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ABSTRACT

It’s Not Easy Being Green:
People, Potatoes, and Pesticides on Prince Edward Island

Jamila Abassi

Agricultural pesticides are used in increasing quantities and frequency on potato
crops on PEL In 1995, many Island residents began asking questions about the impacts of
these chemicals on their human and environmental health. However, what soon became
apparent to Island residents, was that speaking out and presenting counter-perspectives
about agricultural practices and the Island’s agroeconomy resulted in social and
economic marginalisation.

Through the application of two complementary theoretical frameworks, discourse
analysis and historical materialism, I reveal how and why pesticides continue to be used
in increasing quantities on PEIL, despite scientific evidence pointing to their detrimental
human and environmental health effects. The methodology pursued - internet based
research, is an attempt to stretch the place setting of anthropological inquiry and to
demonstrate that by using the internet, anthropologists can perform holistic research and

make significant contributions to the discipline.
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INTRODUCTION

This thesis is an exploration and discussion of competing discourses around
agricultural development and local knowledge in the regional economy of Prince Edward
Island, “the Island”, a province located within the advanced industrial nation of Canada. 1
explore what happens when muitinational corporations, foreign trade agendas, regional
development strategies, and community organizations debate practices and ethics that
place precedence on economic gains rather than on local human and environmental
health.

I locate this anthropological project in discourse analysis and historical
materialism and through these frameworks I explore how the “potato culture” has been
created, and how the issue of pesticides and their deleterious impacts to human and
environmental health are topics that have been constructed and guarded to only be
approached, contested, and discussed by accredited “experts” and institutions. I discuss
the impact that kin-ties have in organizing social labour. In particular, I question how the
social relationships bound up in various kinds of kin-ties impact how people farm, what
people have to say about farming on the Island, and how people oppose the dominant
methods. Acknowledging the importance of writing a history of the present as a history
of power, specifically, power inequities (Wolf 1982), I discuss how activists, although
purposefully marginalized from the dominant discourse, are presenting counter ideas and
are using multiple methods of community organizing to spread these ideas to effect
positive social, economic, and environmental change. In doing so, this thesis reveals how
dominant discourses only reflect a portion of the story, that a large part of the story and

history is omitted. Bhabha (in Escobar 1995:11) cautions that constructing and locating



power only within the dominant elite leads to the reproduction of the dominant discourse.
To avoid this, the variety of forms which people use to resist interventions in their daily
lives, must be unveiled. Equally, it is important to reveal how people struggle to create
alternative ways of doing and being, how people retain their own sense of power despite
being constructed and peripheralized in and through discursive practices.

In light of the scientific evidence that points to the deleterious impacts of
pesticides to human and environmental health (refer to chapter 4, Managing Pesticides
and Regulating the Environment), in light of the evidence that indicates that pursuing
monocrops in place of polycultures reduces the quantity and quality of yields and places
the crop at an increased risk of devastation by blight, disease, and pests (cf Shiva 1989,
2001), in light of the damage to local markets, and social relations, in light of the number
of fish kills on PEI in recent years - the frequency of which correlates with the increase in
pesticide applications and the increase in acreage devoted to potato crop production - the
question remains: why are pesticides applied to the potato crops up to twenty -four times
in a growing season?

Pesticides, and their use in voluminous quantities and in increasing frequency, are
at the core of the debate between activists and people involved in agricultural processes
both on and off the Island. As potato yields increase, so too do the use of pesticides. As
the quantity of pesticides increases, so too do the visible environmental and human health
effects. I argue that although anthropogenic substances are applied to the potato crops
upon which PEI’s economy depends, it is not the agro-chemicals per say that cause
illness, it is human behaviour: it is social relations, designs for capital accumulation and

power, and designs to create and enforce class distinctions that support expert knowledge



and that dismiss other types of knowledge. In suggesting this, I am not advancing the
argument that pesticides are not a massive, global problem. The scientific data stands
firm that persistent organic pollutants, pesticides, are immunosuppresants, are
carcinogenic, teratogenic, and mutagenic; they are biocides that effectively kill target and
non-target organisms. My intention in focusing on discourses, competing discourses in
particular, is to understand why and how certain people on PEI who are acting to ban
pesticide use are being silenced? Who serves to benefit from the dissemination of a
certain narrow definition of pesticides as crop protectants and not as biocides? How is the
topic of pesticides constructed, approached, and/or dismissed?

