriate to the analysis (Bendavid-Val, 

1983; Shaffer, 1989). The "potential interaction" can be measured in terms of 

any interaction of interest, such as the flow of food, dollars, or number of trips 

between two points, where distance, tirne, and travel cost are typical "friction" 

measures (Bendavid-Val, 1983; Shaffer, 1989). 

As an analytical tool, gravity moâels are of use to CED planners to estimate 

the demand of particular services within an area, such as a foodshed, to plan 

effectively for infrastmcture and facilities (Isard, 1967, p. 31). For exarnple, this 

may be used to plan for a regional cold storage, community kitchens for food 

processing, or a farmer's market location. 

Gravity models are used to predict the geographic extent of a trade area, 

measured in distance uni&. This feature can tell us how to estimate the 

foodshed threshold ktween two growers. The threshold informs us that a 

buyer is unlikely to cross into the other trade area if the same goods are 

available in both places. It follows that buyers who are at the foodshed 

threshold, have an equal opportunity of patronizing either retail location. With 

this knowledge, growers can decide where to locate a new market with respect 

to other growers, and consumers can choose their most proximate market 

location. 

We must recognize that local organic growers are now acting in the open 

global market, where the effects of mass are not linear on market potential. For 



exarnple, Toronto may have the same market potential for organic apples as 

Ottawa even though the size of population (mass) is much pater.  Gravity 

models can make rough predictions, but are supportecl by enough empirical 

evidence to indicate a reasonabte approximation of reaiity (Isard, 1967). 

Gravity models are a predictive tool that growers, marketers and planners 

can use to determine a market's best location within a foodshed. Gravity models 

help describe the basic influences of interaction with respect to distances, size of 

market, scale of area, and economic value of goods, between producer and 

consumer in defining the spacial context of foodsheds. 

2.3.4 The Goldschmidt Hypothesis 

The impacts on mal  sociology as a result of the development of the 

modern conventional food system and rapid technological change need to be 

explained in terms of the connection between farm structure and the social and 

economic health of the community. Walter R. Goldschrnidt in the 1940's made 

the hypothesis that: 

. . . the change towards a smaii number of large-scale farms with industrial 
workplace structures produces social conditions that reduce the economic 
and social vitality of mal  communities. (Wiison, 1993, p. 155- 156) 

Goldschmidt's prominent work "As you sow " (1947) uses the first haif of the 

Biblical reference, which ends "so you sbaii reap" irnplies that if food systems are 

built with the structure of mechanized industry and Fordist management of 

people, then the resulting social conditions refîect this structure. For example, 

automobile workers on the assembly line are treated by the industrial mode1 as 

machines, perfonning single and repetitive mind numbing tasks. These workers 

function by the pace of the clock and conveyor belt, and are cast off as "obsoiete" 



with the introduction of betîer machines. The products produceci by a Fordist 

economy are designed to be durable and unifonn, such as an automobile. 

Modem conventional agriculture uses the structure of an industrial Fordist 

economy. It's products are similar to the automobile industry: alienated and 

expendable workers, and food that has charactenstics of indusüial goods (Le. 

durabiüty for transportation, uniformity to ease production, harves t and 

processing). But, is this the desued structure fkom which to gain optimal 

nutrition (quantity and quality), a creative and fulfilling liveühood, meaningful 

social interaction, and a safe environment in which to live? 1 believe it is not, 

and the preceding evidence given on social, economic and environmental 

deterioration in this fiterature review support my conclusion. 

The Goldschrnidt Hypothesis cuts right to the heart of our curent social, 

economic and environmental problems. It helps us question the assumptions 

which underlie the modem conventional food system, enabling us to choose 

what assumptions and values would be more desirable when constructing a 

better food system as the foodshed concept suggests. 



3.0 Methodology 

The focus of this research is to develop the foodshed metaphor to advance 

the desired goals of Canadian Organic Growers (COG). The foodshed metaphor is 

still relatively unknown. The purpose of the research was to engage the organic 

growers in an iterative dialogue about foodsheds. The design follows four major 

phases. Within the phases, 1 have gathered information, entered discussion, 

given feedback and synthesized ideas from the organic growers. The thesis 

rnethodology is set out as follows: 

Phase 1 - Fieldwork Intemship; 

Phase II - CûG Annual Conference and feedback; 

Phase ïII - Mail Survey of a sample of Ontario's Organic Growers; 

Phase IV - Analysis and distribution of ideas. 

Throughout the iterative process, the march  design was shaped by =ch round 

of interaction with the organic growers and their feedback. The direction and 

content of the research evolved in consultation with the growers, my advisors, 

and from my observations in the field and the literature. Such changes are 

expected in an emergent design and show success and maturation of the inquiry 

(Guba and Lincoln, 1989). Therefore, the suength of this research lies in its 

evolutionary development and high level of participation and consultation 

throughout the phases. 

3.1 Research Organization: The Delpbi Method 

The organizing rnethodology for this research is an adapted version of the 

Delphi Method, its techniques and application. 1 wiii begin with a description of 



the standard Delphi Method, then describe what adaptations I have made for 

this research, and conclude with comrnon pitfaUs of the technique and how this 

research avoids them. 

A general definition of the Delphi Method by Linstone and Turoff (1975, p. 

3) is: 

Delphi may be characterized as a method for structu-ring a group 
communication process so that the process is effective in allowing a group 
of individu&, as a whole, to deal with a complex problem. 

I betieve that the Delphi Method is desirable for this research because the 

organic growers of Ontario have not, as a whole group, had the opportunity to 

communicate the problems they face in regard to the food system. The 

alternatives available to facilitate a communication pmcess are not as effective 

as the Delphi technique, and as the problem deserves. The common 

communication methods of organic growers such as kitchen table meetings, 

conferences, and organizational newsletters, have not implemented an effective 

process that ailows the group to gather its perspectives to the degree involved in 

this research method. As well, the geographic dispersion of the growers does not 

allow for frequent group meetings, found in other communication techniques. 

Group meeting attendance is limited by time and cost factors, and more growers 

are needed to explore the f d s h e d  concept than is possibIe or effective in 

person (Lhstone and Turoff, 1975). Lastly, the diversity of Ontario organic 

growers' opinion must be preserved to assure validity of the results (i.e. to avoid 

bias fiom one person with clout, and not to ümit dissenting opinions) (Linstone 

and Turoff, 1975). 

The research topic itself does not lend itself to precise analytical 

techniques, for it explores the development of a concept or metaphor to be 

useful in addressing a complex of highly inter-related problems. The Delphi 



technique aliows individual organic growers to explore freely the f d  system 

issues affecting them. This technique, with its iterative process of information 

gathering and feedback, encourages the exploration of ideas and disagreements 

in opinion and interpretation. 

Liistone and Turoff continue to describe "stmctured communication" of 

the Delphi technique to include four parts: (1) some feedback of individual 

contributions of information and knowledge, (2) some assessment of the group 

view, (3) some opportunity for individuals to revise their views, and (4) some 

degree of anonymity for individual responses (Linstone and Turoff, 1975, p. 3). 

The feedback of individual growers occurred at two levels in the research. At a 

micro level during the fieldwork, 1 listened actively and repeated or rephrased 

their ideas to make sure that 1 recorded the correct meaning of the answers. 

The second level of feedback was at a macro level, that each round of data 

gathering was used to form the statements and questions for the next round (Le. 

fieldwork summary given during intemship report and presentations, at the 

annual COG coderence, and mail survey pre-test). 1 assessed the group view by 

summarizing important topics and noting points of agreement and disagreement 

among the growers for each round of information gathering. Important subjects 

were assessed by a combiiation of the growers emphasis and my observations 

of their comments combined with the literature. The growers were given ample 

opportunity to revise their cornments at each stage, the fieldwork king a most 

effective method of information gathering, and the mail survey ailowing each 

grower the flexibiity of time. The degree of anonymity of grower responses was 

assured verbaiiy during fann visits, in the cover letter of the mail survey and in 

the administration of the anaiysis (i.e. responses entered in random order). 

In the standard Delphi technique the same individuals are consulted in 

each consecutive round of data gathering and feedback. A modifiecl Delphi 



approach is adopted for this research which consults with different individuais 

in each round. 1 choose to modify the technique to broaden the range of opinion 

and participation fkom Ontario's organic growers. This modification dso relieves 

individuais from the obligation of multiple detailed consultations, improving the 

participation rate in each round. These modifications lead to conclusions based 

on the emergence of evidence gathered by a mix of complementary methods 

(Guba and Lincoln, 1989). 

Linstone and Turoff (1975, pp. 573-586) claim that the Delphi technique's 

süength is in ib ability to make explicit the limitations of its design and 

application. An understanding of the rnethodologicai approach and its 

limitations of vaiidity malce this communication process very effective in 

practice. I will review a checklist of eight basic pitfdis of the Delphi technique 

and the measures that this researcher took to avoid hem: 

1. Discounthg the future. This pitfail recognizes that most people are oniy 

reaily concerned with their most imrnediate space, tirne, or situation. 

Occurrences which appear to be in the distant future, such as a well functioning 

organic foodshed in Ontario, are heaviiy discounted (Linstone and Turoff, 1975, 

p. 574). Therefore, responses fiom the growers that focus only on very short 

term planning horims (Le. where and what to grow and market this season) 

should be considered within the longer term context. 

2. The prediction urge. Because most people dislike uncertainty there is a 

tendency to interpret and accept the ~sults  of Delphi studies that show a high 

degree of certahty or consensus. Results that show wide differences or 

disagreement after the final iteration are wrongly considered unacceptable. 

Therefore, 1 have exploted the differences through Delphi in this research. 



3. The simplification urge. The reductionist approach that succeeds with science 

cannot be expected to produce realistic results when applied to complex social or 

behaviour system. Over simplification must be guarded against in application 

of (1) parts rehting to the whole, and (2) history related to the future. The 

aspects of a foodshed are explored for their individual and interactive qualities 

as part of a whole. 

4. Illusory expertise. Specialists are not necessarily the best forecasters because 

they focus on one topic area and may not have regard to the greater system. 

The "tyranny of the majority", w ho may be a group of experts, may also threaten 

the single person who may actuaily have better insight. My own role as the 

"researchet" must be checked not to Lunit grower participation in the study, as 

there may be individualsi who may be suspicious of acadernics or the university 

establishment. 

5. Sloppy execution. It is my responsibility as the "researcher" to avoid 

selecting a group of oniy like-thinking organic growers, and to include maverick 

individuak. I must provide an atmosphere of communication in which 

participants feel their time is not wasted and that responses are respectai, 

appreciated and understood. In the anaiysis, 1 should determine that an 

agreement among the growers was for similar reasons in order to avoid a 

superficial result. 1 must assist the growers in the communication process by 

using discretion in the design (i.e. number of questions, length of time to 

cornplete, etc.) of information gathering instruments (i.e. On-fann recording 

sheet, Mail survey). 



6. Optimism - Pessimism Bias. This is the tendency for sme people to be 

inherently optimistic or pessimistic. Participants discussing long term planning 

forecasts, such as the foodshed, may show a tendency or bias toward over- 

pessimism. Tùere may also be a tendency toward over-optimism in the short 

terrn, using the foodshed as a "quick fix" to problerns. My awareness and 

selective adjustments of this bias can minimize its effect on the Delphi 

communication proces S. 

7. Overselling. The Delphi process, to my knowledge, has not been used with 

this comrnunity of organic growers, nor for the topic under study; therefore, the 

pitfall of repeated use of the Delphi does not apply. One possible false 

assumption must be made: that goals of organic growers and their organizations 

are the same. Recognition of this faise assumption is an advantage of Delphi, as 

the communication process can be shaped to expose the misconceptions of 

organizational functions and goais fiom its individual members. The result can 

be improved focus or boundaries of the organization to accomplish its goals. 

8. Deception. This last pitfall acknowledges that the Delphi process is not 

immune to propaganda or manipulation. This means that if faise information is 

introduced, it can distort subsequent responses in a later round of 

communication. Organic growers, fiom my experience, are open and honest 

individuals. This observation coupled with my knowledge of tbis pitfall and 

objective approach to the research should sufficiently limit the possibility of 

deception. 



3.2 Quantitative and Qualitative Data 

The research design includes a niix of qualitative and quantitative 

meth&, design4 to make best use of the data collected for holistic research. 

Two levels of data were coUected. Detailed and site indepth qualitative 

data was coiiected using on-fm visits, while a mix of quantitative and 

qualitative data were coilecced to provide breadth to the research using a mail 

survey. A sample of Ontario orgaaic growers was selected to examine foodsheds 

with the intent of generalizing to the whole population. This process calied 

"statistical sampling" (Page and Patton, 1991) was used because tirne was limiteci 

to gather the data and a sample reduces the cost of coliecting data from every 

member of the population. The small sample size increases the quality of the 

data coilected (for the budget avdable) because: more attention can be paid to 

the sample, more in depth data cm be coilected, missing data or errors can be 

corrected, and a foilow-up can be conducted (Page and Patton, 199 1, p. 1 15). The 

quality of data collected with sampling depends on the randomness and 

representativeness of the sample selected. These two important concepts of 

sampling wili be discussed in the following sections. 

3.3 Phase 1: Fieldwork Internship 

The fieldwork intemship took place during the months of May to August, 

1996. Its goals were the foiiowing: 

1. to complete the k t  phase of research data collection h u g h  fieldwork 
(acadernic and practical "hands on" experience) with organic growers in Ontario; 
2. to make good research contacts, broadening my network in Ontario's organic 
agriculture; 
3. to become familiar with the organizational and cultural perspectives of 
Ontario organic growers through leaming by doing and participant observation; 
4. to recover the research and intemship costs. 



The research proposal was drafted during the month of May, under the 

advice of my advisors and the Toronto Food Poiicy Council. An "On-fami 

Recordhg Sheetw (see Appendix A) was drafted to c o k t  data fkom the organic 

growers and my personai perspective based on the characteristics and indicators 

of foodsheds found in the initial literature revîew. The type of information or 

indicators include: 

farmer type - by crop, livestock, food/omamental; production method (bio- 
dynamic, permacuiture, etc.); time (full, part, hobby) 

motivation - environmental, economic (niche market), human nutrition/ 
health, social, philosophical; prefers local or global interaction 

marketing - self only, CSA, fanners market, subscription, farm gate, 
te W w  holesale 

farmer information sources 
social network - affiliateci organizations, agency, type of relationship 
farmer's concept of local foodshed - boundaries 
sense of community - of interest, of place, Linking threads 
non-farmer actors supporthg the local foodshed 
barriers 

These indicators helped coilect an in-depth level of data during on-farm visits. 

The main use of this data was in the developrnent of the mail survey. On-farm 

visits provideci firs t hand practical work and created excelient opportunities for 

detailed discussions about hurnan activities related to foodsheds, as directed in 

the research goal and objectives. 

Participant observation, long interviews, and first hand leaming by doing, 

were the data collection techniques used during on farm visits. These 

techniques are consistent with the grassroots discovery of knowledge 

(McCracken, 1988). Use of these techniques enabled the researcher to draw out 

necessary information to accomplish the research goal and objectives. 

Conversations, reflections and personal insights gained ftom time spent during a 



visit were recorded in a notebook and transferred to cornputer to facilitate 

better interpretation and analysis of the data. Slide nIm was used to document a 

visual description of the farms and markets studied in the field. The slide film 

format facilitated the fieldwork/imtemship presentation upon r e m  from the 

field. 

