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ABSTRACT

Social licenses the need forand attempt tagarner and maintain public approval of
industry/corporate practice$he License to Farm campaigsponds to the public pushback
regarding industrial farm practices, arldims to educate the public on Canadian farmimdy
analyze the campaign to reveal thecursivereproduction of power in the campaign materials.
seek to answer: How are representations of expertise employed to legitimize industrial farming
as the dominant agricultural practice? The project relies on the science and technology studies
framework and draws on critiques of industrial farming. | emplayixed methodology that
includes critical discourse analysis and Actor Network Theory. The project uncovers how the
License to Farm campaign is less about educating the public and more of a public relations tactic
(an iteration of the social license apach) used tmegativelyportray the critical consumeasind

positivdy the proponents oindustrial farming.



Acknowledgments

| want to take this opportunity to thank the amazing committee (and others) | had the
pleasure of working with on this project. Firstly, Irena, for being the absolute best supervisor |
could have asked for. You knew when to push me and when to tell aleeta break. But you
also made me feel completely comfortable in coming to talk to you when | doubted myself. |
cannot tell you how valuable that was for me. To Sandra, for being so approachable during this
whole project. You provided great suggestionspnemendations, and advice throughout this
project. | appreciated your feedback and support tremendously. To Kelly (and Nate), for
supporting me in my undergrad before Grad school was even on my radar. And then for
continuing to support me throughout mysdtseand for agreeing to be on my committee. | am
where | am today in large part because of you two. The impact you two have had will stay with
me forever and | am forever grateful to have you both in my life. Irena, Sandra and Kelly, |
admire each of you¢mendously as academics, as professors, as women and feel so fortunate to

have had such a dream team committee. Thank you for everything.



Table of Contents

(@4 aF=T o] (= g I [ 1 0o [T 1 [ o S 11
2 F=Tod (o [ (o 11 ] o o 13
SOCIAI LICENSE ...ttt ettt et e e 14
The Rise of Industrial Farming.............uciiiiii i 20
The Impact of Industrial Farming ... e 25
Alternative Farming PracCtiCES........ciiiii i i e e e e e enaaees 28

Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework & Methodology............ccoeeviiiiiiiiiiceeeeeeeeeeeeee 30
TheoretiCal FramMEWOIK ...........uuiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e 30
Repre®ntations Of EXPEITISE........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiit et 30
The Relationship Between Laypeople and SCIentists...........cceevvveeeiievieniieeeveeeeiiiinnnn 35
The CONrol OF NAIUME.......oviiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e 37
MethodOlOgY.........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e meeeeeeeeeeeeeee . A0
(D 2= 1= W OXo] | [=Tot 1o ] o A PP P PP PPPPPPPPPTRRPRPRRRROY 40
(D= L= WY g Tz 1Y A F O RRUURPRTTRRY ¥ |
Critical DIiSCOUISE ANAIYSIS.......cuuiiiiii e e et e e e e e e e e eaesaaaaas 42

DA DISCOUISE. ...ttt ettt ettt ettt et e e e st e e e ekt e e e e e et e e e aan e e e e s anne e e e e eanneed 43
DA POWEL ...ttt ettt et ettt e e e e e e e e e oo bbb e e ettt e e e e e e e e e e s bbb e e e e et e e e e e e aaaaannne 44
(61D [0 [=To] (oo |V OO OPPRRPOTRSPIRY” | o
F o3 (o] N\ 1= 1Y G i 10 47

L0001 (=T a1 g F= 1] =P 51



(O gF=T o (=T g B A g F= 1] PP 52
License to Farm DOCUMENTAIY..........uiiiiieieiieeiiiime e etetee e s e e e e e e et emreeae e s e eeaeeeannes 53
LTFCL: Clouds 0N the HOMZON.......ccooiiiiiii ittt e e e 53

[ O €117 @ I o To Lo L PO PPEPPRR 58
[ O S =T T [0 =P PRR PR R 62
LTFCA: Tle ROMANTC IAE@L......cciiiiiiiee ittt snan e e e e eeed 63
LTFCS: Credible VOICES ... ...cii ittt ettt ettt ree e e e sbbee e e e enneee 66
Looking Beyond the Film: Speaker Backgrounds.............cccuveeiiiiiiiieeiniiiiee e 67
KBYWOITS. ...ttt ettt et e et oot e e et e et oo e et ettt ettt ettt et e e et e e e eeeeeeeamssssssnbesbnbnnnnnnnes 86
License t0 Farm WEDSILE...........coviiiiiiiiiiiiieceiiiii e e e e e 87
SEBKCANOIA WEDSITE. .....uviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ensennes 101
Chapter 4: DISCUSSION......uuuiiieeeeeeeeie et s e e e e e e e e e e e emt s e e e e e e e eaaanaeeeeees 105
Representations Of EXPEITISE.......uuuii i it e e e e eaeenane 105
J N ] 01T U= 1 o] = PSSP 106
[T g o [U =T PP UTUPTURPPPPON 112
POWEIREIALIONS. ... .uiiii i e e e e e e e e et e e e e emrnn e e eeeas 117
Construction Of KNOWIEAGE..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 120
CoNtrol Of NALUIE ... 125
Yo Tox = I o] =] Lo = 128
ACEOr NEtWOIrKTREOIY ... 134
ProblemMatiSAtION..........veiiiecce e ——————— 134

LTS ESTST =] = o N 135



[T g o] 10T o | APPSR 136
1] o1 T2 1o o H PP 137
SUMMArY Of ODBIVALIONS. ......eeveiiiiiiiiiiie et a e e 138
Constraints, Concerns, and Future Research.............ccccccovviieiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiienn 138
CONCIUSION. ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeas 140

Works Cited



TABLE OF FIGURES

FIGURE 1.1:

FIGURE 1.2:

FIGURE 1.3:

LICENEEFARM DOCUMENTARYLL .....ootiiiiii e 57

LICENEEFARM DOCUMENTARYLL .....ooitiiiiii e 57

LICENESEFARM DOCUMENTAIRYLL .....outiiiiiiiiiie e 58

FIGURE 1.4 CENSUSIRIDA 2016........cciiiiittiiiiiiieieee ettt e e e e s s s et e e e e e e et s s s rnn et e e neeeseesasanne 64

FIGURE 1.5:

FIGURE 1.6:

FIGURE 1.7:

FIGURE 1.8:

FIGURE 1.9:

FIGURE 2.0:

FIGURE 2.1:

FIGURE 2.2:

FIGURE 2.3:

FIGURE 2.4:

FIGURE 2.5:

FIGURE 2.6:

FIGURE 2.7:

FIGURE 2.8:

FIGURE 2.9:

FIGURE 3.0:

FIGURE 3.1:

FIGURE 3.2:

FIGURE 3.3:

FIGURE 3.4:

CENSWUBIADA 2016.......cccceiiiiiiiiiiiie e 65

CENSWBIADA 2016.......cccceiiiiiiiiiiiie e 65

DOYLEEBE SASKCANOLA BOMBRMBER ........ccoiiiiiieeeeee e 68

DOYLEBE CANADIAN CANGIROWERS ASSOCIABONRD MEMBER.........cccccccnld 68

STANVEE CANADA CANOLOBIERS ASSOCIATIORMBDMEMBER..........cccocvviiienn 69

FARM Q®D CARE ONTARIO IR ...ttt e 70

CHERIMNAGEL WESTERN CARADVHEAT GROWERS®@GSIATION BOARD MERSE............. 70

CHERINAGEL SASKATCHEWSRIVALUE INITIATEMBOARD MEMBER........ccvviiiiiiinnns 71

DALE T®HCH CANADA CAN@WROWERS ASSOCIABONRD MEMBER...........cccccccveeeinnn, 72

DALE TEAFCH SASKCANOLABDMEMBER.........cccviiiiiiiiieeeiieeeeiieeeeee e 2

IAN EBRNOLAOUNCIL OF CANADARAGIOMY SPECIALLST. ....cvviiiieeiiiiiiireeee e 73

MCGILERICE FOR SCIENGOE&IETY FUNDING........ccciiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 74

COUNEQR BIOTECHNOLOGRORMATION MEMBERS........ooiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 74

MEGAN DIDEN LINKEDIN PREFIL.......oeeiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt 75

MEGAN BDIDEN LINKEDIN PREFIL.......ocooiiiiiiiiiiieee e 75

TOM WAAGRIMETRIX WEBSITE ......ooiiiiiiiiiiieeiiniinece e ineneceeeeene o ] ©

TOM WOABRIMETRIX BIOL....eeieiiieiiee ittt ettt e e e e e e eeeeneeee e e e e e 16

LYNDSEMTH LINKEDIN PR@FL.......cooiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e siiireeeeeee e e e e snnnnnneeeeeeenee e d 1

WILF KER AGVEST BlIO....ooiiiiiiiiiiii ettt 78

BLAINEARTRAND SASK POCHMNC BIO SCIENCEHROLOGY PROGRAMMEA................ 79



FIGURE 3.5: JANIGEANBERG SASKCANCAREDTOR..........ooiiiiiiiiiiiicin i 79
FIGURE 3.6: JANIGEANBERG LINKEDINPIRED...........coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie et 80
FIGURE 3.7: JANIGEANBER ABEST BIOIRECTOR.........cutiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiririe e 80
FIGURE 3.8: BRETTLHREAD TWITTER PROEL.......cooiiiiiiii e 81
FIGURE 3.9: BRETTLHREAD CANOLA COUNIEH CANADA BOARDMBER ..........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiis 81
FIGURE 4.0: BRETTLHREAD CANADIAN CANGROWERS ASSOONBOARD MEMBER....................... 82
FIGURE 4.1: BRETTL.HAREAD PRESIDENTANRADIAN CANOLA GRERE ASSOCIATION ....ccovveiiiiiiininnd 82
FIGURE 4.2: TERRYUX®WA SASKCANOLA BOMEMBER.........coviiiiiiiiiii e 82
FIGURE 4.3: TERRVUX®WA AGRORE UNITED BOARD NBERR............cocciiiiiiiiiii s 83
FIGURE 4.4: TERRVUX®WA AGRICORE UNIBEIARD MEMBER..........cccctiiiiiiiiieeecee e 83
FIGURE 4 BEMONSTRATES THEBEROF SPEAKERSHRIAILM AND THEIFSAEIATED TITLE................ 85
FIGURE 4.6 DOMINATERMS USED IN THEMEL.......cooiiiiiiiii e 86
FIGURE 4.7 DOMINANDEOLOGIES PRESENNHBIE FILM.......ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee et 87

FIGURE 4.8:

FIGURE 4.9:

FIGURE 5.0:

FIGURE 5.1:

FIGURE 5.2:

FIGURE 5.3:

FIGURE 8.7:

FIGURE 8.8:

FIGURE 8.9:

FIGURE 9.0:

FIGURE 9.1:

FIGURE 9.2:

FIGURE 9.3:

FIGURE 9.4:

LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL ..ottt 88

LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL...oooiiiiiiii e 88

LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL...oooiiiiiiii e 89

LICENSEFARM TWITTER....coiii ittt e e e e 90

LICENSEFARM FACEBOQOK ... ..ottt 90

LICENEEFARM INSTAGRAM.....coiiiiiiiii ittt 91

LICENEEFARM CAMPAIGN......coiiiiii s 92

LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL....oiiiiiiiiiiii ettt e 93

LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL....ooiiiiiii e 93

LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL...oooiiiiiiiiii e 94

LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL....oiiiiiiiiiiii ettt e e 95

LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL....oiiiiiiiiiiii ettt e e 96

LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL...oooiiiiiiiiii e 96

LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL...ooiiiiiiiiii e 97



FIGURE 9.5: LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL......ccooiiiii s 97
FIGURE 9.6: LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL.....cccoiiiiiieieeeeee et 98
FIGURE 9.7: LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL.....ccoiiiiiiieie et 98
FIGURE 9.8: LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL.......cooiiii s 99
FIGURE 9.9: LICENSEFARM WEBSITE BTIL ... 100
FIGURE 10.0: LICENSEFARM WEBSITELETL.....ooitiiiiiiiiii et 101
FIGURE 10.1: SASKORN WEBSITE STILL.....iiiiiiiiiie e 102
FIGURE 10.2: SASKORN WEBSITE STILL.....oiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 103
FIGURE 10.3: LICENSEFARM DOCUMENTARYLL ..o 107
FIGURE 10.4: LICENSEFARM DOCUMERARY STILL ...ttt 108
FIGURE 10.5: LICENSEFARM DOCUMENTARYLL ..ottt 108
FIGURE 10.6: LICENSEFARM DOCUMENTARYLL ... 109
FIGURE 10.7: LICENSEFARM DOCUMENTARYLL ..ottt 109
FIGURE 10.8: LICENSEFARM DOCUMENTARYLL ..ottt 110
FIGURE 10.9: LICENSEFARM DOCUMENTARYLL ... 110
FIGURE 11.0: LICENSEFARM DOCUMENTARYLL ... 111

FIGURE 111 TABLBERR G2 1! ¢ { ¢/ 9DHD{ EhKE! wa QWhGE...2.1.[.[....888 5



Appendix A

Figure 5.08
Figure 5.1
Figure 5.26
Figure 5.3
Figure 5.4é
Figure 5.5
Figure 5.68
Figure 5.7é
Figure 5.8¢é
Figure 5.9¢é
Figure 6.08
Figure 6.1é
Figure 6.28
Figure 6.3¢
Figure 6.4é
Figure 6.5
Figure 6.6
Figure 6.7
Figure 6.8&
Figure 6.9
Figure 7.0é