This thesis will unfold in six chapters. The first chapter is a literature review of
works by scholars who have used discourse analysis and a materialist perspective to
reveal how social reality is constructed and orchestrated by elite individuals or groups. In
joining these two frameworks, I simultaneously engage in an explanation and exploration
of why particular methods of farming on PEI are advocated and how institutions and
experts involved in the control of social labour and in the production of discourses are
able to frame the everyday actions of Islanders. Additionally, I provide a summary of the
defining characteristics of corporate agriculture. The second chapter, Research Methods,
provides details of why I initiated this study and the methods I used to perform this
research. I highlight the important role that internet-based research and activism played in
the research. Engaging in “activism at a distance” and “witnessing at a distance”, enables
the most vulnerable populations to speak out with power and with dignity and with the
political and social safety of remaining anonymous. Chapter three, PEI: A Case Study,

highlights what is happening on PEI with regards to the agroeconomy, the human and



environmental impacts from pesticides, the economic role of potato production in
sustaining the economy of PEI and in advancing Canada’s portion of the international
agricultural market. I also describe how two environmental organizations on PEI operate
within and counter to the dominant discourse. Chapter four, Managing Pesticides and
Regulating the Environment, is a review of the five classes of pesticides — what they are,
how they function, the health and environmental concerns about pesticide use; and
presents an overview of the legislations and governing agencies that regulate the release
of pesticides into the environment. This provides some background information and helps
contextualise why, globally, activists are seeking to ban the creation and use of
pesticides. Chapter five, Competing Discourses is a discussion and analysis of how
pesticide use on the Island is constructed and 1egitimized through discourse and structural
power. I reveal how discursive processes and strong kin ties that shape social labour,
frame people’s actions, visions, and everyday life experiences on the island. Additionally,
I explore the effects — ecological and social, of discursive practices that construct
pesticides as crop protectants. The final chapter, Reflections for moving forward, reviews

the contents of the thesis and suggests areas for further inquiry.



CHAPTER ONE: LITERATURE REVIEW

I locate this anthropological inquiry and analysis within two important and
complementary analytical frameworks: discourse analysis and historical materialism.
Discourse analysis reveals that unequal access to sources of power impacts and dictates
the types of ideas, behaviors, values, approaches to life, and ways of living, that are
permissible and marginalized. Equally, paying attention to historical materialism,
particularly modes of production as advanced by Wolf (1982), reveals the social, political
and economic relationships that underlie, orient, and constrain social interactions in
addition to highlighting key relationships through which social labour operating within

the mode of production is brought to bear upon nature in the creation of commodities.

Discourses of Power:

Discourse is a means through which and by which a certain idea, lifestyle,
behaviour is spoken about, constructed, and circulated (Foucault in Rabinow 1984, Said
1979). Discourse construction, and the access to the creation thereof, reinforces
inequality among classes, races, and genders. Thus, the production of discourse is
consistently done under conditions of unequal power. Through an analysis that reveals
how discourses of power are created, supported, and advanced, it becomes possible to see
the processes by which discourses of power are created. In this light, steps can be taken
to change the way that social privilege and subordination is constructed, assigned and
maintained. Discourses are “a group of statements which provide a language for talking
about....a particular topic at a particular historical moment” (Hall 1997:44). For example,

Said (1979) states that through discourse analysis scholars can come to understand how



the Orient was constructed, hence colonised by Western peoples during the

Enlightenment era. Said writes,

Orientalism can be discussed and analyzed as the corporate institution for
dealing with the Orient- dealing with it by making statements about it, authorizing
views of it, describing it, by teaching it, settling it, ruling over it....[W]ithout
examining Orientalism as a discourse we cannot possibly understand the
enormously systematic discipline by which European culture was able
to...produce the Orient politically, ...ideologically, ...and imaginatively during
the post Enlightenment period (1979:3).

Hence, according to Said, discourses are tools that are created and used by a
dominant group to construct the world around them in terms that make sense to them. In
essence, discourses used by a dominant elite to describe another group of people, or
culture, really only feﬂect the ideas, values, and understandings of and by the individual
and groups doing the constructing. The result is not actually reflective of what it is, but of
how it is interpreted to be.