3.3.1 Sampling of Foodshed Areas and Farms 

The sarnpling of foodshed areas and farms were selected based on the 

potential to gain eniry to the different settings. The volunteer organic farniing 

program " W i i g  Workers on Organic Farms" (WWOOF) helped cietennine the 

potentiat foodshed areas in Ontario and to select individual fanns. W û O F  is an 

international organization (13 countries) that matches organic farmers with 

volunteers willing to provide labour for room and board. The 34 farms available 

in Ontario were grouped loosely into three areas (Ottawa-Kingston, south and 

western Ontario, and Huron County to Haliburton County). Then three or four 

f m s  were selected ftom each area for their diversity of operation and Location. 

Travel to a particular farm was dependent on the availability of the growers and 

their willingness to participate in the study. C0~dentia1iî.y of alt respondents 

for their participation in the research was maintaineci. in general, farms were 

selected in order to experience a broad cross-section of organic f m s  in Ontario. 

Each farm was visited for approximately one week between June and August 

1996. In addition to the farms, farmer's markets and other market channels 

were observeci throughout the areas of study to look for "signs of local 

foodsheds." 



An hternship Report (see Appendix B) was written desaibing the 

fieldwork supedsion, ünkhg theory to practice, leaning progression, linkages 

made in the field, and funding. 

3.4 Phase II: Canadian Organic Growers Conference and Feedback 

On January 24 and 25,1997 was the annual Canadian ûrganic Growers 

conference and tracle show was held at the University of Guelph. At the 

conference 1 was able to introduce the research on foodsheds to the wider 

organic grower community, especially Ontario growers. The keynote speaker 

Fred Kitschemann, spoke to the audience about foodsheds (A coincidence of 

chance!). During the question pend 1 annowced to an audience of over 300 

organic growers the subject of my current research, and invited them to 

participate. I made available 200 copies of a double-sided update (see Appendix 

C) about my research at four high traffrc locations in the trade show (at the 

tables of the Canadian ûrganic Growers, The Toronto Food Policy Coucil, 

Ecological Famers of Ontario, and on an information table near registration). 

The verbal and written announcements were to prepare Ontario growers to 

receive the survey by mail and to invite any interesteci growers to participate. 

These surveys would be used to supplement the sample and compare findings. 

3.5 Phase III: Mail Survey 

In the design and implementation of the survey rnany decisions were 

made toward the final sample selection and questions asked. The following 

sections for Phase Ili outline the history and development of the mail s w e y  in 

context with its iterative process and of the whole research methodology. I used 



the classic text providiig practical inforxmîion about the constniction and 

implementatim of mail siweys "Mail and Telephone Surveys: The Total Design 

Method" by Don Diirnan (1978). 

3.5.1 How the Mail Sume y Sarnple was Selected 

The original population c o n s i d d  for the research was taken f h m  the 

1995 Canadian Organic Growers "ûrganic Resource Guide". The 260 Ontario 

otgaaic growers listed in the Gui& for Ontario are names associated with the 

organization Canadian ûrganic Growers (COG). The size of this list was too large 

to survey, given the needs of the research and the available funding. In 

consultation with my advisors, a usehl and manageable return of 50 usable 

surveys was cmsidered adequate. Unfortunately, the average r e m  rate of 

organic growers as survey respondents wodd likeIy be about 15-30%, due to 

"survey fatigue" (a group that is studied too ofkn that responds less to 

additional study). So the sample size was tripleci to 150 in order to receive the 

maximum number of responses from one mailing and to minimize the cost of 

subsequent follow up. Later, 1 discovered that setting the sample size by 

substituting a larger number of respondents in place of foilow-ups and other 

response inducing methods constituted a sampling error (Diilman, 1979, p. 49). 

The sample size, N=150, remained the same while the error was correct4 by 

using telephone foLlow-up c a b  and several other design methods to encourage 

responses (see tmplementation section below). Miles and Hubeman (1994, 

p.30) deal concephdy with the issue of sample size. They suggest between 20 

and 30 usable responses order to give confidence to the generalizations given in 

the analysis. 



A second lis& that was up-todate, contained 682 names, addresses and 

telephone nurnbers of organic growers in Ontario. This list was created for use 

in private consulting practice and was developed as a personal and confidentid 

database for the consulting fimi "Organic F m  Services". The obstacle of gaining 

access to the list was overcome by assuring its use for academic purposes only 

and to maintain its confidentiaüty. It was acquired at a reasonable expense. 

This iist included organic growers associated with a variety of organic 

organizations, and growers not associated with organizations, making it more 

representative than the first available list A potentiai problem was that the List 

contained some individuals who may not have described themselv- as organic 

growers (Le. retired growers, conventional growers in transition to organic 

methods). Despite this potential problem, this list became the population of 

organic growers in Ontario from which the sample of 150 was drawn. 

The sample of 150 names was h w n  using a random. systemutic and 

puposefil sampling method. A purposefil samphg mehoci was chosen 

because this research deals with "people, nested in their context and studied in- 

depth - unIike quantitative researchers who aim for larger numbers of 

contextually stripped cases and seek statistical sigaificance" (Miles and 

Xubeman, 1994, p. 27). This research focuses largely on qualitative data and 

sacrifices the abiüty to generaiize statistical findings to the population of organic 

growers. The small sample size makes statistical representativeness less limited 

for this research. This was not considered to be a problem because the ability to 

generate and synthesize ideas about foodsheds was rnost important. The 

quantitative techniques used in the anaiysis (the calcdation of percentages) are 

useû to provide basic statistics about the population. 

The systematic aspect of the sampling method means that the sample was 

selected fkom the population list (which is arraaged alphabeticaiîy) by picking 



an interval and using it to select names from the population (Page and Patton, 

199 1, p. 1 1 8). An interval of every fourth name was determined b y dividing 

the desired sampfe size (n=150) into the total population (N=682). The interval 

was rounded down to reduce the portion of overlap from the Iist. A non-biased 

third person randomly selected a number between 1 and 682 to determine the 

starting point, h m  which every fourth narne was selected. 

Diilman (1979) suggests two additional measures to ensure that a 

representative sampie is selected. First, all members of the organic grower 

population in Ontario mus& have an opportunity to becorne involved in the 

siunple. In addition to the most comprehensive organic grower List available, the 

survey was widely advertised at the annual Canadian Organic Growers 

Conference (described in greater detail in the previous section) by information 

sheet (see Appendix C) and announcement during the question period of the 

keynote speaker. 

Second is the problem of duplication of individuals for selection @iliman, 

1979, p. 44). This problem was overcome by using this single organic grower List 

rather than membership lists of several organic grower organizations. Growers 

involved in the fieldwork or pre-test of the survey were passed over in selection 

of the swey sample. 

3.5.2 Construction of the Survey Questions 

It is important to understand the evolution of questions used in the survey 

because it describes the many tums taken in this research. As in îhe description 

of the Delphi Method, the suntey development process was guided by the 

growers, my academic advisors, the literature, and my own judgment. The 



development describes the process of change fiom the goals and objectives 

stated in the proposai to the questions in the mail survey. 

Many of the decisions made in the survey's developnient are descrihi 

throughout the methodology. Therefore, this section describes the major stages 

of formation and affécting influences in the survey development. Aa outline of 

the stages is: 

1. Literature review about foodsheds, organic agriculture, bioregionalism, and 
community economic development; 

2. FieldworkJinternship. Using the information gathered h m  the On-farm 
Recording Sheet and other notes, the iadicators were synthesized and used 
to revise the goals and objectives; 

3. The use of a logic mode1 and evaluation matrix, 
4. Creation of major themes (i.e. social, economic and environmental) and sub- 

themes; 
5. Shifted questions to develop foodshed concepts at a macro level; 
6. Survey pre-test: expanded fiom t h  major themes to four (separating 

"environment" and "local geography"), sensitized language to change 
"academic tenninology." 

The format in the survey with four major sections (i.e. social, marketing, 

environmental, and local geography) is used to structure the results section. 

3.5.3 Implementation of the Mail Survey 

The mail swvey encouraged the participation of a sample of organic 

growers. The design and implementation of the survey was cmstructed to solicit 

a wide cross section of responses from the growers about foodsheds. Diliman 

(1979, p.6) suggests the use of a number of different formatting techniques in 

order to increase the response rate of mail surveys. The following techniques 

were used for this research: 

1. The use of white stationary 
2. Inclusion of stamped retum envelopes 



3. Short questionnaire. 
4. Attractive questio~aire layout 
5. Official sponsorship of survey 
6. Personaüzed correspondence 
7. Addition of title under sender's narne 
8. Anonyrnity and codïdentiality for respondents 
9. Offers incentive of survey results 
10. Use of telephone foilow up, and 
1 1. Timing the mailing and foilow-up. 

Although many research studies report that certain design techniques improve 

response rates, there is no strong empitical evidence favouring any techniques 

other than the follow-up and monetary incentives (Km& and Berenson, 1975; 

Dillman, 1979). Due to the resaicied budget of this research, no monetary 

incentives were used. 

The mail survey was implemented by a time schedule of question 

development, printing. folding, snifhng, mailing date and foiiow-up (Dillman, 

1979, p.67). The s w e y  development took much longer than expected but was 

greatly improved in direction and focus through its five major stages of 

development. The survey was sent out in its fmal form just before the 

approaching S p ~ g  thaw. It was assumed that the response rate would be 

significantly reduced if the survey was received by the growers once they were 

able to begin their busy S p ~ g  activities. The last surveys were retumed by 

late May 1997, requuing approximately ten weeks to complete the data 

gathering process. This length of tirne is consistent with Dillman's approximation 

of some eight weeks (Dillman, 1979, p.67). 

The survey design and implementation atternpted to elimlnate as much 

unknown bias from refusais as possible, although mail surveys have several 

problems in soliciting responses. First, recipients have a reflective oppominity 

to read the package (cover letter and survey) before deciding to respond. So the 

grower's interest in foodsheds may be an important factor in their decision to 



complete and r e m  the survey. Second, the ability of respondents to provide 

written responses can contribute to a refusal. People who have less formal 

education ami seniors are iikely to be under-represented among those who 

respond (Dillman, 1979, p. 53). Dillman (1978, p. 160-161) Lists several other 

causes of non-response which may include: 

the survey never reached its destination, because of wrong address 
the survey arrived but was discarded without king opened because it 

resembled "junk mail" 
the envelope was opened, but because there were no instructions about which 

member of the household should respond, the survey was never Wed out 
it was clear who should complete the survey but another person opened the 

letter and faiied to b ~ g  it to the Bght person's attention 
the desired person received the survey but found no convhcing explmation 

about why it should be completed, and it was thrown away 
the prospective respondent decided to fill out the survey but 

tempofarily laid it aside and just never returned to it, and 
the survey was filleci out, thoughtfidy and completely, but the r e m  address 

(envelope) was misplaceci and the prospective respondent did not know to 
whom it should be rehirned. 

3.6 Phase IV: Anaiysis and Distribution of Ideas 

The third Phase of the methodoIogy describes how the data gathered nom 

the mail survey was andyzed. The data for each question was entered or 

transcribed into a separate computer document for analysis. The qualitative 

cornments were entered in a random order to maintain confidentiality of the 

respondents. 

The foUowing methods described by Miles and Huberman (1994) were 

used to draw out and v e m  conclusions fkom the data. Fit, patterns or themes 

were noted for the variables, including simiiarities and differences. Contrasu or 

cornparisons were made on the basis of practical distinctions (Le. answers the 

question "How big a difference must be before it maLes a difference?") (Miles 



and Huberman, 1994, p.254). ideas ûom the comments were clustered into 

groups, whiie remaining open to possible outhers or dissenthg comments. The 

nurnbers of similar comments were counted and conveaed to a percent of total 

respondents to that question. These percentages were calculaieci to provide the 

reader with approxirnate figures in answer to the common question of "how 

many growers think . . . " about the topic in question. Counting dows one to 

weight the resufts or gauge the importance among the respondents. Once 

general themes were discovered in a question, more exploration of the topic was 

done to ver@ the idea and increase the descriptive meaning of the result. 

Counting and the use of percentages was the prînciple quantitative technique 

used in the anaiysis. 

In conclusion, the research rnethodology was designed to coliect data fiom 

the organic growers with a cyclical dialogue, each round refining and exploring 

leads from the previous round. The implernentation and analysis were 

conducted and designed to solicit the greatest response and derive the greatest 

meaning from the data collected with the tune and resources available. 



4.0 Resuits and Survey Anaiysis 

4.1 Canadian Organic Growets Conference Feedback 

Approximately three quarters of the double-sided research updates (see 

Appendix C) were picked up at the trade show. Despite the written and verbal 

announcements made at the conference no growers gave any feedback about the 

research or contacted me to participate in the mail survey. Therefore, the 

importance of a successful survey pre-test and swey response increased. 

4.2 Mail Survey Return Statistics 

I sent 150 surveys (see Appendix D) to organic growers in Ontario on 17 

March 1997. During the foiiowing three weeks 25 surveys were returned, 

nineteen surveys were usable, four were unusable (not filled out) and two were 

returned as a result of a change in the farmer's address. 

Mer  t h e  weeks, follow up telephone calls were made. Telephone caüs 

were chosen over other follow up methods (postcard, letter) in order to allow for 

a timely r e m  of the late surveys before the busy s p ~ g  season for the 

growers. Telephone c d s  provided the opportunity to validate the addresses 

used in the initial mail out. Many hours were spent over two days malcing 

follow up telephone calls. A random starting point in the grower List was chosen 

and follow up attempts were made for 102 growers. Successful calis were made 

to 64 growers, with whom 1 spoke to or left a message. 1 was unable to contact 

38 growers (24 growers in the sample did not have a telephone number listed 

on the survey Est, or the number was incorrect). 

Of the 64 growers, eight had not received the survey package and they 

were ment a package. Twenty-one growers, a i l  of whom 1 spoke to, said they 

would fil1 out the survey and that the survey was "in the mail", including one by 



e-mail. Twelve growers indicated that they may or may not retum the survey. 

Two growers chose not to participate in the study. It was agreed upon 

consultation with advisors that the anticipateci number "in the mail" and 

"maybe" replies (total of 33) from the growers was suffcient and that additional 

calls would not be made due to the excess expense and time delay (34  weeks 

after mail out) of the foiIow up. 

In total, the number of retumed sweys was 48 of which, 36 sweys  

were usable, 10 surveys were unusable (including seven growers who chose not 

to participate in the study because t k y  no longer thought of themselves as 

certifieci organic or vendors of organic produce to the public, and thtee who 

unable to complete the swey for a variety of personal reasons. Twenty 

surveys were retumed as a resuit of the telephone follow up. 

Summary of Response Rate 

From the total number of surveys sent out (where 150 surveys = 100%) 48 

surveys (32%) were retumed or accounted for. This is considered a good 

response rate for a small sarnple of respondents with "survey fatigue". The 48 

returned surveys were composed of the following: 

36 usable (24% of total sample; N=36) 
10 unusable (6.6% of total sarnple) 
2 2  
48 Total retufned surveys 

As used in the anaiysis below, N= total number of usable surveys, and n= 

nurnber of respondents to a question. 



4.3 Social Analysis 

In defining what the social aspects of foodsheds are, the growers were 

asked to elabrate on: (1) education, (2) cwperation, and (3) the social 

comection between people, land, food, and culture. 