Figure 7.1é

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

(N

(N

(N

(N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

(N

(N

(N

(N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

(N

(N

(N

(N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

(N

(N

(N

(N

D

([N

D

([N

([N

D

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

(0N

D

([N

D

([N

([N

D

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

(0N

D

([N

D

([N

([N

D

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

(0N

([N

([N

D

([N

([N

D

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

(0N

([N

([N

D

([N

([N

D

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

(0N

([N

([N

D

([N

([N

D

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

(0N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

(0N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

(N

D~

D~

(0N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

(N

D~

D~

(0N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

(N

D~

D~

(0N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

(N

D~

D~

(0N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

(N

D~

D~

(0N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D

D~

D~

D~

(N

D~

D~

(0N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D

D~

D~

D~

(N

D~

D~

(0N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D

D~

D~

D~

(N

D~

D~

(N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D

D~

D~

D~

(N

D~

(0N

(N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D

D~

D~

D~

(N

D~

(0N

(N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D

D~

D~

D~

(N

(0N

(0N

(N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D~

D

D~

D~

D~

(N

(0N

(0N

(N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([pN

([N

([N

([N

([N

D~

D~

([N

([N

D~

D~

(N

(N

(N

(N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([pN

([N

([N

([N

([N

D~

D~

([N

([N

D~

D~

(N

(N

(N

(N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([pN

([N

([N

([N

([N

D~

D~

([N

([N

D~

D~

(N

(N

(N

(N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([pN

([N

([N

([N

([N

D~

D~

([N

([N

D~

D~

(N

(N

(N

(N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([pN

([N

([N

([N

([N

D~

D~

([N

([N

D~

D~

(N

(N

(N

(N

D

([N

([N

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([pN

([N

([N

([N

([N

D~

D~

([N

([N

D~

D~

(N

(N

(N

(N

([N

([N

-(D\

-(D\

-(D\

-(D\

-(D\

-(D\

E'D\

E'D\

E'D\

E'D\

E'D\

E'D\

.(D\

.(D\

.(D\

E'D\

D

([N

([N

53]

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

D

D

D

D

D

([N

([N

([N

(N

p.155
p.156
p.157
p.158

.p.159

.p.160

p.161

6 2

6 3

6 3

6 4

65

66

67

6 8

69

70

71

72

73

74

75



Figure 7.2
Figure 7.3¢
Figure 7.4é
Figure 7.5
Figure 7.6é
Figure 7.7
Figure 7.8é
Figure 7.9
Figure 8.0
Figure 8.1é

Figure 8.2

([N

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

([N

([N

([N

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

([N

([N

([N

D

([N

([N

([N

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

([N

D

(O

(O

(O

(O

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

M- M- M- M- D D D~ D~ ([N ([N
D~

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

D

.(D\

.(D\

.(D~

.(D~

.(D~

.(D~

.(D~

-(D\

-(D\

-(D\

-(D\

([N

D~

([N

([N

([N

([N

D~

([N

([N

([N

([N

1C

76

77

78

79

80

81

8 2

8 3

8 4

85

8 6



11
Chaptlemt rloducti on

In 2015 the Ontario government decided to igaregulate neonicotinoids, a popular
cropprotection insecticide. The new regulation focused on reducing the use of neonicotinoid
insecticide by 80% by 2017, and to ensure it is only being msedops that demonstrate a pest
problem (Ontario.ca, 2015). While the government claimed this policduaso the probable
link between neonicotinoids andlacreasing bee populati@ntario.ca, 2015the increased
regulation on neonicotinoids wasdely seen as asocial license effort on behalf of the
provincial governmentMenzies, 2015)Social licensegiscussed in greait detail in this thesjs
is understood as the need for industries/corporations to garner and maintain public approval of
indudry/corporate practiced’rno & Sloccombe, 20)2Increasingly, governments are also
expected to maintain social license for their w@&cause th®ntariopublic was so upset over
the use of neonicotinoidgheprovincialgovernment had to act before yheven had all the
evidence (Menzies, 2015)herewas such atrongpublic pwshback against the use of
neonicotinoidsthe governmentlearlyfelt pressure to act quickhgsultingin the regulation.

This example illustrates how social licertsa playarolein the agricultural industryn
this vein my project looks at the use of a sociattise approach within a campaigted
License to Farnlaunched in 2016, as a means by proponents of industrial farming to shore up
support for modern farming prtcesthat arebeing questioned by Canadian consumers. The
main finding of my project is that the License to Farm campaign was created in respiiese
public puslback against industrialized farmiagd for the purpose of reassuring consumers that
indudrial farming is safe

| beginthis chapteby outlining the background for my thesiberel frame my research

guestionaroundthe representation of expertise throdlg@social license approachexplain the
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history of the notion of social licenseatsand how it began with mining operations but has
since beemxtendedacross industries. In this projettie social license approach is being used in
the Canadian agricultural industry, specifically in the License to Eampaignwhich
addressethe agriculturalsector.l alsoprovide contextual information on the rise of industrial
farming andts associatedisks andconclude with a discussiam alternative farming methods.

The thesis proceeds across foaptersexploring the License to Farm caagnandthe
documentaryilm that forms the core of the campai@hapter 2 focuses on my theoretical
frameworkassembled througttience and technology studies (ST&usingon three
perspective: representations of expertise, the relationship betwaentssts and laypeople (non
experts), and the control of nature. This is followed by a destriptionof my methodology
andan indepth explanation of my chosen methaahich includecritical discourse analysis
(CDA), Actor Network Theory (ANT), and content analysis (CBRA is employed as my
primary method, which | use to unpack ideas of power, ideologies and distmurdevithin
the texts of the License to Farm campaigimen dscuss how ANT and CAre productive
methods forcontextualing my CDA.

In Chapter 31 beginmy analysis of th&icense to Farncampaign where | break doven
prominent texd a documentay andassociated material such awebsite, social media
accounts ath media objedlike the #licensetofarm. Additionally, | provide speaker backgreund
of those presented in the documentaryeveal any hidden associations that could illustrate
vested interests of supporting industrial corporate interests. Lastly,idlprawrief breakdown
of the core funder of the documenta®askCanolao demonstrate the values and focus of this

industry association.
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In Chapter 4l interrogate my object of study, being the social license approach in the
License to Farm campaigrroughfive constructsrepresentation of expertise, power relations,
control of nature, construction of knowledged social licensédditionally, | address any

constraints frommy project and anyraas needing further research.

Background

My researclstudiescommunication methods used by the dgad industry through a
case study of the public relations campaign, License to Faxamine how representations of
expertise are employed to legitimize industrial farming as the dominant agriculturatqaract
Specifically,| ask of this campaigrHow are representations of expertise employed ithe
License to Farm messaging, and what types of farming and agricultural knowledge do they
legitimize? In line with CDA practices, take a clear position in my@ectto call into question
the reproduction of power through discourse, and therefore | do not claim to be objective. | state
my position by employing three bodies of literatu8&S which offers a critical perspective on
the construction of knowledg€DA to interrogate neoliberal ideals entrenched in agricultural
cultural forms, and lastly crquesof industrial farming and its impagtsn which | draw to
examine the material context of the campaign

Principally, my projectocuseson thecampaigriicense to Farpwhich consists of the
License to Farndocumentary, accompanyinghsite and social media accounts (Facebook,
Twitter, Instagram)all of which ostensiblyaimto educate the public on the safetyrafustrial
farming practicesThe documentargddressea problem opublic mistrust in industrial farming
practicesReleased in January 2016, the documentaryesgonse to and addresses three broad
public concerns over industrial farming, including pesticide use, genetmatlified organisms

(GMO) andthe loss of small faring operationsThe thirtyminute documentary features a
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number of speakers, mamphomare presented as experts, to educate the public on the safety of
a certain type ofarming.Indeed, he campaignrefer t o @ f awhoie, bughey oalys a
focus on industrial farminghus marginalizing other farming practices.
Themotivation for thisstudycomes out of a pilot projettconductediuringthe summer
of 2016 for the National Farmetnion(NFU) in FrederictonNB. The NFUwas lookingto
havesome preliminary researclonle on the documentary and the speakers representeditvithin
The NFUmainly wanted tesee if there was more than meets the eye with the agenda being
promotedby this campaigrBased on the pilot project fthe NFU | arrived at a problematic:
theLicense to Farncampaigrwas frameds an educational tqddut | wondered to what extent
they were exploitinghe notionofi s o c i a | |l icenseo to try and app:¢

industrial farming in order to exdinue public support for industrial practices.