The application of discourse analysis particularly related to performing a social
analysis of power relations within and between communities and institutions, as
advanced by Foucault and as reflected in a number of works by anthropologists (cf.
Stoler 1997, 2002, Escobar 1995, Mohanty 1991), has been important in helping me
understand how social reality is created and re-presented. Meaning, I wish to determine
what processes are used on PEI- what social frameworks such as institutions, policies,
divisions and social parameters based on class, race, or gender-, are constructed to
support the privileged position of people involved in agriculture and pesticide use?
Resistance and power, knowledge construction and its circulation through accredited
people and institutions are dialectical and underscore the visions of those who have

power. In this light, one of the important keys to understanding contested discourses is to



place relationships and power at the center of the analysis. Wolf suggests that power is an
aspect of all relations among people (1999:4), and that it operates in relational terms,
working differently in interpersonal relations, in institutional relations, and on the level of
whole societies (1999:5). Power of one group creates social structures such as rules that
govern how people in that society experience everyday life. Gal’s (1991) historical
analysis of how women have been silenced in public life and of how women have worked
to create a space for their voices in politics and literature illustrates that public space is an
engendered space, that protects, supports, and advances the views, values and voices of
an elite group of men. What is revealed by Gal’s (1991) discourse analysis is this: public
spaces, institutions, and systems have been structured to support the silencing of one
group and the privileging of another. The result has been the creation of an exclusive
culture that mirrors the views and needs of the dominant group. Regarding PEI, I wonder,
what is the public and popularized discourse? Whose culture is created by the circulating
discourse, and whose is silenced by discursive practices?

Gal (1991) reminds us that institutions have been structured along gendered lines
to lend authority not only to reigning classes and ethnic groups but to men’s linguistic
practices (196-197) — methods of communicating, linguistic codes - which ultimately
serve to marginalize women because women’s methods of communicating are neither
acknowledged nor empowered. Hence, the control of discourse and the form it takes,
frames and presents a view of reality that continually asserts itself in and through social
interactions (Wolf 1999). Bourdieu (in Wolf 1999:55) suggests that we think of
communication “as operating within linguistic fields or ‘markets’”. Within these fields

not all participants exercise the same degree of control over the processes of



communication. There are inequities and power differentials. Language therefore, in
addition to being a method of communication and knowledge dissemination, is an
instrument of power because, “one seeks not only to be understood but also to be
believed, obeyed, respected, distinguished” (Wolf 1999:55). Discourses that are
supported in and through institutions are empowered and in turn, frame society.
Consequently, much of the discourse in circulation has systematically been one that has
favored the domination of more powerful groups over less powerful groups.

Gal (1991), Outram (1987), Stoler (1997, 2001, 2002), and di Leonardo and
Lancaster (1997) have advanced research and analytical frameworks which have revealed
that categories such as gender, race, and class are structured by discourses and by
relations of power. These relations of power favor certain groups and or individuals over
others and these relations of power dialogue and intersect with politics, culture, and
economics — all of which are social constructions in and of themselves. Of central
importance for Gal (1991) and Foucault (1984), is determining the mechanisms of power
— how it operates and frames society ? Foucault asks, How does power operate in our
society (Rabinow 1984:6)? For Gal (1991) the urgency in determining the operatives of
power lies in the fact that “power is more than an authoritative voice in decision making;
its strongest form may well be the ability to define reality, to impose visions on the
world” (1991:197). How do the visions of one group or one individual gain weight and
power? How do these ideas become “fact” and become defining characteristics of a
society and or of a nation? Discourses are socially constructed by a group of people. Just
as literature, visual art, food and music, they become the markers of a society, they help

to define that society. But, as Wolf (1982) argues, the histories we read are not the entire



story, they are representative of the experiences of a very particular group — the socially
dominant. The culture of society is rendered visible through a dominant discourse.
Culture is a combination of ideas and power (Wolf 1999) and thus is material evidence of
the social philosophy of the dominant group of people who have the social “voice”, the
power. Concerning PEI, I wonder about the statement that was expressed to me on a
number of occasions that PEI is the “culture of potato, it is a potato culture”...Who
suggests that PEI is the “potato culture”? What are the implications of this?