4.3.1 Education 

The fmt two survey questions asked the growers how education can bring 

about social benefits in a foodsheâ as individuals or through organizations. The 

grower's responses to both questions were very sunilar in content, making few 

distinct comrnents about individuals or utgariizations. Therefore, I have 

combined the responses to the two questions and grouped the data into the 

following five categories: 

I . who to educate; 

2. where to educate people; 

3. what the content of education should be; 

4. practical education techniques for individuals and organizations; and 

5. when are the best times for growers to educate people. 

1. Who to Educate 

Few growers specifically named the target of their educational efforts. 

However, hplicit in M u  answer, they strongly refer to the masses of urban 

consumers who have yet to be persuadeci or convinced to buy organic food. The 

second most muent response was the education of feilow organic growers in 

the methds of f d  production, processing and marketing. 



2. Where to educate 

The settings named in which to educate the general public and feUow 

growers include the foilowing: 

farmers markets, urban settings 
farm tours, open houses 
newsletters, brochures 
annual community events, fa11 fairs 
conferences, speakers, trade shows 
workshops, kitchen table meetings 
CO-operatives, Community Shared Agriculture 
retail stores, and restaurants 

Other locations and media narned less frequently were: 
cancer support groups, for chernical pesticide free food 
newspaper articles 
demonstration plots 
displays 
schools 
TV programs 
public health units 

The first group of places represent settings in which growers have, or can 

gain, easier access to an audience. While the latter group require institutional 

support or interested contacts to access. Although the latter group of locations 

and media were named less frequently they can nevertheless be very effective 

and reach a wide audience. 

The grower's made their greatest distinction between an individual or 

organizational preference of location in which to educate others. The most 

popular settings for individual growers were settings where growers could have 

personal conversations with customers and answer questions. The most popular 

of these settings were at famer's markets and giving tours of their own farm 

("open houses", CSA's). The use of brochures was also very popular for 

individual growers to educate the public. 



The growers felt tbat organizations were best suited to educating and 

communicating with the public and other growers through newsletters, social 

events, fali fairs, conferences and trade shows. The growers defineci the roIe of 

organizations as information providers (i.e. growing techniques, to create 

teaching packages), organization and coordination for discussion and debate of 

issues (Le. newsletters, web site, meetings), and to facilitate comecting growers 

with the public (i.e. local producer lists and maps at no cost). Only two growers 

stated that organizations would function best by organizing the foodshed 

structures, but not to cake an active interventionkt role in grower activities. The 

respondents dislike of institutions, organizations and bureaucracy was also 

reflected in other cornments of the survey and by other growers. 

3. Education Content 

Three ideas emerged from the survey questions about what growers think 

should be used to educate the above groups about organic agriculture: 

1. how food is produced including techniques and tools (healthy soi1 grows 
healthy food, no artificiai inputs such as herbicides, pesticides, dmgs and 
hormones, geneticaiiy engineered species); 
2. to make a logical link between eating local organic food to benefit and 
support the local economy; 
3. to describe the nutritional value of organic food and why it is better for 
personal health. 

These ideas reflect the market orientation of the grower's perspective. The 

growers are specifically focusing on trying to educate the consumer about the 

above three points in order to make the most impact on the consumer and seU 

their goods. A positive "win-win" message is described in the points above 

about quality of nuüitious food bat economicaily supports local fannem. The 

growers believe that once consumers understand why they should buy organic 

food, they will. Therefore, the grower's market potential is lirnited to sensitizing 



the consumer about the benefits of organic agriculture. The content of this 

consumer education is limited to the interaction time that a consumer has with 

growers or the Limited space of a sign or brochure. 

4. Practical Education Techniques 

The grower should show pride in the product. Where possible, the grower 

should advertise and show others by example and practice. The grower should 

make idormation available to consumers (personal contact1 tallring with 

customers, pictures, pamphlets, recipes). The grower should involve people to 

participate dirough activities (famüies, especially children) and share 

information with others at no cost with volunteers, internships, youth 

employment. Lastly, the grower should support the community food banks and 

kitchens. 

5. Preferred t h e  to educate the public 

The seasonal nature of organic agriculture in Ontano is stressed by the growers 

for appropriate times to educate the public. The growers specified that organic 

organizations should hold educational events kom November through Febmary 

so that growers can attend without missing time during the growing season. 

The growers were asked if the foodshed metaphor could be useful to them 

as a way to think about and teach others in working towards a better world? 

The response rate was: 

Yes 28 80% 
No 4 1 1.4% 
P t h e E w  
n= 35 100% 

Eighty percent of those responding to the question (n=35) thought that the 

foodshed was a useful consmct for thought and action. The growers descnbed 



the foodshed as an encompassing word to discuss a multitude of agricultural, 

economic, and environmental issues. The growers stated the use of a foodshed 

to describe their individuai action within a greater context or structure, saying 

that foodsheds can be readily adapted to suit their local circumstances. 

Specificaliy, the growers in their survey respoases applied the use of "foodsheds" 

to tiiink about marketing strategies, the circulation of local dollars for economic 

irnprovement, and to reduce transportation cost and pollution. 

Marketing within a local foodshed helps growers discuss strategies to tap 

into their local consumer potential. In this meaning, a foodshed defines a sense 

of place for a community's food supply. As growers educate more consumers 

about the diverse benefits of a selfireliant food system (health, environmental, 

social, etc.) local growerconsumer relationships will increase in number and 

strengthen the famier's economic viability. 

A foodshed would help link a growef s thinking about the travel distance 

of food to relatively local ecologicai areas (i.e. bioregions). One third (32.1%) of 

the growers in favour of the foodshed metaphor voluntady applied it to the 

reduction of transportation distance. The reduction of transportation distance, 

cost and poliution at the same tirne support the value of organic produce 

(nutritional quality and fieshness) and increase self-reüance of local food 

~ U P P ~ Y .  

The foodshed metaphor cari help build a sense of local cornmunity one 

grower said which "is already happening throughout the Province as growers get 

together to improve their irnmediate world". Another grower, building on a 

combination of common ideas, understood the foodshed metaphor to be: "We 

were ail taught what a watershed was in school and learned about a 'food chain', 

why not a 'foodshed'? 



The growers ba t  did not find the foodshed metaphor useful(11.4%, n=35) 

or had no opinion (8.396, n=35) had most difficulty in interpreting it. The basic 

definition provided in the survey (Dennition: a "foodshed describes a local or 

regionally based food system, that is self-reliant and uses organic rnethods of 

production) was not sufnciently defined for them. The rneanings of "local", "self- 

reliant" and "orgaaic" posed confusion. Other responses stated that a foodshed 

was not feasible because organic food is treated as a specidty not a staple food. 

Second, the viabiity of local foodsheds in rurai areas was questioned due to the 

lack of population fiom which to draw customers and the premium price organic 

food currently demands. Third, the definition and intent of the word " fdshed"  

could be CO-opted to have different rneanings (i.e. the global foodshed based on 

the leading bio-technology in agri-business) so basic principles need to be 

stressed rather than attachent to one term. Fourth, the similarity of a 

foodshed to a warshed may attach the idea of water aggregatioa to food 

aggregation in distribution. This interpretation may re-enforce the linear and 

cumulative m d e l  of conventional food distribution. Fifth, one grower 

questioned the ability of foodsheds to feed the world ushg organic methods of 

production. 

4.3.2 Co-operation 

The growers were asked if specific forms of CO-operation will contribute to 

personal and community benefit. The results are s h o w  in Table 1 below: 



Table 1. Fomis of Co-operation Conaibuthg to Personal and Community Benefit. 

The growers show a high degree of support for co-operation in marketing 

as individuals with other growers in the same market (8 1 -8%) and together as a 

group to supply larger markets (84.4%). The growers strongly thhk (9 1.4%) that 

Fom of Co-operation 
1. Marketing to complement (not compete 
with) other local organic growers. 
2. Marketing with a group of growers to 
serve a larger market. 
3. W i g l y  share ideas, experience, tirne, 
resources, with other organic growers. 
4. Linking with other organic organizations 
and businesses. 

sharing ideas, experience, tirne, resources, with other organic growers, and that 

Linking with other organic businesses and organizations (93.8%) would result in 

personal and comrnunity benefit. Overaii, the growers indicate strong support 

for co-operation. 

When asked which form of co-operation is the most important the growers 

chose Nurnber 3 with Number 2 as a close second. It should be noted that 

n 

32 

32 

35 

L 

32 

several growers chose more than one or all of the co-operation forms as equally 

important. 

The growers were most wilhg to co-operate with other growers by 

Yes(%) 

81.8 

84.4 

91.4 

93.8 

sharing ideas, experience, tirne, and resources. Most practical problems can be 

solved through their collective knowleâge and experience. By creating a strong 

network of people with a shared pufpose, the larger group together can pool 

resources to buy farrning implements, process food, and market to compete with 

No(%) 

18.2 

15.6 

8.6 

6.2 

large scale imported food fiom for example, CaWomia. 

The willingness of the growers to coilaborate to serve a larger market was 

a close second because the sharing of information leads to ceoperation in 



marketing. A few of reasons are: to have greater visibility when starting to 

market, to pool resources for advertising, to buy and seil at better prices, to be 

able to service the volume required in city markets and large suppliers, and to 

mate a greater draw of customers (Le. organic farmer's market). Three or four 

growers indicated that they already market with an informal group of other 

growers. OntarBio, Ontario's ûrganic Dairy Co-operative was noted as a 

successful exarnple of a formal marketing group. Although very w i h g  to CO- 

operate in this manner, some growers felt unable to do so, due to the lack of 

other proXimate growers. Another grower noted that the quality of produce 

may aiso Vary too much between growers to maintain an acceptable level of 

quality . 
In the two most popular foms of CO-operation (Numbers 3 and 4) several 

growers felt that once the network of contacts and ünks are made with 

organizations and businesses the marketing rnethod will foilow with greater 

ease. 

Responses that did not support ceoperation stresseci that a certain arnount 

of cornpetition is beneficid to improve quality and price. Cornpetition in a fair 

and honest market based on the best product is what some growers want 

although, fair market conditions and a high consumer abiiity to make an 

informeci decision are currently significant barriers. As well, a strong 

independent grower attitude viewed organizations and CO-operation as "a waste 

of time and money" if the individual could find or create their own market niche. 

433  Connection between people, Iand, food, and culture 

The comection between people, land, food and culture, was proposeci to 

the growers as elements in the cohesive community. This comection may 



include elements of social, spintual, andor philosophical ways of life. When 

asked their opinion about this connection to bring about social weli-king, their 

response was aimost haif (48.68, n=17) in support of the idea, 28.6% (n=lO) 

against, and 22.8% (n=8) with neuiral or no comment. 

The gowers in support of the idea were divided equaiiy among three 

groups. One group liked the connotation of religion, quasi-religion, or Earth- 

centred spirituality. They commnted on the divine intercomection of a i i  life, 

the cosmos, the Earth's cycles and festivals to celebtate. 

The second p u p  felt that ttiis connection was the "ceason or fuel" for their 

way of life. The social connection is the set of basic values they hold and work 

towards. They seek to cultivate social support, physicd and emotional health, 

respect for themselves, respect for others and the land. As one grower said: 

People who have a closer comection to the land are more apt to care for 
nature better. People who are comected to the community work harder 
for its bettement. 

So, the closer this personai connection one feels, the more likely they are to act 

upon it. 

The t k d  group whik supporting the idea gave comments about what 

barriers are needed to overcorne and how to operationalize such an idea. One 

grower felt that the "organic culture lacks a spiritual centre" and bat until 

cornrnon values and shared meaning is achieved, it wiii remain a sub-culture. 

Another felt that creating such a comection is very difficult in Canada because 

of the nature of modern marketing, namely, distance traveiled and grower 

access to market place. An "organic way of lifen may not be a public raiiying 

point, but grower-consumer relationships may !ead urban consumers to a more 

meaningfbl ünk to the culture and location of t5ei. food production. 



The growers who expressai negative comments disliked the religious 

suggestion and felt that an "organic culturew was the main problern for organic 

growers. They felt autonomous and individual freedom was threatened by 

connotations of "exc1usivism, eiitism, isolation, and intolerance of diversity". For 

example, one grower said in response to the question "Great idea but teii single 

mothers who can't afford organic and have no time for markets or speciaity 

items. The foodshed is essentially at present an ' eh '  culture." 1 have observeci 

during the fieldwork a number of examples confimiiag that organic agriculture 

currently serves the weaLthy elite of society. The "organic culture" can have a 

negative air of intolerance which may k t  new individuals from participating. 

Two growers continued to move away h m  socid matters and insist that 

organic growers treat farming strictly as a business. They felt that growers must 

act as professionals in order to improve their image and profile. Another grower 

suggested that "organic culture" was merely being used as a marketing 

opportunity to sel1 more product and was not t d y  practiced. Two other 

growers were discouraged by the question saying that not enough people cared 

and that my survey questions should be directed more to effective means of 

pest control. 

4.3.4 Organizatianal Barriers 

The grower's responses to what barriers organic organizations must 

overcome to make local foodsheds become a reality were categorized as intemal 

and external. 



Interna1 Barriers 

The internal barriers that the growers identified dealt with capacity, 

image, and internai division. Fit, the growers identified limited production and 

organizational capacity in Ontario's organic agriculture. The problem of too few 

organic growers lirriîs production capacity and reduces the selection and 

steadiness of a local year round food supply. The low number of growers also 

results in a low level of participation in organizational activities during the year, 

because they are too busy working. To cornpouad low number of growers, 

organic organizations are nui by volunteers at all levels. 

Second, the growers perceived the image of organic organizations as 

inefficient and costly. The unstable participation rates over tirne and high 

turnover of executive positions can hinder developrnent of organizational 

capacity over tirne. The hi@ cost of certification was mentioned by many smaU 

growers to be a barrier for entering new markets. The growers perceived 

organic agriculture to Iack visibility and advertising exposure in the media 

compared with the conventional food system. In addition to the lack of a 

positive public image, the growers felt the need to remove fiom themselves the 

negative images of an "exclusive, 6û's image, and over-zealous evangelical 

growers". 

The third intemal barrier the growers identified was the internal divisions 

among and within organic orgaaizations. The organizations compte with each 

other, are becoming more speciakd, and have been said to neglect their appeal 

to small growers. It was dso felt that there is lack of CO-ordination between 

growers and organizations in efforts to supply produce to local markets. One 

grower said that "Internai strife must be resolved to present a unified and 

professional front." For example, in Onracio there are four "Certification 

Ptocesses" or bodies, and a total of 42 in Canada. This high number of 



mganbations represents the wide interad disagreement on the definition of 

what is "organicn at the federal level. 

Extemal Barriers 

The organic growers identifid three extemal barriers. Fit, consumer 

attitude and awareness level about organic agriculture is still low. The consumer 

focuses mainly on the issues of price and appeatance when buying organic food. 

The growers would iike to educate the consumer why seasonal supply and the 

quality of organic food is superior to conventional and irnpted food. 

Second, competition wiîh large corporations that have wide media access, 

advertising, and domination of main market channels pose a significant barrier 

to organic growers. These corporations use conventional production methods, a 

large degree of food processing, and global distribution. They dominate the 

mainstream market, and in many ways, they represent the oppsite of organic 

agriculture. The growers also perceiveci a market competition coming h m  local 

urban gardeners who supply themselves wiih many sirnilar types of food as the 

organic growers. 