Social License
The notion of social license is still relatively new, though it is quibldgoming a
pervasive approacdicross industriesn particular, social license has largely been used to bring
attenton to the responsibility of companies to see and acknowledge the negative
social/environmental implications of their practices (Pedro, Ayuk, Bodouroglou, Milligan, Ekins
& Oberle, 2017)My project is situated in the broader context of how the socialdecen
approachalso known as social license to operate (SLO), is being employed by Canadian
agricultural organizationd. ohn Mor i sonds work (2014) descri be
related to mining operations in Australia and Canate.termemergedn the 1990s and is
credited to international mining executive Jim Pars8insce its emergengsocial licenséas

beengrowing in its prevalece andadoption across industrigacluding the agrfood sector
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(Morrison, 2014). Indeed, it is widely arguettht SLO can be understood and applied
universally across industriés.g. Fraks & Cohen, 2012; Nelsen, 2006).

Sociallicense is not a piece of paper nor a document such as a government license.
Rather, it is social acceptance or approval ofacompanypr oj ect 6 s consi stent
trustworthy behaviour. Once that is laste company or project no longer has a social license.

At the most basic level, social license demands that corporate behaviour shoulghtigelye

impact human health éhe environment Gunninghman, Kagan & Thornton, 240 Indeed, a

social license acknowledges that the private sector shares a responsibility with the government,
which act on behalf of the society, to help 0
communi i @AMlliams & Martin, 2011, p.13).

There are various ways different fields and actors conceptualize the notion of social
license, including ones that challenge this argument in stating that social license is a tool for civil
society to control reguletn (Murphy, 2017)Looking at the narrative of social license in
mainstream mediaye see ipresented as a tool for civil society to use against corporations
negatively impacting the environment and societies with their practices. However, it is also
presented as difficultandperhaps even impossible truly attain Murphy, 2017).

Additionally, social license is conceptualized differently by policymakers. In academic
literature, policymakers view social license as an opening of possibility through tehi
influence corporate behaviour (Gunningham et al., 2004). Yet, there is other evidence suggesting
policymakers actually shy away in practice from the notion of social license because it is a vague
term with unclear guidelines in its application (Low2914). Panelists who spoke at the 2014
Calgary symposium hosted by the University of Calgary School of Public Policy, discussed the

elusive nature of social license and its varied use and application across secterss 2014;
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see als@sunningham et gl2004).In subsequent published work describing the symposium,

Lowey addressed how social license can be used as an additional tool to the regulatory process to
ensure organizations meet and maintain social approval alongside legal approval, given that
industries face financial risks should they lose their social license (2014).

The policymakersdéd understanding of soci al
view, where the demands will continuously change once the original ones are met, gffective
placing the control in the hands of civil society. What is clear from the limited literature on social
license, is that there seems to be a lot of confumionndits proper application, who should be
the one(s) to grant the social license, and whethaot it is a manipulative tool for civil society
or a PR tactic for large corporations. What is clear, however, is that corporations lacking a social
license, ought to take it seriously to avoid economic ii§ksiningham et al., 2004, p.309n
exampe of this isthe agrechemical ganMonsant o6s failure to respon
GMOs in Europe, which led to consumer backlash and a breakdown of publievtrigbtyvas
significant enough to cause a rebranding of the corpordionre, 2001) The Monsanto
example demonstrates the value of a social license when a powerful corporation had to make a
branding decision to ensure they maintained public trust. This is no small feat, with Monsanto,
which has since beemought out by Bayer, as the leadicommercial seed and chemical
corporation (Jasper, 2016).

It is very possible that while social license seems to be a novel idea, it instead is an
evolution of similar terms such as O6reputatio
(CSR). Althaugh there is limited literature specifically focusing on social license, there is
evidence showing it emerged from CSR scholarahgb practicesince both deal with the

negotiations with communities and other stakeholders regarding the costs and asseditsted
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with industrial developmen®gdro, et al., 2017; Hall, Lacey, G&ornish & Dowd, 2015
Therefore, it appears to be a fluid term that evolves with time, yet retains most of the values of
its predecessors. This opens up the possibility of astitig uses of the notion due to its
multifaceted nature. Indeed, there is not one clear understandingtefrtrendthere are

multiple ways it has been applieslich as a marketing tool or a public demand to maintain
responsible practices. Yet the coptcef social licerse hasndeed forced corporations/industry
associations, mainihe ones that impact thenvironment, health or agriculture, to reinvent their
image (Parsons & Moffat, 2014)

Parsons and Moffat, provide a glimpse into companies using social license as a PR tactic
rather than its intended use; ensuring that governments, organizations, corporations, etc, are
adhering to responsible environmental, and social practices rathettpamate interests.

Similarly, authorsPatel, TorreendRosse{ 2005) mi rror Parsons and Mo
exploring theevidenceof public relatiors tactics used by corporations (like Monsanto) to shift

public debates on issues concerraggicultureand biotechnologieS.hey discuss the PR tactics

used by Monsanto by analyzing the debate on GMO cilidpsauthors angethatthese tactics,

such as portraying GMO crops as fitdnee sol uti on
oftenusedto ensure econoimfactors such as profits or ensuring their power position within

their industry sectof2005 p.4349. Usingsocial license as PR tactic, Monsanto was able to

discursively maneuver a justification of their control over our food system and GMO crops to

make people accept the technology. This is not to say that Monsanto is the only culprit. In fact,

in the United States alone, Aithe government al

interest have been under almost continual assault by cagmsain some case these attacks
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have succeeded in removing yet another layer of protection against risks to public health and the

environmento (Parsons & Moffat, 2005, p. 435).
Therise of neoliberalism helped to entrenalues angolicies of privatizatn,

deregulation and free markethichshifted governance moretowardsh e pr i vat e sect o

responsibility ratherDatvhan Hsaalvelyy st hdee fig onvi @ ri rom

very clear:

Neoliberalism is in the first instance a theory ofifical economic practices

that proposes that human wbking can best be advanced by liberating
individual entrepreneurial freedoms and skills within an institutional
framework characterized by strong private property rights, free markets, and
free tragk. The role of the state is to create and preserve an institutional
framework appropriate to such practicg007, p. 2)