Discourses of power spread a dominant discourse and shape reality. Sachs (1992)
argues that in development discourse the descriptive words and terminology that are
specifically chosen are done so with the intent of underscoring how backward,
impoverished, and illiterate people in the “Third World”! are with the purpose of
highlighting the need for skills, expertise, and knowledge from people and institutions in
developed nations. Sachs (1992) argues that the concepts behind the terms used to define
the social realities of people in developing nations are culturally, economically,
historically, and politically specific and damaging.

Foucault (1965/1973), Escobar (1995), Stoler (1997), Sachs (1992), Petchesky
(1997) and Gal (1991) are a few anthropologists who have emphasized the role that
institutions and accredited individuals — “experts”- play in supporting and disseminating
discourses; in elevating the currency of a certain statement, idea, “truth” that then impacts
others, elsewhere who are positioned differently.

Accordingly, Foucault suggests that the “real political agenda” for the individual

in western society is to,



“criticize the working of institutions which appear to be both neutral and
independent; to criticize them in such a manner that the political violence which
has always exercised itself obscurely through them will be unmasked, so that one

can fight them” (in Rabinow 1984:6).

Similar to Sachs (1992), and Foucault (in Rabinow 1984), Escobar (1995)
explores the way discursive practices and institutions such as the IMF and World Bank
have constructed the “Third World”. These discourses have homogenized all people,
cultures, and communities in the “Third World”, and they have also created and
legitimized a system of development that has empowered members of “First World
nations” to bring “The Third World People” out of economic ruin and into modernity.
Escobar (1995:106) argues that as long as institutions and accredited experts successfully
reproduce themselves materially, culturally, and ideologically, then very particular
relations of domination will prevail. In addition, as demonstrated through Gal (1991) and
Escobar (1995:105), institutions contribute to formalizing and producing social relations,
divisions of labour, gender “ideals”, and cultural forms.

Importantly, Foucault asks, how does knowledge become “truth”? How does
knowledge become accepted, repeated, and embedded so that it eventually becomes part
of people’s unconscious world? The synchronous analysis of knowledge and power is
important because, “knowledge of all sorts is enmeshed in the clash of petty dominations,
as well as in the larger battles which constitute our world” (Foucault in Rabinow 1984:6-
7). Foucault asks these questions because they point to a line of inquiry that leads to

performing the ultimate work: altering power relations (Foucault in Rabinow 1984:6).

! an equally charged word representing social hierarchies of power and dominance by “First World
nations” over people who are not from these nations.
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Escobar writes, “science and expert discourses. ..produce powerful truths, ways of
creating and intervening in the world” (1995:20). Smith (in Escobar '1 995:107), Hall
(1997), and Petchesky (1997) advance that not only do professional discourses provide
the categories with which “facts” can be named and analyzed but they also outline the
way that these “facts” can be talked about, thus suggesting what is permissible even
within the discussion of the topic. Just as discourses can emphasize a point of view, a
value, an idea, they can equally dismiss an idea, a knowledge, a statement. Therefore,
discursive practices construct the topic that is permissible for discussion by defining and
producing the objects of knowledge/truth. Taken in this light, according to Hall
(1997:44), discourses govern the manner in which a topic can be spoken about and
reasoned about. Most importantly, all meaning giving (when an idea is empowered)
occurs in and through discourse. Significantly, nothing — scientific “fact”, data or
analysis- has meaningful existence outside of discourse. Discourse creates and
obliterates. Facts become standardized and presented with the support from an “expert”
who uses an “expert” discourse to reinforce the “truth”. Knowledge is a product that is
socially constructed and people in positions of power structure the social conditions and
relations or modes of production so that their knowledge becomes represented in the
everyday reality that surrounds them.