Third, several organic growers noted lack of technical and financial support 

from the Ontario Minisûy of Agriculture, F d  and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA) and 

the Agricultural Colieges of Ontario now part of the University of Guelph. As 

well, the organic growers described opposition fiom local conventional growers, 

supporting organizations (i.e. Ontario Federation of Agriculture), and in national 

trade agreements (NAFTA, GATT). As a result of disinterest from conventional 

agriculture, m i e  organizations, and goverament, many organic growers feel 

they lack the institutional and financial resources to start-up or expand their 

operations. 



4.4 Economic Analysis 

The growers were asked questions about how they, and community, could 

benefit economicaiiy through their use of different market places and marketing 

strategies. 

4.4.1 Market Places 

For the types of market places they use, the growers were asked about: 

1. the use of diverse market places; 

2. the benefits of supplying local customers; 

3. what the present market places tell us about the scaie of a fdshed;  and 

4. would market places be different in an ideal fdshed.  

1. Diversity of Market Places 

A strong majority (85.3%, n=34) of the growers agreed that econornic 

benefits would be gained if a diversity of market places were used. The main 

reason given was to create easy access for consumers to organic food. The 

diversity of consumers and their preferences demands a diversity of market 

places. Easy access for the consumer ailows the growers to interact and educate 

customers about organic agriculture. For the grower, a diversity of market 

places aUows hirn or her to chose or define the market type based on their 

product, to suit their personality type (Le. some grower's prefer not to 

coordinate a CSA), and ability to enter a market place, such as a farmer's market 

table rent, or a wholesale buying club. If growers use a diversity of market 

places, then they can adapt more readily to changing market trends as consumer 

preference develops. Two growers used the saying "Don't put ail your eggs in 

one basket" in response to the question. Diversity to them rneans basic econornic 

survival. 



Thme growers, who supported diversity, described how they thought 

about adapting to the market. They described that their choice of market place 

should follow ecology, as their growing techniques do. The idea of linking 

ecology to marketing was explicitly described by the grower to be an aspect of a 

bioregiond food system. In a bioregionaüy based food system, such as a 

foodshed, a grower's selection of market place depends on local geography (i.e. 

where the farm is in relation to ecological features such as a watershed or river 

valley) and consideration of the hwnan population and their interaction with 

that place (Le. demographics and iifestyle choices). Therefore, the application of 

an area's distinct charactenstics, assist growers to choose or create the best type 

of market place for their area. 

Those growers that disagreed (1 1.4%, n=34) with the use of a diversity of 

market places to gain economic benefit, answered from a personal utility 

perspective, rather than a theoretical perspective with the whole organic grower 

cornrnunity in mind. Two growers felt that it would be more efficient (more 

economic and less physical work) for a grower to deal with one profitable 

market than two or three unprofitable ones, depending on what is produced, the 

area, and it's population. Another grower felt that one central local market is 

best. 

2. Supply of Local Customers 

The qualitative responses to this question did not fall into "agreeIdisagree" 

categories consistent with the quantitative format of the question. The growers 

gave many qualifying statements to their answers. I decided to report their 

answers using the context given to me, rather than forcing a less meaningful or 

less accurate resdt. 



The majority of responses supported the notion that more economic 

benefits would be gained by growers if they largely supplied local customers. 

Quality, freshness and a reasonable price are basic requirements for any grower 

to be successful. These requirements are fulnlled more readily by growers 

when they seU in market places closer to, or fiom the f m .  Growers Save on 

iransportation costs, packaging, advertking, and loss to spoilage. When growers 

sell more locaily they tend to make more direct sales, retalliing more profits, 

which are often lost to intemiediaries. SeiIing produce as close to home as 

possible is better suited to smaü scale growers, as it is difficult to, for exarnple, 

sen bulk soybeans if your area has a low population. 

"Selling cioser to home", as several growers put it, is more compatible with 

their philosophy of low energy and fuel consumption (for environmental 

reasoas) and enables the grower to provide the high quaiity and service'that 

consumers enjoy ftom direct contact with the primary producer. 

3. What market places tell us about the scale of a foodshed 

Almost haif (47.1%, n=34) of the growers said the scale of foodsheds is 

small. They describeci small in many different ways: 

. . . in smail pockets, srnall marketers, marketing is sti i l  Young, quite smail 
for some products and adequate for others, srnal l  of course - [which is] not 
a bad thing, small supply, should be smail and localized as is practically 
possible, foodsheds are best in smaller regional scale, most [produce] 
should come fiom a tadius of let's Say 50 miles, smaU volumes, and 1-296 
percent of market the share. 

Four growers (1 1.8%) consider the world as the present scale of the 

foodshed. Two growers who support a global scale want to teach organic 

growers to increase their scale of production, get business training and expand 

the organic market to realize greater potentiai in foreign urban centres. They 

emphasized cooperative shipping methods to cut costs and supply larger 



markets, using the Intemet for communication and orders. As the one grower 

put it "becorne serious business paruiers!" Another responded that present 

growers will adapt their %ale to supply market demand, but said 

"organic food marketing has recapitulated the development of food 
marketing from small scale local and diverse to large scale, international 
and monoculture with complex distribution networks." 

One grower, who selis bu& grain wishes to increase the scale of production 

in order to eliminate the need for off-farm jobs. Another grower noted that the 

scale of foodsheds is decreasing in size, from global to more local, as marketing 

becomes more consumer orien ted. 

4. Market places in an ideal foodshed 

The growers were asked if market places would be different in an ideal 

foodshed. Half (51.4%- n=35) of the growers said "yes", 17.1% said "no" and 

3 1.4% did not comment. 

One third of the 5 1.4% of the growers described a reliance on year round 

integrated local supply with irnported food for diversity. Consurnption would 

match production with litîle waste and minimai packaging. Prices would be 

scaled down to be more competitive with conventionai food, and surplus food 

could be distributed to citizens with low income. Market places would be more 

consumer oriented, including: produce stores, CO-operatives, wholesale food 

services, farmers markets (for locals and tourists), farm gate, restaurants, CSAs, 

and "comrnissioned growers". Consumers would have access to more information 

and education about the food they buy. Verifiable food labels would indicate 

where and how the food was grown (i.e. organic, semi-organic, conventional). 

Of the growers responding "no", only one gave a comment saying "1 am 

afraid there is no such thing as an ideal foodshed." The other five growers who 



did not give comrnents either had sirnilar thoughts about the f d s h e d  concept, 

or believe that current market places are satisfactory. 

4.4.2 Marketing Strategies 

For marketing strategies, the growers were asked to rate the importance 

(using a scale of High, Medium, Low, or Not at AU) of the foiiowing strategies to 

stimulate the economy of a local foodshed: 

1. Using innovative grower-customer arrangements (i.e. Community Shared 
Agriculture, co-operatives, barter, deiiveted food boxes, etc.); 
2. using value added activities (i.e. processing, tourism, pick-your-own); 
3. using more direct marketing to decrease the nuniber of intermediaries (i.e. 
processors, dismbutors) between the grower and customers; 
4. being certif~ed organic by marketing organizaîions (Le. OCLA- Ontario, 
OCPP, Demeter, etc.): 
5. produce food or products that substitute for presently imported ones; and 
6. to be flexibk and adapt to current market trends. 

The results for how important the growers rated each strategy are summarized 

in Table 2. 

1. Grower-Customer 
Arrangements 
2. Value added 

1 3. Direct marketing 

5. Import 
substitution 
6. Flexibility to adapt 

y Levels of Importance 
High % 1 Medium % Low % Not at A 

% 



The ability to be flexible and adapt to current market trends (Number 6) was 

clearly the most important with 88.6% of respondents giving it a high rating. 

Direct marketing strategies (Nwnber 3) was highly rated by 58.8% of the 

growers. The other three strategies (Numbers 1.2, and 5) rated high with more 

or less than 50% of the growers. Otganic certification (Number 4) received the 

lowest relative rating of importance with 41.7% in the "high" category and the 

greatest percent of growers (8.3%) rating it as "not at ail" important. 

When asked which of the marketing strategies the growers felt most 

strongly about, approximately one third of the growers chose direct marketing 

(Number 3). They commented that brokers and intermediaries currently make 

up a large portion of the total price on organic food. Marketing directly keeps 

prices d o m  and makes it rnore accessible in order to encourage buyers. One 

grower noted a social benefit of direct marketing in his comment " . . . relational 

commerce leads to trust and fiiendship [which] equals loyalty - this is it - fair 

and just r e m  for food builds community." A direct sale from producer to 

consumer without rniddle brokerage retains a greater portion of the net profit 

for the grower. A large scale grower expressed the need for a distributor to 

handle their marketing until they become more proficient and cornfortable 

(educated) with theu increase in production and marketing. 

Certification (Number 4) was the next most important marketing strategy. 

Certification tends to benefit Iarger scale growers rnore because the cost of 

becoming certified is presently too high for many smal l  growers. A few 

comments suggested that it would be better if there was only one self-regulated 

certification body, instead of four in Ontario and 42 across Canada. Certifieci food 

would make clear the present confusion about the dennition of "organic" for the 

consumer. 



There were few comments about flexibility and adapting to current market 

trends. Given it's high rating of importance, growers assume this marketing 

strategy to be a necessity. The foremost thought of organic marketers is how to 

seli what they grow. 

Additional Marketing S trategies 

Communication is an important marketing strategy that growers believe 

will stimulate the local economy and increase the economic benefit for growers. 

Throughout the fieldwork and s w e y  responses came the cry "Educate, educate, 

educate!" The traditional f o m  of communication and education in society have 

not yet recognized the principles and benefits of organic production methods, 

community-based econornic and social development. Society's main institutions 

for communication and education, namely the schools and universities, 

goverment, and mainstream media, are slow to change. The organic growers 

represent a Ieading edge in society and must, continue to compensate for the 

lack of institutional support they receive. 

A number of suggestions came fornard from the growers about how to 

apply better communication strategies. 

work with other growers 
foodshed "trouble shooter" visiting local areas 
seil positive aspects Le. health and nutrition, environment, 
demonstrate superior quality of food in freshness, taste, and variety 

(especiaUy local and heritage varieties) 
create organic grower address üsts and maps 
involve children in the growing process 
circulate newspaper articles that conttadict organic principles and explain why 
increase use of communication channels available to growers Le. Intemet, 

group talks, farm tours, food faits, health food stores, restaurants 



4.5 Environmental Analysis: Four Cbaracteristics 

The environmental characteristics of a desirable foodshed that growers 

fiom the fieldwork said helped them to think about and work towards were: 

1. A reliance on lorally produced food; 

2. A supply of seasonal fresh and stored food (i.e. cold cellar); 

3. Organic merhods of food production; 

4. Living with an "organic" frame of mind, philosophy. 

These characteristics were put forward in the survey to be ranked individually 

for their importance. The results are as foilows in Table 3. 

Table 3. The importance levels for environmental characteristics of a desirable 
foodshed. 
Characteristic 1 nlvery  1 hnporiant Not 

Important 
2 6.1% 

2 6.1% 

O 0.0% 

3 9.1% 

1. Locally produced 
food 
2. Seasonal and 
stored supply 
3. Organic production 
methods 
4. "ûrganic" 
philosoph y 

The first two characteristics continue to have a high level of importance for 

growers at 72.7% each. In my observations with the growers, these two 

charactenstics compliment each other, and consistently are often spoken of 

together. Organic production methods are very important for 78.1 %, and 

important for 21 -9% of the growers. As expected, none of the growers marked 

organic production methods as not important. 

Over haif (57.6%) of the growers felt that living by an "organic" philosophy 

was very important. In generai, living by an "organic" philosophy received 

33 

33 

32 

33 

24 

24 

S5 

19 

Immrtant 
72.7% 

72.7% 

78.1% 

57.6% 

7 

7 

7 

11 

21.2% 

21.2% 

21.9% 

33.3% 



Iower raihg of importance compared with the first three characteristics. This 

result is consistent with grower opinions relating to negative reiigious 

connotations and exclusive attitudes stereotyped by an "organic frame of rnind." 

The question asked about characteristics that would assist growers to think 

about and solve environmental problems while working towards a desirable 

foodshed. The growers from the fieldwork and survey pretest helped me amive 

at the four characteristics listed above. As much difficulty 1 had in phrasing the 

question, many growers had more difficulty answering it. A Little less than half 

of the growers either did not understand what 1 trieci to ask, or simply gave no 

comment. The words of contention are: environmental, local, organic (for 

method of production), and "orgariic" fiame of mind or phiiosophy. One grower 

thought the "organic philosophy" subject was off topic or on the "fii.ngel', while 

two others expressed "'organic' - what is that!?" and "reiigious!?*" 1 was 

corrected by another grower to use the term " holistic" instead of "organic" 

referring to the fourth characteristic. 

4-51 Combining Market and Ecological Areas 

The grower's response rate was low to the question about defining a 

foodshed by combtoing its market area with its ecological area. A Little more 

than haif of the growers responded to the question. The question essentiaiiy 

made the proposal to link ecmomics with the naturai environment. This 

proposal would be accomplished by overlapping a regional marketing area with 

a bioregion. Most growers interpreted the question differently to propose 

overlapping a growing area with a bioregion. This explains their support for 

native or weli adaptai crops to be grown in seas suited for them. This different 



proposal too would reap economic benefits for the grower, due to less pest and 

disease damage. 

The growers who understood the intention of my question did not support 

it. Fht, one grower recognized that the current globai food system is exactly the 

overiap I proposai, but at the globai scale. He or she believed that he features 

and complexity of a food system at a local or even regional sale is currently not 

possible with the present organic market potential. Second, in Ontario's best 

agricultural lands production greatly exceeds local consumption due to low 

popdation. Third, ecoiogical areas and their perceived boudaries are too 

variable to support a product within it. 

4.6 L o d  Geography Analysis 

To define the local geographical conditions in which growers operate, they 

were asked questions about the importance of certain Limits of their foodshed. 

The growers were asked how important it is to be geographicaiiy close to: 

1. a buying population; 
2. other organic growers; 
3. off farm suppiies (Le. seeds, plant material, fuel, machinery, tools; and 
4. information and resources. 

The results are summarized in Table 4. 



Table 4. The importance of geographic proximity for fdshed limiting 
conditions. 

Limiting Condition 

Buying Population 

Other Organic Gmwers 

Off fann Supplies 

Information and 
Resources 

Importance 
Medium 
importance 

Low Not at AU 
importance Important 

A buying population received a high rating by 83% of the growers. Proxunity to 

other organic growers was of medium to high importance with a s u m  of 69%. 

Geographic proxirnity to off farm supplies was not distinguished by any 

particular Ievel of importance but received general support as a limiting 

condition. Geographic proxirnity to information and resources was of medium 

importance to 40% of the growers. The availability and access to information 

locally did not pose a Limit to 17% and low importance to 20% of the growers. 

When asked to choose the most important limiting condition from the four 

listed above (see Table 4), 74% of the growers selected a buying population, 

c o n F i g  their support with the first part of the question. The grower's 

descriptions of the Limiting conditions of distance to a buying population were 

grouped into two topics. 

The first topic concerns supply and dernand. Rural regions have low 

populations. resulting in less demand. Urban centres with higher populations 

currently lack demand, because growers are lirnited by lack of advertking and 

access to market places. Growers feel lirnited by the local growing and harvest 

seasons to supply customers who want, for example, fresh tomatoes year round. 