The ideas that the state should only be involved in regulating things such as military,
defense, policeandlegal structures, bubterventions that go beyond these functions are to be
left to the private sector. Neolibeisah holds thathei s oci al good will be max
maximizing the reach and frequency of market transactions, and it seeks to bring all human
action into the doman of t he mar k e)tTberefoiegropoeentsof 2007, p. 3
neoliberalismv al ue t he pri vat e itsefant mavedhe gosemnménibegs t o r ¢
little involved as possible. This means thatustry hasnore freedom in how they conduct their
corporatepracticesthat is,thereis lessdemocratic engagemeintvolvedin corporate decisien
making and governancBecause of deregulation and privatization, there is a greater risk of
corporations gaininghonopdy powerand garnering support for practices that are not necessarily
in the public interesbutwholly in the corporate interest. These neoliberal ideals hegxpdain
the pervasive use of social license because thep#gteless of a role in regtilag the market

This shift in governanceakes demands ofvil societyto push forsocial licensdrom
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corporations anthdustrybecause the regulations are not coming frdormal political position
but are guided foremost by the private sedlditionally, company managers agree that not
meeting the requirements of the dregulatianlor | i cens
greater economi ¢ (Guonmgham et a., 2004, @. 3B pisreffertivelyo
places a lot of power in ¢hhands of the public to ensure companies are compliant with safe
practices.

With fisoci al |l icenseo itself being an inta
somewhat elusiveGunningham et al., 2004; Lowey, 201Redro et al. (2017) critique the
notion itself by discussing how the fAsoci al [
agenda of fAsoci al |l icenseo is |imited to acco
minimum extent necessary (Pedro et al., 2017). By meeting the minimumdkronampanies
are seemingly playing a balancing act of avoiding too much public opposition and social conflict
with the Aassociated costs of reputational da
al., 2017, p. 155). The use of thecial licersehas produced confusion amongst industries, due
to its ambiguous nature.

Indeed, in the limited literature on social license, there are a number of studies that focus
on the use of social license as a risk management tactangyamies (Gunningham et ,&2004).
It is useful tasee how corporations/industry associatioas adapt the discourse to appease
peopl ebs concerns, al | contrboversiapracticesThisiiterature ai ni ng
coincides with my problematic where | am looking to séetier or not theampaign is
employing the social license approach as yet angihigic relations tacti¢(PR)used to appease
societal concernwithout making socially beneficial changé®r instance, social license from

business, industry and markeg perspectives is described explicitly as a risk management tool
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(Gunninghman et gl2004). In thisliterature, social license is perceived as a tool to help
companies stay profitable, while still maintaingignilar practicedo thosethat are being
guestoned and challengedhis isdue to the increasing demands and expectations sotiaties
of corporations/industry associatioarsons and Moffatrgue thaeventhough these
corporations/industry associatiofage growing pressures from sogiéh gan a social license,
they sometimes simply alter the discourse used, infdanur, in ordecontinuetheir practices
while seemingly having addressed thauiss of public mistrug2014).Furthermore, actions that
go beyond the minimum demands are oftebacause of potential increase in profits (as cited in
Porter & Van der Linde, 1995Prnoet al . (2014) further il lustra
social responsibility initiatives are arguably the most utilized maokienhted tools for obtaining
asoci al |l icense to operateo (p.352).

The modern food system is a complex, multilayered system. But, of course, it has not

always operated that walynext turn to the historical context of industrial agriculture.

The Rise of Industrial Farming
The currendominant mode of food production is industrial: large scale, commodity
farming for exportrather than familyandcommunity sustenanc&he agri-food industryis
adopting the social licensgproach in relation tmdustrial farmingnethods, whih havecome
under scrutiny apublics havebeen made increasingly awaretloéir numerous environmental
andhealth risks (Horrigan, Lawrence, & Walker, 200Pherefore, it is useful teeviewhow
industrial farming came under wide public criticismhich thenevolved into aall for social
license in this particular industry.
The industrial era can be broken up into the era of expansion and the era of abundance. In

the era of expansiadn the late 1700s and early 180@s start to see the distancingveesn
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food and society due to the production of a market for bought food because of a new set of city
labourers, théndustrial classTannahill, 1973)The industrial eraised mass production of

technologies but also of foq@annahill, 1973)Indeed,a§ annahi | | st ates, Aby
increase number of | aborers had to Dbe978urni sh
p.306). It was an era of mechanization whHarman labour waleing replaced by machinery,

such as ploughs and seed drillsaadrategy to improve efficiencyé&nnahill, 1973)This meant

faster rates of producing food sineéh machineshumanscould accomplish more in a day than

they hadever before.

The industrial era brought with it many changes, including more people gniotinup
andcoming cities (Cronon, 1991)ith fewerpeopleworking the lando produce their foodand
increasinglyrelying on other producers to supply their food. Of course, transportation was
needed for thisvhich was made easier with the adventhef steam engine and rail
transportation. The railway, along with helping to make transportation of goods much easier, was
able to travel across longer distancEannabhill, 1973 With rail transportation, meat carcasses
could be safely transported, withidear ofthemgoing bad, which was the risk when it was
previously transported on hoof (Tannahll®73).Moreover, the advent of modern refrigeration
techniques such as chilling or ice storage by evaporating or compressing the air in ice houses
(1870s)made room for food to easily be transported across distances without fear of it going bad
along the journey (Tannahill, 1973). Furthermore, the railways allowed for the establishment of
transoceanic trade with links between farm and seap®dar{ahill, B73).Moreover, canning
was also developed as an early preservation technology, further assisting in the preservation of
food. The First and Second World Wars, streamlined the development of chemical preservatives

to further help in the preservation of tharhe rail, canning, chemical preservativasyld be
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consideredechnologies of expansidrecause they worked to distance society form the
production of foodSocieties now having faster ways to produce food as well and preserve it, led
to the era of almdance Tannahill, 1973).

In the later part of the 1800s, the era of abundance transformed farimdammaill,
1973) specifically with technological advances and shifts in consumer behaviour that led to
more intensive agricultural production and morelsy't ock agr i cul ture. AW tF
expanding market for the meats of commerce, it was not surprising that there should have been
and international boom in |livestock farmingo
was now introduced into ouodd system (Tannahill, 1973). Along with the boom in livestock
farming, production of corn and wheat expanded as well. Monocrops were introduced, where
farms now only had oneashcrop rather than a variety of produce growing (Tannahill, 1973). In
the mid20" century, technologies such as hybrid seedsch are seeds produced by cross
pollinating,were used to try to boost yialdVith hybrid seeds and the Green Revolution,
farming truly became larggcale, with goals focused on efficiency, productivitg &conomic or
business gain (Shiva, 2000he GreerRevolution a term thafirst surfacel in 1968 was
essentially the transfer of agricultural technologdi&e hybrid seeds developed to produce more
yield, to the global sout{Shiva, 2000)Prior to the Green Revolution, technologies like hybrid
seeds, mechanization of agriculture, irrigation systems, etc., were largely only seen in
industrialized countried’hough there were many involved in the process that led to the Green
Revolution, itis Norman Borlaugwhowasc r edi t ddatahsert md & he Gr een R
Borlaugwas seen as saving large populations from starvation, and evenNuotreldPeace Rze
for his efforts in 197@Shiva, 2000) However, the Green Revolution, quickly pradsisocio

economiadisparities. Because of its adoption in poorer countries like India, the gap between the
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rich and the poogrew exponentially;ie costs associated with the crop irrigation, the chemical
use needed and the mechanization of the wholersyshany smédr farmers went into severe
delt or bankruptcy. Moreover, there was evesedousincrease irsuicide and violence that
ensuedecause farmers could no longer make a living and were run out of what had been their
livelihood (Shiva, 2000)Of course, the chemical corporations benefitted greatly from the global
souths need fanorecrop protectior{Shiva, 2000)Additionally, the Green Revolution
introduced monocrops to the global south, which affected biodiversitgywasvarieties were
planted,and moresinglecrops were planted olarger scale(Shiva, 2000)Monocrops and
biotechnologieslso encouraged larger farming operations, so that in Canadasataee1941
the number of farms has decreased by some 75% while the size of the daBragas
increased fourfold (Statistics Canada, 20HOwever, diring the sameeriodthe value of farm
equipment has grown nearly tenfold.