According to Foucault (1980), human understanding about topics exists within an
economy of discourse. Having knowledge, creating and disseminating knowledge means
being in a position of social privilege whereby the individual(s) can create/make a
statement about something and because of their place in a position of privilege, they can

have the statement/idea circulated and through this process, the statement/idea becomes
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“fact”, “truth”; as something that is known. The act of speaking involves passing
intersubjective ideas to others, the receiver in turn repeats the process by further
disseminating the ideas. The knowledge that is created and passed along to others as
“truth” becomes an economy of statements- the currency, while the dialogues are
monetary exchanges. This economy of discourse is inherently arbitrary. The power of
dominant classes and the power that separates social groups based on race, gender, class,
or age is highlighted and has the effect of giving credibility to the ideas — the ideology —
that is being disseminated from those in positions of privilege. In doing so, they
underscore that they are the leaders, that they are knowledgeable. An analysis of
discourses accentuates the systemic and constructed nature of power and knowledge, or
as Foucault presents, power/knowledge. Foucault (1970) emphasizes that the “will to
truth” is very much about excluding discourses, it forges very particular discourses and
knowledge that underscores the privileged position of a particular dominant group and
overpowers and constrains other discourses that are often seen as secondary and not as
“truth”. Foucault suggests that the “will to truth” is really about power, a desire for power
over people, to limit any alternative forms of knowledge from gaining momentum and
becoming truth.

According to Foucault, discourse then is a complex and strategic tactic that is
used or exploited as a modality of power. It impacts and influences social relations
between different levels of society — the State, Institutions sanctioned by the State, elites,
subjugated groups, and individuals. Knowledge, “truth” that is created and disseminated,
is power and of high currency as long as it is continually disseminated and accepted. In

order to have certain knowledge received and taken as “truth”, the speaker needs to be
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endowed with the title of expert. Hence, expert knowledge is of supreme value in the
economy of discourse. This is a critical point in Foucault’s power/knowledge concept.
Further adding weight, power to expertise, is when the individual is accredited by a state-
sanctioned institution. What is of importance and what is emphasized in Foucault’s social
theories is the intersection and wedding of the production of knowledge in and through
the exercise of administrative power. Institutions and knowledge creation and
dissemination are dialectical and binary, each positively promotes, supports, and
influences the other. For Foucault, the dialogue between the production of knowledge
and the exercise of administrative power supports the circulation of a very particular type
of knowledge — created by the dominant group- and behavior, again favoring the
dominant group, determining how people can be in their society.

The system of accrediting individuals with identifying labels or with the title of
expert establishes and reinforces the haves — the knowledge brokers- and the have nots-
the subjugated. In labeling people, this sends a message of who has the right (that is the
social power) to produce knowledge/truth, - power/knowledge, and what type of
knowledge is “truth”, power/knowledge. Of equal importance, this system establishes and
reinforces who does not have the power to create knowledge: the subjugated. These
individuals and groups within society are created and marginalized according to
discourses of power.

Foucault (1965/1973) emphasizes a need to locate social theory within a research
agenda that considers history because doing so reveals how discourses reflect the
particular ideas, perspectives, behaviors, and rituals of the ruling classes of the day (cf.

Foucault 1970, Stoler 1997, 2001, Gal 1991, Said 1979), and importantly, it reveals that
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these ideas change over time. Foucault argues that what can be constructed and accepted
as truth and knowledge during one historical era can be flipped upside down and re-
positioned as fallacy in another period depending upon how favorable the discourses
underscored the privileged position and ideas of the ruling classes.

Foucault’s analysis of psychiatric illness between the 16" and 20" centuries
illustrates this point. Elite Europeans and Americans viewed insanity as a supernatural
gift that was bestowed by the Divine upon people with psychiatric illness. This idea was
reflective of larger Medieval assumptions that the universe and the earth operated under
the will of Divinely powers. In this light, people who were declared mad were very much
accommodated in society and the discourses of the day reflected this. The European
Renaissance of the early 16™ century however significantly impacted how people with
psychiatric illness were viewed and understood. The Renaissance emphasized classical
antiquity and there was a rekindling of interest in the rational order of the universe. The
strength and rationality of the human mind to understand, interpret, make sense and bring
order to the universe was underscored. In this light, older explanations of what
psychiatric illness was (possessing of supernatural powers) were dismissed because the
dominant discourse emphasized the rationality and intellectual capacity of the human
mind. Under this discourse, psychiatric illness was no longer interpreted and accepted as
a gift from the Divine, it was constructed and understood to be a deficit of intelligence
that diminished a person’s “humanness”. Henceforth, people with psychiatric illness were
not considered to be fully human because they lacked that which made humans human:

the faculty of reason.
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Between the 17" and 19™ centuries, as explanations and ideas were increasingly
grounded in discourses of science and positivism, and as individuals suffering from
psychiatric illness did not reflect the behaviors that were admired and allowed within this
general discourse, people with psychiatric illness were placed in asylums. The physical
segregation of people with psychiatric illnesses within institutions served several
purposes. First, it reinforced and underscored the (constructed) danger that people with
psychiatric illness posed to those with rational minds. Rational people needed protecting
from the irrational beings. Second, the insane became a new class of people that needed
to be understood. Subsequently, this led to the development of fields of medicine such as
psychology and psychiatry. Individuals placed within asylums were subject to scientific
inquiry, to the critical gaze of the expert; people in asylums were effectively penetrated,
colonized, and controlled.

What is highlighted in this example is that ideas are social constructs that reflect
the visions of a dominant class. Once circulated and reflected in actions, as was the case
with the segregation and control of people with psychiatric illness, ideas become
accepted as “truth”. Madness was not suddenly new in the 16™ century, nor were the
individuals with psychiatric illnesses suddenly very different from individuals with
psychiatric illness in earlier historical eras. What changed was the way psychiatric illness
and people with psychiatric illnesses were constructed, accepted and understood. Ideas
about psychiatric illness reflected in the discourse of “unreason” and “folly”” was more
about how scholars and the elite were conceptualizing themselves and working to
position themselves as leaders in their own self-created society. The class of privileged

elite created and nurtured a discourse that underscored values and ideas they regarded as
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important: a rational mind, scientific explanations, a dismissal of reference to the Divine
as any possible explanation. Any idea, value, way of being that challenged or could have
prohibited their position and vision from coming to fruition, that could have trumpeted
the creation of a society that reflected their view, was dismissed. In sum, the histories we
read reflect the changing dominant discourses and are not necessarily reflective of the
way it was for the majority of people.

Essential to this anthropological project is demonstrating that ideas are dynamic
and charged with power. Through time, ideas change because peoples’ ideas and ways of
seeing themselves and how they interact with their social network changes and equally,
so too do the relations of power and the economies of discourse within which these
powerful people are situated. These emergent ways of doing and being and their
associated social rituals and practices mimic the discursive practices that are created to
support very particular types of knowledge, truth, and ways of being. In sum, history,
truth, and objective knowledge are socially constructed by social groups in power and
these discourses have been created and disseminated with the intent of underscoring the
creation of social rules that dominate and subordinate all the while underscoring the
importance and privilege, power and knowledge, of the individuals or groups in power.
In light of this, Escobar (1995) suggests that it is important to determine and reveal how
people resist interventions and how they struggle to create alternative ways of doing and
being (1995:11). This is exactly what will be examined later in the thesis, in chapter five,
Competing Discourses, where I explore the ways that two environmental organizations
on PEI are working to present their alternative discourses in a climate that does not foster

public voicing of alternative visions.
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Constructing Farming, Understanding Agriculture:

The agroindustrial food system has been defined by the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD 1981) as the set of activities and
relationships that interact to determine what, how much, by what methods and for whom
food is produced and distributed. The processes involved in the industrial production of
food - increased mechanization and deskilling of labour, reduction in the number of small
farms, increased influence of transnational and multinational corporations
(TNCs/MNCs)-, are reshaping local methods of food production and consumption, and
they are adversely impacting ecological and human health (Shiva 1998, 2002; Whatmore
1995; McMichael 2000; Chibnik 1987; Grossman 1998).