Increased distances between grower and a buying population decreases the 



predictability and regularity of purchases, which in tum, reduces the growds 

opportunity to educate the customer (i.e, farm tours). Increased distances to a 

buying population may require a dismbutor, which limits a grower's economic 

benefit from direct marketing. 

The second group of limitations of k i n g  geographicaily close to a buying 

population is institutionai and bureaucratie in nature. Urban centres have by- 

law restrictions lirniting the nature of farming activities within a city and in it's 

outskirts. The cost of land and associated taxes surroundhg cities are higher, 

posing a strong disincentive for growers to invest in farms locating as close as 

possible to the large urban buying population. Close geographic proximity of a 

farm to urban centres has the common limitation of increased pollution. While 

locating further away from wban centres cancels out the ecological efficiency 

gained through proximity. 

The worthwhile driving time ro market was exarnined as a geographic 

iimiting condition. Thneequarîers of the growers thought that driving time is of 

high importance (from a scaie of: high, medium, low and not at all important) as 

a lirniting factor. The four categones of time duration's (less than 30 minutes, 45 

minutes, one hou, one hou. 15 minutes and longer) proved to be useful. 

The driving duration of tess than 30 minutes was preferred by half of the 

growers. Less than 30 minutes driving time sui& the fast paced lives of many 

consumers today. For the gmwer, the shortest driving time will encourage a 

regular clientele to the fann and faciiitate their ducation. The closer one can 

get to the market place, the better. Perishable foods, such as eggs and 

vegetables, will show the benefit of the shortest travel tirne, especidy in non- 

refiigerated vehicles, c haracteristic of smaller scale producers. The shortes t 

driving tirne reduces fuel expense for the individual, reduces vehicle pollution 



and relieves traffic. Growers are more likely to mvei farther than customers, 

unless the customer is hïghly motivated. For the grower, the farther the 

distance the larger the value of food needs to be sold in order to economicaily 

justisf the trip. 

Forty-five minute driving time is iikely to be travelled mostly by growers 

or marketers. This length of drive means earlier hours of work and limits the 

possibility of re-stocking during the market day. 

A one hour driving time may require different larger vehicles, ovemight 

storage space, and refiigeration. Most customers wiil probably not drive one 

hour d e s s  for a week-end visit. For the grower, driving one hou away from 

the farm may prove to be a less satisfying lifestyle. 

One hour and 15 minutes or longer is acceptable or desirable depending on 

how large the market is, what else is there, and if the prices are acceptable. in 

this case, "profit determines acceptable drive tirne" said one grower. 

In summary, a customer will travel less than 30 minutes, but a grower 

wil l  travel up to one hour or longer in order to reach enough customers to meet 

his or her production. One grower related driving t h e  limits to the market 

place type: 30 minutes for retail customers, 45 minutes wholesale, and one hou. 

plus for buying clubs. 

The geographical limits of a foodshed may also be defined by different 

crop types (Le. fresh fruit and vegetables, cereal p i n s ,  d&y, and meat). Just 

over three quarters of the growers rated different crop types as high in defining 

the limitùig conditions of a foodshed. The grower's focus was to supply a diverse 

and balanced diet. They stresseci diversity of food type as more important that 

the quantity produceci. The geographical limits of a foodshed can be defined by 



the types of crops suitable to an area's characteristics. These characteristjcs 

Ecological features (such as soi1 type and climate zone), 
Nutrition (growing perishable foods in season and storage crops for the 

winter), 
The urban landscape (growing crops to discourage vandalism), and 
Penshability of the crop or rneans of preservation of the food (Le. shortest 

distance for soft fruits and vegetables, medium to longer distances for 
meat, dairy, and grains.) 

With respect to aii of these conditions (diverse and balanced diet, quality, 

quantity, ecology, population distribution and market size) the difference of crop 

type should not Limit supply if the availability is coordinated by the growers. 

Additional geographical limiting conditions growers consider for a foodshed are: 

demographic composition: population and market potentiai for large cities 
geographic location of fann (i.e. Sault Ste. Marie would have a larger foodshed 

than Guelph because of the growing conditions) 
state of land fkom former agricultural practices lirnits the ability to for 

transition to an organic foodshed 
debate over what is more environmentally benign: grow ftesh vegetables in 

the winter or import the produce 

4.7 General Impressions of a Foodshed 

The growers were asked what is the most important category to focus on: 

(1) environment, (2) social, or (3) economic. Their responses are summarized ia 

Table 5. 



The growers were split among the choices, with a slightly higher focus on 

economic aspects (38%). The basic reason given for an economic focus was that 

the gmwers felt an individual farm must be able to support itself financially. 

Without economic viabiity of individual fanns it is difficult for organic growers 

to accomplish their primary goal of food production. The growers suggesting an 

economic focus felt that social and environmental goals, are more readily 

achieved fiom a viable economic base. Several respondents chose economics 

because they assumed and explicitly said, that they as organic growers, who by 

definition care for and focus on the environment. In the current political 

climate, the growers felt that an economic focus and method of reasoning would 

be most effective in efforts to lobby the present govemment. 1 note the 

foilowing economic arguments: farm viability, creation and retention of 

livelihoods (jobs, employrnent), stimulation of the economy through increasing 

the organic market, and govenunent savings in health care and environmental 

protection and clean up. 

Several respcmses to the question suggested that aU three categories must 

be combined together for a weil rounded, holistic approach to food system 

problems. As al1 of the food system's parts are inter-related, emphasis on one 

factor imbalances the whole. One grower described organic agriculture as 

Table 5. Organic grower focus for foodsheds. 

Percent of Growers 

21% 

18% 

38% 

-430~ 

Environment 

Social 

Economic 

Number of Crowers 

(n=34) 

7 

6 

13 



"organic growing is not a b u t  an 'either/orl patadigm, it is 'and' - diversity and 

inkgration of physical, intefiectual, and spirituai realities. Ali aspects are 

important." 

To swnmarize, many of the responses far each of the three categories were 

similar in nature. A comment wodd Say that category "X" should be the focus 

for organic growers, and the other two will foUow naiuraily. The environment 

and social categories both had several comments that suggested this line of 

thought. Two foci that were not offered in the question were health and 

farmhg. The growers bat gave these comments felt they were more important 

than the three provided. 

In general, when asked what they thought about the idea of a "foodshed", 

69% (n=32) of the growers iiked the idea, 16% disiiked it, and 16% did not select 

like or dislike and gave a neutral comment. 

Consistent with my methodology that atkmpts to draw out organic grower 

opinion, and report the dynamics of our food systern from their perspective, I 

present their comments as the last word, including the g d ,  bad, and 

indifferen t: 

Like: 
It ad& to the community without taking m a y  anything. 

It is an environmentally sou& idea and would srne millions of dollars of 
resources 

I just think it is a good idea and if fends ifselftu success. 

New concept, a bit vague, very adaptabfe to local needrfperceptions. 

It can flrnction as an analogy. 

I don? disiike the concept but acting localiy is just the beginning that gives a 
sofid basis to where wc want tu go, to a healthy environmentally sustainable 
world. 



if has great social, environmental and economic beneflts but will have to fonn 
on ifs own market forces. 

A new idea; should be well planned and organized! 

I think ifs great but I do think the emphasis should be on graving and supplying 
food locally before the idea of doing it organically enfers into it. 

Human bodies derive most benqîtfiom food grown in their local ciimate. 

Competition is always healthy - but equally importunt is the fellowship and 
relationships which are created amongst like-minded people. 

[Like] but not easy to &fine. 

I like free CO-operation among producers and consumers. 

The average person (consumer) needr a model or a program to relate to. Most 
common perception of organic gravers is a "wann fiuzy " feeling that we are 
concerned and caring farmerslgrowers we can educate better, market better as 
part of this mure forma1 model. 

I strongly support the idea of supplying our needs (in this case nutrition) 
WCALLY. 

Why not? 

Dislike: 
It appears to serve no purpose other than an intellectual construct. 

It is unclear. The watershed has definite and defining qualifies that I cannot 
seem to grasp in you metaphor foodshed. Food is perishable and therefore 
requires firrther resttictions. Water is the same everywhere except for quality 
but organics has appeared to me to be different everywhere depending on the 
organization. It's even more diverse grower to grower. Ideas and concepts 
motivated by great expanses of differing philosophies. 

I don? understand the 'Ifoodshed metaphor as it pertains to the marketing of 
organics. Currently, m s t  of the producers I know sell to long distance buyers 
which are in realiîy just distributors whom again sell to long distance buyers 
(distributors) or prucessors. In out. area the population of the largest centre 30 
minutes away is 10,000-15,000 (in the summer). We are selling locally ta 



fanners and smuller tavnr that struggle to sswvive. A watershed is something 
thor flows freely and is greatly absorbed in many ways during ifs dispersion. I 
don't see it applying to the marketing Qorganics. 

Badly defind. in practice I would avoid it. Faming is hard work, I focus on 
growing a proftable fann no? going to meetings! 

I think its &y is mer. We have been there and have dune it. It is rime tu move 
from the "back to the earth" syndrome thor haunts the organic movement and 
enter the real world of feeeding people. i don't want to rain on your parade but I 
really must be missing the foodîhed concept. 

The idea workfine for a small numkr of people ( d l 0  people or families). Ii 
does tend to keep prices high and out of reach of most people. It is great for 
groups 3-10 producers. It works welI with people who have a convnon mind 
set, religion, or ethnic connection. I do not think that the concept is what the 
industry needr as a whole. It soon fulls apart when subjected ro negative 
economic forces and major social changes. The larger the foodshed the more 
insecure it would be. 

Other 
I rhink you have tu think of marketing in iermr of trade are0 - foodshed. Most 
organic producers desire the area k a local one. 

New concept. 

The foodshed idea supports the direction in which society is moving generally 
people huve jobs thar are home based and the older and higher income, larger 
port of the population huve the time and money to shop creatively and are 
expluring their health . . . . 

A nice idea but Q tu get all the furmers to agree. 



5.0 Discussion 

The purpose for this discussion section is to bring together the literature 

review about fdsheds with the empincal findings of this research to 

synthesk and suggest future directions. The ideas and opinions of a sarnpIe of 

Ontario organic growers was generated by a cyclical or iterative methodology. 

The various contributions my research makes are: 

to develop the intellectual concept of foodsheû's in the context of Ontario's 
organic agriculture food system 

to fiil in the information gaps about the benefits and uses of foodsheds as a 
potential construct for change in Ontario, as seen by some of its producers 

to identify current issues and provide context for future planning and 
development of the local food system and food policy 

To describe the contributions of this research, 1 review the origins and 

development of the foodshed as a an organizùig concept. It began with W.P. 

Hedden (1929) who used it to describe the increasing distance food travelled 

from place of production to the consumer's plate. The word was revived in 199 1 

by Arthur Getz to define a foodshed as a spatial structure of supply, associating 

it with the natural idea of a watershed. The development of foodsheds 

continued with the work of Kloppenburg et al. (1996) who applied the foodshed 

"to serve as a conceptuai and methodological unit of analysis that provides a 

frarne for action as weil as thought." Kloppenburg et al. described foodsheds as 

an actual place, a self-teiiant, regional food system. 

My thesis research set out to test the spacial characteristics empirically 

proposed by Getz, and Kloppenburg et al.'s "foodshed anaiysis" as a beneficial 

construct to integrate the social, economic and environmental aspects of the food 

system, fiom the perspective of Ontario organic growers. 

1 use the principles Kloppenburg et al. (1996) set out as a framework to 

confiimi or rebut my empirical hdings, because they provide the most 



substantial ones about fdsheds. In review, these principles which broaden 

fkom the ecological basis are: 

1. an economy that is moral, equitable, and just; 

2. comrnunity relationships that are mutually beneficial, without hanning the 

ecological community that supports us; 

3. self-protection and withdrawing from the global food system, creation of 

alternatives, and a "slow moving over" to the foodshed; 

4. proximity in distance and state of food; and 

5. nature as measure for limitations to be respecteci. 

Rst, my observations £rom the üterature (Berry, 1978; Kneen, 1990; 

Schurnacher, 1989; Wison, 1993) and findings from the growers support the 

principle of a moral economy. The growers emphasized that some market 

competition is beneficial to improve quality and price, qualifying competition to 

be in a fair and honest market. nie growers believe that the global market 

place poses significant barriers to fair locai market competition. To compound 

this problem, organic growers noted a lack of the same level of access and 

support as conventional growers fiom society's main educational and 

govenunent institutions (Le. OMAFRA, universities, the media) to help expand 

their market share. Several growers had negative sentiments for such 

institutions and have become indepeudent of them. These growers now prefer 

organizations, including ones focusing on organic agriculture, to support them 

without concentrating decision making powers or spending significant grower 

resources. 

The growers put forward the use of Community Shared Agriculture (CSA) 

and buyer CO-ops as a leading models capable of responding to the inequities of 

the global market economy. The CSA mode1 fulfills aii  of the guiclhg principles 



of foodsheds and must be strongly considered for small scaie growers with a 

diversity of crops. The CO-operative mode1 suits larger d e  growers with less 

diversity of g d s  (i.e. OntarBio Dairy, and large field crops like soybeans). 

Several growers perceiveci an extemai barrier coming fiom urban growers 

competing for "their" market share. 1 think urban agriculture is a positive step 

in tecapniring proximity of our food sources, and that mal and urban organic 

growers wouid be able to adapt and compliment each other in supplying the 

market. As weil, the encouragement of urban agriculture would help improve 

access and affordability to organic food, by increasing the number and diversity 

of market places. The notion that diversity of market places wiU bring economic 

stabiiity was strongly supportd by grower opinion (85.3%, n=34). I have 

observed many market places throughout Ontario and innovative strategies 

organic gmwers use to market thei. goods, receive economic benefit, and in tum 

create an econorny that is open and fair for the consumer. 

For the second foodshed principle about social and community weii-being, 

the growers ernphasized two key characteristics as education and cooperation. 

As established in the analysis, 80% (n=35) of the organic growers sampled found 

the f d s h e d  concept useN as a way to think about and teach others in working 

towards a better worid. The growers responses provided a diverse number of 

their cornmon and preferred settiags for educational initiatives. They preferred 

market places as the kind of setting to develop personal relationships and to 

educate consumers about the goals of organic agriculture. This preference 

indicates that the growers are market oriented. 1 think the content of education 

for consumen, the public, and other growers, should contain a more rounded 

approach, expanding upon the growers current focus on their econornic health 

while poiating out several other mutual benefits. 1 ttiink the foodshed principles 



would be very usefiii to eûucate people about the intemlationships and 

elements of huma, economic, social, and environmental health, in a local place, 

A high percent of growers (82% or higher in di four categories) expressed 

willingness to CO-operate with each other in marketing, sharing of ideas and 

information, and making organizational and business Liaks. This finding 

demonstrates a high potentid for participation and success in future community 

economic development efforts with Ontario's organic grower community. 1 think 

that creating personal and local relationships can cultivate understanding for 

both grower and consumer about the kind of food system we choose to work 

towards. 1 think a network of people in organic agriculture creates more 

cooperation and petsonal connections in a geographically separated cornmunity. 

Making a personal connection to the place and people that produce our food is an 

important aspect in weaving and mending our society's social fabric. 