The modern industrial food systaralues productivity, efficiency, and profitability.
These principles align cbely with neoliberal values, making modern agriculture a political
economy project. The political nature of it has led some analysts to describe the arrangements in
theagif ood systems as Af d387Friedmann &ndcdlichadlIB9)i e d ma n n
With the postwar era, North America now sees foods that are more chemicatiyiced
industrially packaged and commercially shipped over long distances (Tannahill, 1973). It is
common in our food systefor consumerso not know where our food is coming froffthrough
Adi stancing, 6 (Tannahil I, 1973) made possi bl e
the production and consumption of foédiditionally, Brewster Kneen, a foundatioriainkerin
critical food studies perspectives describegdisgancing we now see in the food industry

(1993) KnezevicdiscusesKk neend6s i deas ahestalss st ancing where
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e consumersé purchasing decisions are infol
the packaging. Without any connection to the field or the fawmhe produced

the food, consumers are prompted to associate their food with brands, such as

the friendly faces of Aunt Jemima and the Pillsbury Doughboy. They are also

prompted to rely on the labels to tell them how one product can be a better

choice tharthe next, and to assure them that the product meets some set of

standards of quality and safety. The industrial food system depends on these

messages to communicate with consumers and provide them with a sense of

trust and reassurance. It also dependdhem to maintain the distancing

without major objectionsknezevic,2012, p.249).

Farming is done on such a largeale and transported all over the world, that people do
not have that close relationship with the food they consume like they oneadiadeed have
less food literacyor knowledge about production and preparation of {saaen, 1993;
Knezevic,2012;Nestle, 2002 That distancellows for less transparencyfimod production
methods more technologies for preserving over long distangbih in turn lead to what we are
now seeingvith farming and social license; a public that is so far removed from the food they
eat and even less food litezablurring the production processes of food, and questionable
practices to be better veilggoad packaging like Aunt Jemimanot value free but rather an
effort by the food industry to make the consumer feel as if they know where their food comes
from.

There is a public pusfack against the large agricultural corporations that grew powerful
through the industrialization of faring and against their technoletpd practices of food
production. As science and technology studies (STS) scholars argue, there are unintended
consequences with the application every technology. These are consequeraresiibiat
necessarily foreseen when innovations are first applied, often coming out of technologies that
were meant to help. In the case of our food systems, what was once thought of as technologies to
help preserve and protect foods like preservatives esiicles, are now being challenged for

their harmful effects on human health and the environment (Patel et al., 2005). Technologies
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such asybrid seeds that were applied to help bring people (especially in the global south) out of
poverty, are now recogred to have furthered corporate concentration in the food system,

reduced farm incomes atetl torural community erosion (Clapp, 2012; Shiva, 2000).

The Impact of Industrial Farming

To understand the clainas the License to Farm campaign, and in particular the
documentary, makes on modern farming practi€hsrise of industrial farming and theapact
of industrial farmingsections areontextually importantThough industrial farming has
increasedhe amountof food grown andoostedarming productionefficiency, it is not without
environmental impast Indeed, industrial farming has been linked to a number of negative
environmentatealitiessuch as soil erosiotgss of biodiversityexcessre use of waterair
pollution,and so or{Clapp, 2012; Shiva, 2000; Harper & Le Beau, 2003).

Soil erosion is grocess that takes place when the soil lacks sufficient ntgrier
optimal plant growth. In nature, the soil slowly replenishes its nutrients and minaeisthe
plant growth dies off and decomposes, and its organic matter is returned to the soil (Harper & Le
Beau, 2003). Industrial farming practices increase the rate of soil erosion bibegudsenot
allow for the nutrients and minerals toreturntoshei | . Thi s | eads to the
retain moisture, carrying away nutrients and minerals, degrading the physical components of the
soil, such as its porosity, and causing an uneven soil loss, making crop management less efficient
(Harper & Le Beau, 2003, p.167). In nature, wind and running water are the main causes of soll
erosion, but with industrial farming practices, scientists have estrttateworldwide soil
erosion rates are 20 to 100 times the natural rate (Harper & Le Beau, 2003jrial farming
practices ee done at such high volumes and frequency that the natural proses$eas nutrient

recycling from deteriorating organisms back into the soil which is a slow process, cannot keep

‘N
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up, meaninghe negative impacts are gradyalccumulatingRatherthan askingHow oughtwe
reduce this impact@roponents of industrial farming are seemingly asking wé@tnologiecan
we develop to delay the impact a little longer. Yet, this is not sustainable and only provides a
temporary fix which sooner or later is likely to produce its own negative impacts. An example of
this would be chemical pollution that has accumulated because of practices like monocrops,
which lead toa loss of biodiversity and thus require more chemical intervefitre UN
recently reported that agricultural chemical s
human heal th andCamington,20lyy as a whol eo (

As humans occupy and control more and more of the planet, the divérdsiing things
is diminishing because their habitats are being destr@iyarper & Le Beau, 2003, Kleinman &
Suryanarayanan, 2013dditionally, historically, humans used thousands of different plant
species for food, and that has now been mainly reduced to t(ttanrfyer& Le Beau, 2003)For
example, India once had B00 varieties of rice, but today most production comes from a mere
ten (Harper & Le Beau, 2003). Moreover, in the late 1800s there were more than a hundred
varieties of apples grown, yet today in our supekeis, we see maybe six (Harper & Le Beau,
2003). Biodiversity is important to sustain wildlife, which in turn helps to sustain crops. The
heavy adoption of monocrops allows for less biodiversity than a multi crops field would, which
would in turn help caimol pest and bugs infestation because there is more of a balance and less
of a chance for aingle pest/bugdomination Subsequently, less chemical use would be egted
since the bugs would act as the fertilizdoreover, bees have played a big roleatipating
and maintaimg healthybiodiversity by estimating that they have pollinated so muctniisns
of blossoms in one summer day (Harper & Le Beau, 2003). However, because of heavy use of

chemical pesticides, bee populations have steadily destestnce 1979 (Harper & Le Beau,
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2003 Kleinman & Suryanarayanan, 2018Vith the growing amount of farm land used,
industrial farming also impacts the water supply at a faster rate than it can naturally replace
itself.