The cause for concern is a result of the fact that Agriculture, and its related
processes, is the largest and most important industry in the global economys; it is
fundamental to any national economy, and food production is the lifeblood of rural
communities throughout the world (Shiva 1998, 2002; Norberg-Hodge 1991; Norberg-
Hodge, Merrifield, and Gorelick 2002; Kimbrell 2002; Tompkins 2002; Harris 1990;
Merrington et al 2002; and Murphy 1990). Agricultural production occupies 35 percent
of the world’s land surface with 11 percent under direct cultivation and 24 percent
managed as permanent pasture (UNEP 1992). Socio-culturally, biologically,
economically, and aesthetically, farming communities have changed dramatically in the
post war years. In North America, and increasingly, globally, locally adapted, small-scale
diverse family farm units are being replaced by large-scale industrial farms. These large
corporate run farms offer local farmers production contracts which stipulate the type of
crop planted, when they are planted and how they are planted (Murphy 1990; Tompkins

2002; Kimbrell 2002). The strain to maintain or increase yields has led some farmers to

17



clear ecologically significant areas that once provided habitat for various species
(Murphy 1990; Tompkins 2002; Kimbrell 2002). Furthermore, the transformation in farm
production from polycul‘mres2 to monocultures has exacerbated the scope and pace of
environmental degradation. The contract regulations are created with production quotas
in mind, ecological impacts of, for example, pesticide use, are often secondary
considerations. Pesticides are viewed as a necessity in corporate industrial farming. As
‘crop protectants’ (PMRA 2001) they safeguard the farmer’s or the corporation’s
financial investment. The concentration and centralization of farming from the hands of
many into the hands of a few parallels the Fordist or Post-Fordist industrial system which
similarly involved the centralization and concentration of products and methods and the
deskilling of labour. The ecological implications of relentless monocrop farming, the
cultural and human health dis-ease that result from this farming practice, in addition to
the decreasing number of farmers who actually own the land they till, are some of the
points being highlighted by people advocating a move away from the present corporate
industrial agricultural system to a system that builds on local practices and operates to
meet the needs of a localized community (Shiva 1989, 1998, 2002, Norberg-Hodge et al

2002).

2 Polycultures/polycrops: growing a diversity of crops in one area enables a symbiotic relationship between
plant varieties and species to develop. The result is less dependence on chemical inputs such as pesticides.
Polycrop farming methods are aligned with principles of how ecosystems operate optimally when
biodiversity is encouraged.

Monocultures, or near monocultures: the growing of a single plant species, usually in one area. The same
type of crop is grown over a number of consecutive years. Typically, monocrop farming methods are used
when producing food commodities for consumers in distant markets. Monocrop production methods do not
benefit from natural ecosystem processes that come with intercropping, crop rotations. Consequently, there
is an increased use of synthetic chemical pesticides and mechanical irrigation systems. Monocultures
threaten local and regional food security, environmental, and human health (Thrupp 1998: 79; Shiva 1993,
2001). Industrial agriculture implies the simplification of biodiversity and reaches an extreme form in crop
monocultures. The end result is the production of an artificial ecosystem that subsequently requires
constant human intervention and vigilance.
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My understanding of what constitutes the industrialization of agriculture is that it
is a series of processes that involve the production and distribution of goods and services
and that these are grounded both within localised negotiated social relations and
distanced social networks, each operating, responding, and being framed by unequal
access to power which itself underscores the vision of a very particular dominant group
of people and institutions. My understanding has been shaped by Wolf (1966, 1982,
1999), Mintz (1985), Wells (1996), McMichael (2000), McMichael and Friedmann
(1998), Atkins and Bowler (2001), Harris (1990), Shiva (1989, 1998, 2000, 2001),
Norberg-Hodge et al (2002), Grossman (1998), and Goodman and Redclift (1989). Each
scholar has advanced a framework for analysis that has pushed beyond mere description
of what agroindustrialization is, to present ~ow it operates, and the consequences of these
modes of operations. In doing so, the analysis unveils the processes — the political
economic, the social relations, the constructions of ideas and the power-, that make the
whole system take a certain shape. Of importance, Wolf (1966, 1982, 1999) and Mintz
(1985) emphasize how social relations have determined the course and the development
of a global industrial food production system. There are numerous types of social
relations. They are dynamic, negotiated, contested, and they are temporal. Important to
note, social relations are always rooted in power, particularly in circumstances of unequal
access to power (Wolf 1990 in Schneider 1995). Wolf (1999:4-5) urges us to think of
power as an aspect of all relations among people. Taking power as relational, reveals that
it works differently in interpersonal relations, in institutional arenas, in working
relationships, and on the level of whole societies. Therefore, social relations demonstrate,

establish, and reinforce who has power over whom. In this light, when analyzing methods
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