The growers were divided in ophion about a social comection between 

people, land, food and culture. Forty-nine percent of the growers sampled were 

in support of such a connection (see section 4.3.3). The opposing comments 

(approxirnately one-third of the growers) expressed serious concern, disliking 

the religious suggestion and felt that an "organic culture" threatened autonomous 

and individual &dom with connotations of "exclusivism, elitism, isolation, and 

intolerance of diversity." 1 believe these concerns are valid and must be 

recognized and addressed by those who seek to build a positive social connection 

through agriculture. The literature reminds us (fiom the "Arena Society" and 

cornmunity economic development) that we live in a diverse context of people 

and interactions, and that organized planning toward a foodshed must include 

social justice, equity and openness. As Goidschrnidt's work also reminds us, we 

must create structures that improve sociai vitaiity for the benefit of positive 

community relationships. These growers concerns must be acknowledged and 



dealt with as our food system transfomu into a foodshed. Kloppenburg et al.'s 

(1996) idea of "self-protection and withdrawing tkom the mainstream" must not 

be interpreted as a move to closed comrnunities, but as a measure to empower 

local people to take contrai of their own futures (such as in the CED process 

(Douglas, 1994)), instead of accepting the economic oppression of the global food 

system as Kneen (1990) and Winson (1993) suggest. 

The growers confirm Kloppenburg et al's (1996) third principle about 

foodsheds (self-protection, secession, and succession) through their suggestions 

on what information should be used to educate consurners. In summary, the 

growers suggest the following information: (1) how organic food is producd 

compareci with conventionaUy grown food, (2) why buying/eating local organic 

food is better for the Iocal economy and environment, and (3) describing the 

nutritional value of organic food and why it is better for personal health. These 

points suggest that the growers clearly want to distinguish between the 

conventional global food system and local organic foodsheds to inforni 

consurners and hasten their withdrawal from the former system. The resdts 

about grower ability to be flexible and adapt to market trends (rated high by 

89% (n=35)), and use more direct marketing strategies (rated high by 59% 

(n=34)) indicate that organic growers of Ontario have already began to act 

consistent with the foodshed's third principle. The organic growers created 

niches for thernselves (seif-protection), created alternatives to the global f d  

system in production rnethoâs, products, marketing strategies, and grower-eater 

comrnunity relationships (secession), and are encouraging others to orient 

themselves with foodshed principles (succession). 



Fourth, for the principle of proximity, aimost haif (47.18, n=34) of the 

growers said the scale of foodsheds are smd. While the other haif gave a 

mixture of comments of increasing distance and scale up to considering the globe 

as the foodshed's present sale. One response stated that present growers will 

adapt their sale to supply market demand (emphasizing cooperative sbipping 

rnethods to cut costs to supply larger markets, and using the Internet for 

communication and orders), but noted, 

"organic food marketing has recapitulated the development of food 
marketing fiom smaü scale local and diverse, to large scale, international 
and monoculture with complex distribution networks." 

Schumaçher provides us with prudent advice for a global foodshed proposal. He 

wrote on the appropriate application of technology (1989, p. 129): "It is my 

exprierice that it is rather more diffïcult to recapture direcmess and simplicity 

than to advance in the direction of ever more sophistication and complexity." 

However, according to grower opinion, 83% (n=35) ranked proximity to a buying 

population was of high importance; and, the driving duration of less than 30 

minutes was preferred by haif of the growers. Less chan 30 minutes driving 

tirne suits the fast paced lives of consumers, encourages a regular clientele to the 

fann and facilitates their education. The closer one can get to the market place, 

the better. These results are consistent with the theory on gravity models, 

confïm proximity as a desirable foodshed principle, and provide an empirical 

description of the extent of proximity in the rninds of Ontario organic growers. 

Four signincant issues were identifie. by the growers limiting the 

potential for proximity as a guiding principle for foodsheds in Ontario. One is 

that prime agricultural lands (southwestern Ontario) are lwated in a relative 

ana of low population density. Therefore, the present settiement pattern and 

demographic distribution increases the "ecological footprint" of the foodshed, and 



marginalizes the growers be yond theit preferred driving tirnefdis tance limi ts . 
The second issue is related to the kt, identifjing that the cost of land most 

proximate to the urban markets is largely too expensive for the average organic 

grower to afford, forcing growers to a further geographic distance. The 

developrnent of urban agriculture is a response to this land use trend. 

The third limitation to proximity was given in answer to the question 

about what present market places teil us about the scale of a foodshed. One 

grower suggestd that if a consumer c m  check the origins of a food (i.e. verify 

certifiai organic production, location, and grower), then the foodshed is not too 

big. 1 would disagree with ihis statement as a sole indicator of a foodshed's 

scale. Certification does serve the consumer's needs for greater confidence in a 

purchase, but does not address issues of transportation distance, food type, and 

the potential for more proximate local supply. Growers preferring a global scale 

for the foodshed are adapting to recent market trends and conditions in effort to 

develop the organic industry. This trend indicates an incremental change within 

the conventionai global food system. The present global market is better suited 

to the needs of large scaie growers. The majonty of growers sarnpled think the 

emphasis shoufd be on small scale, and that certification costs present a 

econornic barrier to growers supplying local markets. This result is consistent 

with the present composition of organic farm sizes and market places in Ontario. 

Fourth, language interpretations created many problems in understanding 

the foodshed. Proximity is a concept, and words such as "local" and "regional" 

are spatial areas. This ciifference made defining the foodshed's area very 

difficult. 1 will not define what "Iocai" means using a synthesis of the growers 

comrnents. But, the use of gravity models, as reviewed in the literatwe review, 

can be used to approximate outer boundary of their "local" market area. The 

limits of "local" in market place selection are reached when the amount of food 



produced exceeds the market's ability to consume it and the grower has to 

mvel, or send the food, beyond the area threshold in order to seil. This follows 

the basic economic law of supply and demand and integrates food type, amount 

produced, demand, and the grower's personai definition of local based on their 

location, and p r e f e d  distance to market. I believe each grower should define 

"what is local", not by the market area of an individual crop type, but f h t  by 

serving the demand of the smaliest, most proximate market area in which they 

are able to economically sustain their farm. Since a vast majority of growers did 

prefer to sell as close to home as possible, the question changes nom "Where am 

1 going to sell all of these soybeans, sdad greens, etc.?" to "What can I grow and 

sell locaily?" Foodshed principles suggest that growers focus on proximity in 

choosing a market area, then determine what demands need to be fîiled 

(following several grower's suggestions to be more consumer orienteci), 

regarding the naturai lirnits and building on naturd capacity. 

The fifth foodshed p ~ c i p l e  uses nature as the measure of limitations to be 

respected, not as an obstacle to overcome. Two growers described that their 

choice of market place should follow ecology, as their growing techniques do. 

The idea of linking an ecological area to a marketing area was explicitly 

described by the grower as an aspect of a bioregional food system. However. 

overall grower response rate and understanding were very Low to the s w e y  

question that proposed to define a foodshed by combining its market area with 

an ecological area. One grower who understood the intention of the question did 

not support it. He or she recognized that the current global food system was 

exactly the overlap proposed. but at the global scale, and that the features and 

complexity of a food system at a local or even regional sale is currentiy not 

possible with the present organic market potential. 1 must point out that this 



grower cornmented on present conditions of organic agriculture in Ontario and 

not the theoreticai idea of overlapping areas. 1 think this grower considered that 

the existing road and settlement patterns cut across the landscape rather than 

bIend with it's features. 

1 think in an ideal world the proposal of overlapping market and ecological 

areas is possible. But, established infrastructure and &cial political 

boundaries pose significant obstacles. What exists is a divergence between 

theory and practice. While the theory of bioregional foodsheds with seff-reliant 

market system sounds p r i t ,  the practical application seems unlikely. 1 believe 

a bioregional foodshed is an ideal that wouid be very useful to work towards. 

What is required is an "ovemding" of current established structures. In practice 

the individuai must decide what is the ideal situation to strïve for, then decide 

and act in the best manner possible. In other words, one forms basic values 

(such as the five foodshed principles describeci in the literature review), makes 

decisions and foilows through with responsible actions. Coordination of our 

individual ethic with the community (used in the broadest sense) will support 

the values intended for a foodshed. 

Another grower cited rural geographic location as a limiting condition for a 

foodshed. The grower proposeci that Sault Ste. Marie would have a larger 

foodshed than Guelph because of the growing conditions. In many ways this is 

presently me, but Kloppenburg et ai. (1996, p. 119) invert the argument of a 

locaie's "deficiency" into "capacity" by tbinking about nature as an example of 

what is possible, "discovered in intimate, extended conversations with the land." 

From my experience, 1 believe organic growers have a strong aptitude for such 

observation and would be capable of exploring this idea as a great o p p o d t y .  

Viewing Sault Ste. Marie as "deficient" for a local foodshed demonstrates the 

existence of an industrial mindset, with whom Fuller (1994) and Kloppenburg et 



al. (1996) would agree. Perhaps the foodshed concept's greatest strength is to 

find it's basis rooted in nature. The p~c ip les  and patterns found in nature have 

guidai many aspects of human civilization successfuiiy for thousands of years. 

It has been only one century or so that our comection with the naturai world 

has been largely severed. m e  foodshed as an inteliectual organizing concept and 

b a i s  for action is thus recommended to speed the healing process of the natural 

world with humanity as part of it. 

In general, 69% (n=32) of the organic growers liked the foodshed idea. 1 

interpreted the individual grower's cboice of category (social, environment, or 

economic) to focus on, to reflect his or her primary underlying motivation. 

Therefore, based on the results (see section 4.7) at this tirne a diversity of 

motivations arnong the growers is noted. 

1 think we must recognize that the current mainstoream food system is off 

balance to a degree that additionid measures must be made to compensate and 

regain stability and wholeness. The kind of stability and wholeness of which 1 

speak involves an understanding of the dHerent aspects of our food system 

(environmental, social, economic, and geographic) and how they interact. The 

measures required to address c m n t  barriers and create a food system that 

benefits its participants are found in the principles of a foodshed. 



6.0 Conclusion 

6.1 Implications for pianning and development of foodshed 

The lessons lemed from this study about foodsheds cm M e r  planning 

theory and practice in four ways: foodsheds as a theoretical constnict, planner's 

use of historical idormation to guide future development, the role of planner's 

in a foodshed, and methodological approaches used for M e r  research. 

Fht, the theoretical constnict of foodsheds aaempts to explain the 

substance, nature, and assumptions of a desirable food system. Foodsheds are 

grounded in social rationality, for which reason is exercised in the name of 

cornrnunity or public good (Friedmann, 1987). The collective population's 

interest for change in the global food system should take precedence over the 

unrestrained market rationality. Planners would benefit humanity and the 

planet greatiy by applying a F m  understanding of the foodshed concept to 

improve ou.  current local and global problems. A foodshed is ecologically 

coherent and accurately reflects and responds to present reality because it has 

the ability to direct the conventional global food systern past its industrial and 

economic paradigrn into a more hurnane and equitable fonn of sustainabilïty. 

Second, an understanding of history as a process, improves planner's use of 

historical information to guide future development. The ability to identify and 

describe the underlying roots or processes of undesirable copditions helps 

planners to guide more profound change, rather than applying " band-aid" 

solu fions. 

Third, the role of planners within a foodshed would depend on the 

requirements of the people or community Uivolved. A planner w o r b g  with the 

present organic growers of Ontario could take a largely faciiitative role. This 

means a planner would help organic growers co-ordinate theù organizing 

activities, such as in tâe cornrnunity economic deveiopment prwess, by 



irnproving the process and flow of useN information and discussion. The CED 

process wodd help the growers make explicit what their goals are, how to 

accomplish hem, how to monitor and evaluate their progress, and iink the 

reasons of daily work to a foodshed vision. nie stcong cmperative potential and 

desire that exists among the organic growers allows for planners to stimulate a 

rapid cognitive cycle of theory informing practice, and practice informiag theory 

to develop foodsheds as a "cornmuaity" concept. A planner workiag on behalf of 

organic growers shouid take an intervenor role that would allow local organic 

foodsheds to develop. For exarnple, planners could develop food policy and help 

draft legislation and regdations because of the present reduced capacity of the 

govemment to do so. Plamers could fom and CO-ordinate organizations for 

educational, social, and economic development. 

Founh, the Delphi-like methodological approach used in this research 

proved to be effective. The geographic dispersion of organic growers and the 

thetable of grower availability to work on planning efforts are two factors that 

must be clearly incorporateci into any future research methodology or planning. 

The iterative process of information gathering and discussion from a broad 

sarnple of growers proved to be invaluable in the advance of this research for its 

participatoy qualities. A planner's choice of data gathering instrument again 

depends on the research and methodological goais. 1 suggest the use of a series 

of regional focus groups to begin planning for a foodshed. Focus groups can 

provide a f o m  for local community cooperation, and make best logistical use of 

geographic distance and travel tirne. 

When organic grower's use of the Intemet increases to reach a majority it 

would be a very practical (cost and tirne) medium for interaction and discussion, 

such as an Internet conference group or list serves. Unfortunately, access to a 

list, or of organic grower's themselves to the internet, does not currentiy exist 



that compares with the List used for the mail survey in this research. 1 suggest 

the Internet as an appropriate technology to link local organic growers together 

and provide them with the opportunity of communication with people and their 

collective experience around the globe. The Intemet already has rnany 

informative web sites with links to related topics of interest for organic growers. 

Growers would be able to find information, share knowledge. find sources of 

materials and supplies, and offer their own services and products. 

6.2 How foodsheds can inform food policy 

Having described foodsheds to be fundarnentaliy in the service of the 

public good, 1 suggest the irnplementation of foodsheds with social and ecological 

intentions first. The irnplementation process leading to such goals requires 

nothing less than radical change with the creation of structures (social, ecological 

and economic) that are independent of, or ovemde, the rnainstrearn conventions. 

Current foodshed signs in Ontario presently indicate that growers are working 

independent of the mainstream institutions and govemment. 

The role of the state is to serve the health of its citizens through the 

creation and enforcement of laws and public policy. The state must compensate 

for the irnbalance of power that occurs between social classes of people to 

influence public policy and not rely so heavily on market economics to 

accomplish national and provincial goals. 1 suggest that more emphasis on 

foodsheds would serve the interests of people for irnproved nutrition, greater 

equity and better access to food, ecological health, social revival and economic 

prosperity. 

However, the domination of market rationality makes the prospects for 

fdsheds seem unredistic. As we have leamed from the history of agriculture 



in Ontario, main institutions and attitudes towards change take a slow and 

incremental approach. Simitarly, prospects for foodsheds to become the 

rnainstream reality wouid take no less time, and require no fewer driving forces 

of equal or greater inthences than it took to arrive at our present food system. 

Having said this, 1 believe that food policy makers must understand that 

foodsheds are in the early formative stages of development and they should 

prepare and plan for the long term (i.e. 75 year planning horizon). 1 would 

advocate a planning direction that is a multi-faceted and creative, using a 

combined planning approach for a complexity of inter-woven issues, diverse 

interests and agendas, multi-stakeholders, and arenas. 

While the social rationaiity of foodsheds serves a higher goal, taking much 

longer time and beimg more difficult to achieve, there are implications for food 

policy makers that would make improved concessions within the present 

capitalist market system. First, the current restmcturing in municipal 

government services provides the oppomuiity to redefine municipal and 

regional political boundaries to be based more on bioregions. An opportunity 

exists here for conservation authorities to blend their known natural boundaries 

with regional and municipal service areas into officia1 plans and zoning by-laws. 