The use of water in agriculturecmnts for 70% of the wortd potable water (Harper &

Le Beau, 2003)The excess use of water is a growing concern for governments around the globe.
When looking at howmanyliters of water t takes to grow food, Harper and Le Beau (2003)

present a chantyhich demonstrates that for every kilogram (2.2 pounds) of beef, 100 000 liters

of water is used (Harper & Le Beau, 2003, p.170). Moreover, 70 to 80% of that is lost by runoff,
evaporation or seeping into the ground before reaching the crops (Harper&auge2®03).

Therefore, water is being wasted at an alarming Aa&te result, many farmers have opted for
groundwater, which is stored in underground formations called aquifers (Harper & Le Beau,

2003). However, because grounderadften supplies rivertakes, wetlands, there has been a
drastic |l oss of these resources.,afilverka@es are s
often reduces to tricklesod (Harper & Le Beau,
Agroundwater i smbeeingspumpédcktmenttrateo and
that figure has increased since the publication of their book in 2063y with reducing our

water supply, industrial farming has also had significant impact on the atmosphere through air
pollution.

The chemical us e o fnd animalavgsfihes hadmedgatisetimpacess!  f ar
on the ecosystem at largeoxic chemicals from these materials have accumulated and affected
wildlife and contributed t ondapimalvastes leave fange n g . g
concentrations of nitrates, phosphates, and microorganisms from animal wastes that wash into

streams, rivers, | akes and groundwatero (Harp
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affects algae growth inodies ofwater, which essentially suffocates them through a process
calledCultural eutrophicatiorby choking all its oxygen (Harper & Le Beau, 2003). Therefore,
organisms are dying off and the balance of the ecosystem is severely affected.

Moreover, the use neorganc crop protection like herbicides, pesticides, insecticides,
does not necessarily help reduceitiedenceof diseasesweedsand pestsRather, vhat tends
to happen is that these organisms adapt and dexedigpance to these products making them

harderto control(Harper & Le Beau, 2003, Kleinman & Suryanarayanan, 2013).

Alternative Farming Practices

In the License to Farm campajgarming is discussed onily the form ofindustrial
farmingpracticeslt is presented as being efficient, sustainable, and environmentally friendly.
However, agroecological practicaszan alternative way of farming that has great potential for
both the environment and yiel@ihe International Panel of Experts on Sustai@d&ood
Sy st e msi@pofenPiEtSl)ed @A Fr om U n,onotesragnoetolpgical armidg v er s i t
as Nthe science of appl yistoge design bnod managanhentofo n c e p
sustai nabl e(Frisam,R016, p.YLFurtkemme) this type of farming e nc o mpas s es
various approaches to maximize biodiversity and stimulate interactions between different plants
and species, as part of holistic strategies to build-terng fertility, healthy agreecosystems and
secur e | {Fusenl 2016 0pd)bAsiapting anagroecological method to farming re
introduces a wide range of species that industrial farming practices tend to ektkree.
cropping or multispeciesiethodscreate room for different species to be pdanin the same
field andallow for direct interaction between different varieties/species, creating more
biodiversity. The benefits of agroecological practiggsbeyond increasing biodiversity and

touch on multipleenvironmental and socibkerefits. For example, when colering yield,
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studies show that multispecies assemblages produced 15% higher outputs than monacdltures
thatless landvas required to produce in polycultures than to produce the same aofdood
in monoculturegFrison, 2018

Furthermorethere ae also positive socieconomic impactassociated with ecological
farming For example, by introducing organic fertilizers and creating more biodiversity, farmers
are less reliant of costly external inputs susmabrganic crop protection like herbdtss,
pesticides, and insecticisi@-rison, 2016)As well, there ardealth benefitso farm labourers
and consumersf not being overexposed to harmful chemiaedsdin industrialcrop protection
(Frison, 2016)Additionally, agroecologicasystems are more labour intensiaad because of
the complexities of managing different plants/animals and recycling vesspéoyment
opportunities increaggrison, 2015 Agroecological farming practices are growing in
prevalence and presesignificant opportunities for sustainabteod production. However, the
License to Farm campaign never discusses any other farming practice other than organic
farming, and even then, it is only discussed as a lesser productive and sustainable farming
practice to idustrial farming.

In the next chapter, | outlirntbe theoretical framework and methodology guiding my
analysis. In combining my framework of science and technology studies along with some
foundational approaches in contand discoursanalysis to critiga representations of
knowledge and expertise, | assemble a clear methodology through which to analyze the License
to Farm campaig, and wider concerns arouits role in public relations practices within

industrial farming.



3¢
ChapaTlehhreor et amaWwk & Met hodol ogy

Theoretical Framework

In the preceding chapter, | reviewta origins of botlthe social license and industrial
farming tosituatemy workwithin a wider social and historical conteXtheoreticallyhowever, |
turn to welldeveloped baes of critical literature that can provide conceptual insights into how
thesocial license approach constructs knowled@enploy an STS framework &xploremy
research questiofiow arerepresentations of expertiseployedn theLicense td=arm
messaging, and what typesfafmingand agricultural knowledge do they legitinfrze

As a field, STS was developed in the late twentieth cenHmgKett, Amsterdamska,
Lynch, Wacjman, 2008)ts main area of focus the relationship between society ahd t
production/development of scientific knowledge and technology. A key tetiet 8T Sfield is
that the production of scientific knowledge is a social prodedsannot be separated from the
socialcontext(Latour & Woolgar, 1986). STS focuses on mangas of the relationship between
society and science/technology, but for the purposes of this project, | have emplmasized t
particular areaghe critical examination dhe link between automatic authority for scientists
with its coincident claims ofalue-neutrality,the relationship between experts and laypeople,
and the critiqge of human control over nature. STS does not reject scieather itallows for a
better understanding of its practices and the social aspects that are inherent itritsteonef

knowledge.

Representations of Expertise
In relation to representations of expertigeSTSframeworkhelpsto articulatehow
expertise is constructed thetext | am studyng by looking atthe role that notions of objectivity

and scientific authority hee in producing facts and trutfisatour & Woolgar, 1986;
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Latour& Woolgar, 1979). STS proponemisputeperceivednotion of expertise and its
association with automatic authoritynlike the dominant conceptiasf scientific expertise as
valueneutral and divorced from social influences, ithesa that scientific kowledge is socially
constructed because facts are contingently iakenet of STS. Bruno Latour and Steven
Wo o | glLaboratoryLife (1986)exemplifies this argument. In this widely known work, Latour
and Woolgar address the production of facts by observing lab work in an anthropological study
at theSalk InstituteL at our and Wool gar demouresoffacaet e how fa
construction is the process whereby O6social 6
& Woolgar, 1986, p.23). In addition, the authesaminehow the elimination of alternative
interpretations of scientific data and consequelhiyrendering of these alternatives as less
probable, are a central characteristic of scientific activity (Latour & Woolgar, 1986). Indeed, the
aut hors state, Aconsequently, the practicing
task of producig ordered and plausible accounts out of a mass of disordered observations as is
the outside observero (p.36).