At least, single municipalities, when joined, may become new communities which 

could better serve foodsheds. 

Second, the Provincial govenunent currently assumes that by removing 

econornic barriers empioyment will be encouraged. As the nature of organic 

agriculture tends to be more labour intensive, government could assist in 

directing unemployed people into organic agriculture production. By 

incoqmathg some of society's poor and unemployed into the CED process, 

multiple goals of empowerment, equity and the creation of meaningful 

iivelihoods can be achieved. Thus, local jobs could be created to fa positions 



that are done eisewhere in the global food system. Some jobs would be "lost", 

such as long distance truckers, in the transition k m  the global food system to 

local foodsheds, but the balance would be kept by new jobs in production. 

The economic benefits of the CED process occur at three levels: individual, 

comrnunity, and globally. At the individual level, more individual local jobs can 

be created to increase the capacity of production, processing, and distribution. 

At the local community level, the economy is stimulated because of increased 

personal employment, which multiplies in benefit when spending is retained 

locally. At the global level, the burden of unaccounted social and environmental 

costs (Le. poor human health, transportation poilution) are lessened. 

The economic success of organic agriculture depends on the management 

skills of the grower to produce food (Van Bers, 1991); therefore, the state can 

assist with institutionalizing organic production methods in its educational 

institutions and extension programs (i.e. University of GueIph, OMAFRA). An 

opportunity exists to promote the retraining of conventional growers, driven out 

of production by larger economic forces, into organic agriculture production. 

This strategy builds on the strengths of existing farmer knowledge and may 

increase the adoption of organic production methods arnong conventional 

growers. By promoting the conversion of conventional growers to organic 

methods, the incteasing local demand for organic food could be satisfied by local 

growers. 

Community economic development theory teils us a locd economy will 

strengthen from money that is produced, retained and re-circulatecl, rather than 

flowing directly out to the global economy. This raises the question to what 

extent would the use of local foodsheds lead to local economic development and 

encourage commerce and the retention of local people? It is the provincial 

goverment's responsibility to support local cornmunity economic development 



that will encourage srnail business, coaütions between and among individuais 

and institutions, and develop the capacity to quickly respond to local needs 

based on strategic information and creative entrepneurship. 

With regards to public policy, the foodshed can serve to stimulate a useN 

discourse based on different assumptions ban the conventional food system. 

Politicians should lead developrnent in our food system structures to concrete 

changes in the direction of foodsheds. Therefore, as a f h t  step, politicians need 

to encourage the development of seIf-reliame in food supply, fulfilling local 

demand first and then selling surpiuses furiher away. Self-reliance can be 

accomplished by increasing the numben of organic growers such that a critical 

mass is achieved that would fulnU local demand and support minimum 

thresholds (Le. gravity models) for local secondary industries and organizations 

(i.e. prwessors, institutional food services). Politicians have an obligation to 

remove institutional barriers and create food system structures that re-link to 

local people and aiiow the foodshed to corne about. 

6.3 Five Sumrnary "Goods" of the Foodshed 

1. Ecological by design. The exploration about foodsheds leaves us with the idea 

that the application, modehg and mimicry of nature can be us& to inform us, 

and help solve ouf problerns in rnatters of social, economic, political and culturai 

aspects of He. Ecology is the basis h m  which we derive sustenance and 

sustainable agricultural practices, and should be applied to out organizational 

and institutional s m c ~ s .  

2. Deliberate and infonned construction of food system structures. This 

proactive idea seeks to reduce reactionary approaches and solutions to current 

food system problems. Foodshed malysis is a diagnostic tool capable of making 



US aware of "where we are", and then provides underlying asswnptions - 
foodshed principles - to transfomi the global food system, ailowing potential 

improvements to go beyond changes within it. 

3. Foodshed principles challenge us to act with responsibility and resnaint. 

Applying responsibility and restraint wii l  allow us to recapture what the global 

food system appropria.. Namely: 

consumer sovereignty, self-diance and certainty (quaiity, quantity, access, 

and affordability) of food supply from coprate control and agi-business; 

ctlmmunity building capacity for positive celationships and locally based 

economic development (i.e. meaningful livelihoods and increased use of the 

informai economy replace a "pure" wage economy); 

appreciation of the broader value of food in our iives for: nutrition, exercise, 

time and expense of acquiring food, preparation and storage s a s .  

4. Foodshed analysis and principles accoinplish multiple objectives 

simuItaneously. They are readily adaptable to integrate and link with other 

movements (i.e. women's, poverty, environmental, health care) and connect our 

awareness about issues between niral and urban peoples. 

5. Establishes that the production and dismbution of food is political. The 

history of the conventionai global food system infonns us that current structures 

and institutions are a product of its underiying processes and assumptions. The 

f d s h e d  principles âirect a process for the production and distribution of f d  

with humanity, justice, and ecological coexistence in rnind. 

In conclusion, the foodshed provides an organizing smcture suid direction 

for thought and action, to rnake the transition away from the global food system 

to local foodsheds with organic production methods. Consistent with the 

description of the "Arena Societyn, this research recognizes that great diversity 



of opinion and interests that currently exist among Ontario's organic growers as 

how to accomplish the goals of a foodshed. The empirical evidence found in this 

research from organic growers indicates a developing interest to change 

foodshed structures. This leads us to examine our basic assumptions and 

processes, as supported by GoIdschmidt's hypothesis, about the links between 

food system structures and the social and economic health of the community. 

Future action will require collaboration among diverse groups of people, and will 

not be totalitarian in leadership. A slow incremeatal transformation will likely 

occur over an extended planning horizon of 50 to 75 years or longer. 

At the individuai level, an increase in their nurnbers of organic growers is 

required to create more market places and improve local access to food. 

Development of organic grower organizations should be promoted to educate 

gcowers about how to (re)establish more direct links with consumers who are 

geographicaliy proximate, and to engage the organic grower comrnunity in an 

economic development process. Fm example, more direct links between grower 

and consumer could be fonned with Intemet websites that post infornation 

about buying and selling organic food iisted by area or location. The combiied 

actions of many organic growers is likely to encourage others to l e m  and act 

more responsibly within a foodshed at the community levet. 

The public interest should be served through increased availability of 

consumer information about their food, such as, labelling that describes rnethod 

of production, location of origins, and use of genetic engineering or not. 

Providing the public with information about their food can be used to improve 

awareness and motivate them to make direct or indirect changes to global food 

system structures. The desired result is an increase the familiarity and trust in 

the providers of our food, while reducing the geographic distance food travels 

with accompanying enetgy savings. 



The challenge for planning and poiicy development is to act at the most 

proximate "regional" or "local" level. Poiicy makers can take advantage of the 

foodshed's spatial strength and nomative principles to give context to the 

multiple interests and diversity found within overlapping areas. Poiicy makers 

should encourage the institutionaiization of organic agriculture to provide 

needed support in research, extension, education, and organizational 

development. The emergence of new institutions, should make use of ecology as 

a mode1 in their design, making hem more adaptable to evolving conditions and 

local needs than traditional institutions. The Canadian Organic Grower's network 

is one of many organizations whose goals and saucture already reflect the 

reality of foodsheds (refer to section 1.3). Politicians should help individuals and 

organizations to conceptually unite the diversity of social, econornic, and 

environmental communities of interest with geographic communities of place. 

With strong leadership and cornmitment to local people the future reality of a 

sustainable and equitable foodshed is possible. 
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Area. 
Fami #: 
Date: 
Name: Age: 
Name: Age: 
Address: 

Phone: 
E-Mail: 

1. What is the fm's size in acres? acres 

2. Are you a - fulltirne - parttime or - hobby farmer? 

3. How many people arc in ywr  househoid? P C ~ ~  

4. How many years have you been an organic grower? Y e a t s  

5. Do you have any other occupations or jobs? 

6. What level of education have you completed? 
1. bigh school 
2. undergraduate degree 
3. graduatc degree 
4. other 

7. What foods or goods does your f a m  produce for sale? 

8. As a supplier of organic food, what is your prefened scale of interaction in the food 
system? - local - regional - global 

9. Do you rent or own the land of your fm? -mt - O w I l  

20. Do you nnt or lease out any of your land? 



1 1. What types of markets or market channels do you prescntly use? 
R/U location G/R/L Whm 

12. Wiihed/Referred Market 
wu 

CSA - 
fann gate - 
farmers market - 
restaurant - 
retail store - 
w holesale - 

location G M  When 
tirnefseason 

13. Do you use a bmker. distributor or marketing board? Yes No 
- broker 
- distributor: 
- marketing board: 

14. What is the value of your toial sales per year $ 

15. What is rhe vaiue of your total sales to only the local market, per year? $.- 

16. What is your annuai cost for transportatmion? $ 

17. What do you estimate your potential savings for transportation would be if you supplie& 
only a local market $ 

regional market $ 

18. Wtiat would be the minimum annuai incorne you would want to eam as a fulltime fmer, 
per person? $ 



19. What are your sources of labour? 
U h  MulilmLaw- 

self - - - -  
spo"= - - - -  
children - - -- 
hired (CDN/ Internat.) - - - -  
volunteer - - -  
members/shareholders - - - -  
other - - -  

20. What employment opportunities do you or can you provide fiom your fanning 
activities? (ie. type of job, numbcr, incorne $) 

21. Do you make use of any fmancial assistance programs? Yes No 
If yw, which ones? 

22. Are there any types of assistance prograns or tax incentives you would like to make use 
of, or you wished existeci? 

23. Are there any value added activities on the fium (food pmcessing. tourism. etc) ? 

24. What other types of businesses or services do you use relaîed to farming? (ie. seed and 
rnachinery companies, processing, daycare. etc.) 

25. Other than Cm. how many other groups. organizations or associations axz you involved 
with, belong to, or support? number Do you wish to name any? 

26. How would you rate your awareness of local naaiai/ecological systems? 
person: High Medium b w  
person: High Medium b w  

27. What ecological ana is your fam a part of and how suongly do you ideut@ with it (ie. 
geographic boundarics)? 



28. As a tocai organic food supplier how stxungiy do you identirjr with the local: 
naturai envimnment High Medium Low 
other organic gmwers High Mcdium Law 

P U P  High Medium Law 
local eccmomic system High Medium Low 

29. What mothateci you to becme an organic famier? 

30. What are your goais as organic growers in the food system? 

3 1. What is your dennition of "lmai"? (radius in km. ) 

32. Wbat is your definition of "regional"? (radius in km. ) 

33. What is your definition of "nual"? 

34.Are you familiar with the tenu "foodshed"? yes no 
UDfmiliar somewhat familiar - very familiar 

35. What does the tenn "foodshed" mean m yw? 

36. What do you think the defïning features (ana organization) of a foodshed are or shouid 
be? 



37. What questions do you get asked moa about organic agriculture? 

38. What is the potential for a year round supply of organic food from local sources? 

39. What are the barriers you experience as ocganic famers (organizational. institutional)? 
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Introduction 

My internship would be best described as a creative combination of the 

two aspects of the Canadian Rural Planning and Development intemship 

Rogram. My intemship combineci the "professionai" and "research" internships. 

For the "professional" aspects, my intemship served to broaden my professional 

background and experience by working with and extending the network of 

people in my field of interest. For the "research" aspects, 1 worked on the 

development and completion of my research proposai and primary data 

collection. 

Goals 
1. To develop my thesis proposai ancl complete the first stage of research data 
collection through fieldwork (acadernic and prac ticai " hands on" experience). 
2. To make good research contacts, broadening my network in Ontario's organic 
agricuiture. 
3. To becorne familiar with the organizational and cultural perspectives of 
Ontario organic growers through leaming by doing and participant observation. 
4. To recover the research and intemship costs. 

Supervision 

The intemship was supervised by Dr. Rod MacRae, of the Toronto Food 

Policy Council, and Professor Tony Fuller, of the School of Rural Planning and 

Development, University of Guelph. Both are advisors of my thesis research. Dr. 

MacRae accepted the research as a relevant project for the Toronto Food Policy 

Council. Both advisors were of great assisstance in developing my proposal and 

interview recording sheet. A mid-tem review of îhe intemship and research 

progress was held with Professor Fuller. 

The program under which 1 made liason with the organic grower farm 

families is called " Willing Workers on Organic Farms" (WWOOF). Mr. John 

Vanden Heuvel is the Canadian coordinator of the WWOOF program. The 



WWOOF program is an exchange of voluntary physical labour for room, board 

and a leaming experience in organic growing. Before travelling to each farm I 

confirmed the growers' wilüngness to participate in my thesis research. No 

grower refusxi to participate in the research, although some could not 

accomûdate me at the t h e .  

Aftet retirming from the field 1 decided to include the growers as 

intemship supe~sors due to their obvious enthusiasm to share and teach me in 

a variety of maners including: nuai planning, cornmunity organiziog and 

development, political maners, and of course practical growing techniques and 

marketing strategies. 

Linking Theory to Pnictice 

In the development of the thesis proposal 1 leamed the importance of 

interna1 logic Liaking together the goal statement, objectives, units of 

masurement, and data collection questions. The farms were geographicaüy 

located across Ontario, selected foiîowing my research proposal methodology and 

the availabiiity of the individuai growers. I iived and worked at nine Werent 

organic farms for five to seven days each. Indirectly and some directly, the 

organic growers helped me refine the data collection instrument through several 

iterations. Ifs focus and style improved. Diiring this process my personal 

interview skiUs improved by leaming how to ask the "right" questions in order 

to Qaw out the best responses possible. 1 leamed to adapt my skilis and 

techniques of participant observation and key informant interview to diverse 

and difFicuit situations. 

The abilty to l e m  by doing was a critical sk i i l  learned during the 

intemship. As a participant observer I leamed to retain and pursue h e s  of 



thought in discussion with the growers as we worked, ate or rested. Each grower 

in their own way offered honest and thoughtful contributions to the research. 

In addition to the farms, 1 visited eight famierls markers and several other 

market locations to round out my field experience and familiacty with mal 

Ontario. A few of these visits were with the host growers, but most were 

independant visits while in transit between famis. 

Professionai Linkages 

Many different professional Linkages were made during the intemship. 

The WWOOF program helped form the initial contacts with the growers. From 

the nine farm households 1 visited, 1 was often invited to join them for famet's 

market days, social occasions, nature w a b ,  herb walks, and surnrner fairs. I 

met a wide variety of people who are interested in and participate in the organic 

agriculture f d  system. At famer's markets. restaurants and local produce 

stores 1 was able to speak with many other growers, bakers, chefs, and 

marketers. The nine famis 1 did visit were in fact "key infonnants" for organic 

agriculture in Ontario. 1 consider my self fortunate to have worked and lived 

with such knowledgeable, kind and generous people. 

The growers 1 visited referred me to other interesthg people, including 

other growers, researchers, students, suppiiers, and consumers. The quality and 

number of personal contacts created cenainly fulfilled the goal set out for the 

intemship. 

Funding 

1 pursued an internship of high quality, meaningfulness, and usefulness for 

my thesis research and professional experience. The task of finding a 

remunerative and valuable intemship was very difncult. No paid summer 



employment was avdable directly related to my research interests. Nor was 

funding available to do a "mearchW internship during the f i t  summer temi of 

my degree program. Through the creative restmcturing of my research budget 

to minimize cost, the generosity of my family to financially support my travel 

costs, and by offering my physical labour in return for room and board, 1 was 

able to experience wi intemship of great value. 

1 am pleased to note that several months after the intemship 1 received 

financial assisstance. 1 was awarded by the Canadian Organic Growers with thei. 

annual "Mary Perlmutter Scholatship", and an award of acadernic achievement 

from the University School Of Rural Planning and Development. Together, 

suffïcient funds were generated to cover the intemship and research cost. 



Contacts 

Dr. A.M. Fuller, Professor 
School Of Rural Planning and Development 
Jobaston Hd, University of Guelph 
Guelph, Ontario 
NIG 2W1 
tel.: (5 19) 824-4120 (exî. 6783) 
fax.: (519) 767-1692 
email: tfuile@rpd.uoguelph.ca 

Dr. R d  MacRae, Coordinator 
Toronto Food Policy Council 
277 Victoria St., Suite 203 
Toronto, Ontario 
M5B 1W1 
tel.: (416) 392-1 107 
fax,: (416) 392-1357 
email: fpc@web.apc.org 

WWOOF - Canada 
C/O John Vanden Heuvel 
R.R. #2, S-18, C-9 
Nelson, B.C. 
VIL 5P5 
tel.: (604) 354-4417 
fax.: (604) 352-3927 



APPENDIX C 



"Foodsheds: A study of Ontario's 
Organic Agriculture Food S ystem" 

Research Goal Statement: 
Based on ecological and bioregional thtory, local f-ds exist. This study explores 
foodsheds, fiom the organic growcr's perspective. as the structure of fiml supply with 
respect to physical space, which would support social, economic, and environmentai health 
in the rural communities of Ontario. 

Research Objective S tatements: 
1. To explore thme areas in Ontario that demonstrate the existence of a local organic 
foodshed. 
2. To identify and describe the (a) cccmmic, (b) social and (c) environmental benefits of a 
local marketing systcm for organic foodshtds in Ontario- 
3. To i&ntify and describe the human stnicairc and agency of local/bio~gional organic 
foodsheds in ûntario. 

Ontario Organic Growers are Invited to Help: 
1. if you would k to participate in the research survey, please contact Corey Bennett 
(contact information on olher side). Your comments and opinions l i o ~ ~ ~  the swey  are 
important to replace sweys  mt rctunaed and add to the sample of growers that are 
selec ted. 

2. The following statements are prmted as "feedback" for Ontario Organic Growers to 
reflect on points of intcrest made by k i r  peers during field research. They are presented 
to stimulate and continue our dialogue about organic aficulture in Ontario. Your 
comments are welcome! Please send in your ideas, critiques or praise of these statements. 
Th&. 

Statements: 
The word "foodshed" meam a smaii mrage building for food, and does not best describe a 

grower's market m a  (which is an "acadernic" tenn). 
The organic gmwer is nM only a provider of food. but is the stimulus of positive 

comrnunity relationships; where the fm pmvides a place for the "coxnmunity soul" to 
develop. 

There are two directions organic gmwers are moving towards (a) a short linked f d  
system with minimum tramportaiion (i.e. Community Shared A@xdture) and (b) efforts to 
group growers and siratify the organic food system (i.c. ushg more intermediary people to 
market, distribute, and plriccss) in ordtr u, mach undeveloped m&ts at increasing 
distanCCS. 

Work Completed to Date: 
Field Research - Phase I 
During the summer of 19961 workcd, livcd aad leamed at nine organic fams for 
appmximately one week euh. The research was made possible through short intemships 
using the Wiling Workefs on Organic Famis (WWûûF) pmgram. Beforc travelling to a 
fami, 1 wniinned that eacb growcr was willing to participate in the study. AU growers 
agreed to participate in the nscarch. Tbt dam recordcd during the fieldwork was Phase 1 of 
the study's data collection. 



Current Research . . . 25 Januan, 1997 
Each grower offered honest and thoughdul contributions to the research. 1 was invited to 
join my host's for fmer 's  market days, social occasions, nature waks, htrb walks, and 
summer faim 'Ihrough the growcrs. f met a wide variety of people who are interestal and 
participate in the organic agriculture food system. In addition to the fiums, 1 visited eight 
farmer's markets. nstaurants and local produce stores. 1 was able to speak with other 
gmwers, bakers. chefs, and marketers t round out my field experience and familiarïty with 
organic agriculture in Ontario.. 1 am fortunate to have worked and lived with such 
knowledgeable, kind and generous people. 

Intemhip Presentation and Report 
1 pmented my experiences (icluding slide show) of the field ntsearch intemship during 
an open forum of pecrs and professors on October 4,1996. The inteniship report. as a 
requirement for the MSc. program in Ruml Planning and Development, was submiaed to 
my advisors in eady December 1996. 

Current Work: 
The next round of data collection fmm Ontario Organic Growers, Phase II, invohes a h t t e n  
survey. The s w e y  is currently being designeci and questions formed At the end of 
February 1997, a raudom sample of growers wül receive the survey by mail. Uyou receive 
a suvey, 1 encourage you to take îhc time to honestly answcr the questions and r e m  it. 
Your input is important to ail Ontario Organic Growers. Canadian Organic Gmwers. a d  
others interested in the dynamics and health of the orgauic agriculture food systwn. 

Sponsors: 
Canadian ûrganic Growers. 1% Mary Perlmuaer Schoiarship winoer 
University of Guelph, School of Rural Plamhg and Development. FaIl 19% Award of 

Excellent Academic Achievement 
Toronto Food Policy Corncil 

Advisors: 
Dr. Rad MacRae, Coordinator of the Toronto Food PoIicy Council 
Dr. Tony Fuller, Pmfessor of the School of Rural Planning and Development. University of 

Guelph 

Contact Information: 
Corey Bemett, Graduate Student 
University School of Rural Planning and Development (USRPBtD) 
Ioùnston Hall, University of Guelph 
Guelph, Ontario. N1G 2W1 
tel.: (519) 823-0404 fax.: (5 19) 767- 1692 
email: csbenne@uoguelph.ca 





Corey Bennett, Gradue Student 
University School of Rural Planning and Development (vSRF%kD) 
University of Guelph 
Guelph. Ontario, NIG 2W1 
tel.: (519) 823-0404 fax.: (519) 767-1692 
email: csbenne@ uoguelphsa 

Foodshed Research 
Dear OrgaLLic Grower. 

I am writing to ask for your opinion aod ides  on "foodsheds." 1 am using the word "foodshed" as a 
metaphor (üke a watershcd) to descnbe a local or ~gionaiiy iwsal food system, that is selficliant 
and uses o-c methais of production. My nscaich explons foodsheds in Ontario h m  your 
perspective, the organic grower. 

Phase 1, the fieldwork portion of my research was completed during the summer of 1996. 1 üved 
and worked on organic fanns (organizeû (hrough the Willing Woricers on Orgaaic Famis 
intemship program) across Ontario. My fieldwoilr with your feliow organic growers was an 
exciting and rich experience. hiring the fieldwodr, the growers expressxi many ides about the 
organic food systcm aad how the foodsbed metaphor couid help them think about problems and 
future plans. Four b d  aspects about foodsheds emerged: social. marketing. local geography. 
and the environment. 

I am asking you to participate in Phase II of this study. Based on the ideas 1 heard from your 
fellow organic growexs. 1 WU present issues and pose questions to you. Please cl-. agree or 
oppose what they have said. and give your own opinion and commenu. 

The idormation coliected will be used for academic purposes ody. The results will be used in a 
collective or anonymous way to ensure yout individuel sespnses m a i n  confidential. You give 
me your inforneci consent to use your responses for the nsearch by reauning the completed 
survey. If you wish to be informeci about the resuits of the study I wül make them avaiiable 
through myself at the addrrss above. fmm the Caoadian Organic Growers. and from the Tomnto 
Food Policy Council. 

Canadian Organic Growers (ihrough its 1996 Mary Petimuüer Scholarship). the Toronto Food 
Policy Couocil. and the Schml of Rural P l d g  and Development (through its FaU 19% Award of 
Academic Achievement) are sponsors to the study. 

Please answer aü of the sumy questions and rem it to me within the next week or two. Thanic 
you very much for your effort and support in this impoRant research. 1 wish you an enjoyable 
and bountifui growing season. 

Corey Bennett 
Graduate Studclit 
University School of Rurai Plamiing and Developmcnt 



Tips get you shrted. . . 
I have arranged the survey into four sodiona Pîoase start with the sedion that 
you feei most comfo'ortribie answering If you "get stuck" on o question move on to 
another and retum to it &er you have thought about it. Please answer al1 of the 
questions and retum the survey in the enveiope provided in the next week or two. 
Thank pu. 

Working definition of a Foodshed: a "foodshed" describes a IocaI or regionaliy based food 
system, that is self-reliant and uses organic methods of pruductiom 

Social Aspects of a Foodshed 
Thrct tkmes wcrt dcscribcd by the growers that nfer rn social beoefits of a local foodsbed. These 
themes are: 
(a) creating social change through education by growers and orgauizations; 
(b) cooperation ammg organic growecs; aud 
(cl the amnection bctwccn people. land, food, and cuituxe 

A. Organic Growers as Educators 
The gmwers saessed education to create local foodsheds. in what ways codd individual organic 
growers improve the social aspects of life in a foodshd (Le. taking with customers, as a mentor)? 

1. In what ways could organic wganizations (i.e. Canadian Orgauic Growers. Ecological Famers 
of Ontario, Society for Biodynamic Farming and Gardening, etc.) work best in the foodshed to 
foster social benefits for the community (Le. newsleuers, c o n f c ~ .  social events. lobbying, 
etc.)? 
Comments: 

2 Wbat are the pmblems or barriers organic organidons mus overcome ta make local 
foodsheds becorne a reality? 
Comments: 

3. Could the foodshcd metaphor bc usefui for growers as a way to think about and tcach othcrs in 
worhg towards a beüer world?? Circle one: Yes or no? Piease explain why: 



B. Coaperacion Among Organic Grwvcrs in a Foodsheâ 
The gmwers calLcd about the d to co-operate with cwh orhtr in a foodsbcd Do you tbinlr that 
the forms of CO-OPtfBtion below wiU conmiute to your persod and community ôenefit ? Cucfe 
Yes or No. 

1. Marketing your food to complement (na  compete with) othcr local Yes No 
organic pwtrs  
2. Marketing with a group of growers to serve a larger market Yes No 

3. Willingiy &are idcas. experience. time. mousces, with other 
s'we= 
4. Linking with other organic organizations and businesses 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Pleasc chmse tht most important fom of co-operation and explain why: 

C A Foodstied's Sociai Co~ection 
The connection bcnvecn people. n- land and orgauk food creates a sbred a@-culturr. 
An "organic way of We" in a foodshed is connected by its social, spiritual, and philosophical 
bonds. Wbat is your opinion about this connection to bring about social well-king in a foodshed? 

Marketing in a Foodshed 
Organic growers are using market places and marketing s~ategies that emphasize diversity and 
ciSeFent sale in supplying their local a m  with organic goods and services. These effom are to 
increase the ecanomic viability of growers. 

A. Types of Market Places in a Foodshed 
Examples of market places include: famiers market, farm gate, roadside stands, restaurants, retail 
stores. etc. C i d e  agree or drsagree and explain yow choice. 

1 Organic growets as a community wouid benefit economicaüy Agree Disagree 
by using a diversity of market places. 
Comments: 

2. Otganic growers wouid receive more economic benefits by Agree Di- 
Iargeiy supplying i o d  cmmers? 
Comments: 

3. What do you tbink the types of market places üsted above say about the present scaie of 
foodsheds? 
Comments: 

4. Would market pl- be differcnt in an idcal foodshcd? Circle one: Ycs or NO 



b r i b e  how they w d d  be differcnc 

B. Marketing Strattgies 
Below are iisted six marketing stratcgies the v e r s  beliewe increase then economic benefit In 
your opinion, rate how Unportant each strategy is to Stunrrlate a local f-hed economy (circle 
one ofH=High. M=Medium, L = b w ,  N=Not at Ail). 

Importance 
1. Using innovative grower-customer arrangements (Le. H M L N  
Community Sharcd Agriculture, CO-opcratives. barter. delivemi 
food boxes, etc.) 
2. Using value pdded activities CLC. pmccssing, tourism, H M L N  
pick-your-own)? 
3. Using more dwd marketing to dccrease the number of H M L N  
intemediaris (Le. procesors, dism'butors) kbctween the p w e r  and 
custamers. 
4. Being ceiltilied otganic by marketing organizations H M L N  
(i.e. OCIA- Ontario, OBP. Demeter, etc.). 
5. Produce food or products that substitnte for pcesently H M L N  
importcd O-.? 
6. To be flexible and adapt to current market trends? H M L N  

7. Commeut on thc marketing svatcgy you f u l  most strongly about 

8. An there d e r  strategies that your feel are imponant? 

Environmental Characteristics of Foodsheds 
The organic growers 1 worked with named characteristics IO help hem think about and solve 
envimnrnental problcins while working towards a desirable foodshed. Please rate the imponance 
of the following characteristics for the foodhed memphor (where 1 = very important. 2 = 
impoflant, and 3 = not impomnt). 

1. A reliance on locaily produced food 
2. A supply of se~sanai  fresh and stored food (Le. cold celfar) 
3. Organic mttbods of food production 
4. Living with an morganic" frame of miad, phiIosophy 

importance 



5. Could a f a  be *ed by a i m b i b g  its m e t  area and ccological ana (ie. defined by 
featuns such as gmwing degrct dDya soiî type, beat uni& within a watershed. etc.)? Kyes, how 
couid this kntnt the environment, and if no why not? 

L o d  Geography of Foodsheds 
The growers tallred about the auributes of theu location in pmmoting local food production, 
distribution and cousumption. The foiiowing an geographic conditions of a foodshed that 
define the limits of overiapping social, acologicai and market distriiutioa areas. Pleuse rate the 
imponance of these Iimiing factors (cirele one of H=High, M=Mediurn, L=Lm, N=Nut ut Ali). 

1. Being gto&raphically close to 
(a) a buying population 
(b) other organic growers 
(c) off farm suppüw (ir sccds. plant materiai. W. machincxy. 
mis) 
(d) information and resources 
Pfease describe the lidtt:ng cortditiotcs of the m a t  imponanr one: 

Importance 
H M L N  
H M L N  
H M L N  
H M L N  

2. The bearable or worthwhiie driving time to market place importance 
(for p w e r  h m  faim, or -mer to fami)? H M L N  
Chouse oiu ofrk follodng crs your limwt and describe why: 
- Less than 30 minutes - 45 minutes 
- 1 heur 
- 1 hour 15 minines and longer 
Comments: 

3. Merent crop types (i.e. fnsh fruit and vegetables, cereal importance 
grains, dairy, mat)? H M L N  
Comments: 

4. What are the othcr important ümiting conditions defining a foodshtd? 



Generai Questions: 
1. What is/m the most impo- catcgory(ies) for organic growers to focus on: 
(a) envinrnment. (b) social. or (c) economic? Circle one and dcscnï~e why= 

2. In general what do you think a h t  the idea of a "foodshed"? 
CircIe one: Like Dislike 

3. Are there any questions 1 have forgotten to ask that you think wodd be usefd in deveioping 
the foodshed metaphoc? 

4, Is there anything else you wouid like CO tell me? 

Please use this spaœ and the other side to expand on gour reppoms: 
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