These ideaarereflected n Thomas KuhnosTheSeuetwwdofit i onary b
Scientific Revolutiong(1962) Kuhn exposes the fallacy of the athat science operates outside
of social forces. Instead, he posits, it is social agreement and convention which drive the
production of facts and consensus on truths. Kuhn argues that scientific knowledge is produced
from within the lens of a particulgaradigmor worldview (1962). Moreover, these paradigms
fit into periods of Anor mal science, 0 which i
and relatively unchallenged (Kuhn, 1962). Eventyalig anomalies, which have been
accumulated butps hed asi de throughout this period of

into a newworld view caused by the acceptance and analysis of the numerous anomalies (Kuhn,
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1962).Production of knowledgis a social activity and therefore, should not ketefor granted
as the ultimate truth or the only source of authority even in matters relating to science.

In examining representations of expertisés itery relevant to understand the social
production of facts. As iotarésts intaboatorylifewWancetng ar st
the way in which the daily activities of work
(1986, p.40). Facts are constructed through a social process and are intermingled with vested
interess that are not oftemade apparent to nestientists. Yet the dominant view on facts is that
they are out therm natureto be found and scientists merely do the work to find and male sen
of them, rather than createem (Latour & Woolgar, 1986).

SummersorCarr discussesxpertise as it relates todlsTS view on science and fact
(2010) Carr exploresiow societies recognize expertiteelf andthe practiceghat constitute
expertise. Carr argues that expertise is not something sorhasbet something someommes
She looks at how expertise getmstructedhrough languag§argon/acronymsandvisuals
gestures/uniformg2010).C a r r 6 ooksabidedsassociated witinotionsof scientific
training such as the strict culture around the time and trainingrestjand how expertise
becomesepresented in societiée.g. gestures, jargon, appearanteh e not i on of o6bl
useful to define here to contextualize the construction of notions like expedia& bn
GrahamH a r mase 6fdhe term iifhe Rince of Networksvyh er e he st ates, fa
[object] so firmly established that we are able to take its interior for granted. The internal
properties of a black box do not count as | on
(Harman, 209, p.33)When looking at controversigthe STS frameworls less interested in
figuring out which side wins, but rathendeavors tanpackwhat the controversial arguments

are and where they come frofirhat is to say, STS proponents attempt to opedaaek box of
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a controversyo paint a full picture of the situation and reveal hidden and vested interests.
Indeed, Sheila Jasanpén accomplished STS scholamphasizethis by highlighting a benefit

ofan STSapproach n her work on scienceds role in publ

The STS approach to controversy symmetrically examines the foundations for
both true and false beliefs, asking how people arrived at judgments about the
rightness or wrongness of partiaufacts. This method of interrogation can be
extremely informative because it illuminates the nooks and crannies where
beliefs are put together, revealing underlying, possibly unarticulated,
normative assumptions, as well as tacit models of nature ardys@chose

validity may never have been tested. (p.67)

For my project, it is important to understand the social preséisat take place and are
interwoven in the production of scientific knowledgkdersanding scientific knowledge as
social processadditionally acknowledges it as vallgden. Therefore, science and its patrons
should not be held up on a pedestaththat we forget it is inherently a social activifyhis
positions my critical lens on the use of expertise to legitimize industrialrfgnpnactices.

An STS perspective allows me to open the black box on the notion of expertise and
understand #social and performativaspectsbeing what one does or practices, as oppose to
oneds possessi oHadkdtt etfala 20085910y Carr,2061p).eExamples of the
studies informed by thisviewae Al an | r wi Gitides Scierced lstudy df pedpie)
expertise, and sustainable developnmemtd Kel | y B r Refiestiogod the Sencadin c | e 0
Sci ence c o n0ldn ircwa tni dosksoht expl&ring the relationship between
science and society, specifically in relatiorettvironmental threafd995). Irwin looks at how
issues, like environmental ones, are added by scientists and citiz€h895). Irwin
demonstrate how thepublicis often perceived as ignordmy scientists when it comes to
environmental controversiegherefore, it is commonly thought that scientists/experts must be

the ones to inform citizens (199%)win tries to challenge this normative frammehopes to make
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people rethink the roles associated in the relationship between science and thid pab)ic

I r wi n 0 s relevdndfaa this pojeet as they address how the general ppbliceive the
relationship between scientists and cite@rhis is important in order to be able to address how
representations of expertise can legitimize certain kinds of knowledge and in turn practices
informed by this knowledge.

Whilel r wi n6s book t akes hipbeteespeople andenike, at t he
Kelly Br o n sadigledns GMO patent disputgakes a closer look at the production of
scientific knowledge and the value that is embedded wiktisihform of knowledgeBronson
demonstratethatapplying an STS perspectigan reveal how certairinds of knowledge and
expertisgscientificknowledgeare legitmized over other kinds, suchlasa y p e gl e 6 s
credentialecand local knowledgg2014).Bronsonarticle, focuses on the lawsuit between
Monsanto andhe Saskatchewan farmieercy Schmeiseand draws attention to how
Mo n s a nt odbreinant kbgcs af $cience, whigrivileges particular ways of knowing and
certain types of knowledgevere viewed as more valuable in building a credible case than
Schmeisday bcal knowledge.

Theseauthorscontextualize the idea of certain embedded values being privileged by
particular knowledge, namely scientiknowledge This is in parproduced through the
assumptions around science widely held in Western culture/aict are thus used strategically
by large corporations and organizations to persuade the public. This pattern is also found in my
research through my analysis of the License to Farm campeidremploying an STS lens
framework allows me to uncover any underlying values or vested intdrastaay be hidden
under the veil of t he spbstioncon thd soclalontext forsseemtifia p p r o a

knowledgepermits me to analyze science and expertise as part sb¢red and not removed
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from it. Indeed,an STS lens acknowledgdset complexities within the production of scientific
knowledge and begins to blur the dominant understandings of science as only producing truths.
This blurringturns us toward other questions: if science is a social progress, why is it valued
over other kinds of knowledge Is there room to value experience and local knowledge just as
much? Arguabyl, there is, and as | explore in the next section, the tensions between local

knowledge and scientists provides an important understanding in the context oéarghies

The Relationship BetweerLaypeopleand Scientists

Michel Callon writes about the role @fypeoplé in the production of scientific
knowledge anautlinesthree models; 1) The Public Education Model, 2) The Public Debate
Model, 3)and,The Coeproduction of Knowledge Model. These modadkiresshe different
ways to understand and view the riglaship between science andpapple. The first model
focuses on understanding the public as being ignorant of scientific knowledge and reéding t
educated by scientists (Callon, 1999assumes public concerasd debatethat arisanvolving
scienceare irrational and clouded by emotions (Callon, 1999). Model 1 upholds scientific
knowledge as the most valued type of knowledge and make®mofoo deliberation between
laypeople and scientist. Laypeople are largely perceived to add no value to scientific debates.
Indeed, interactions between scientists and laypeople are predominantly one sided with the sole
goal being to inform and educate {hablic.

The second modethepublic debate model, positions laypeople as having a deeper
understanding of scientific knowledge and makes room for public deliberations on scientific

issues (Callon. 1999). In this model, experience of an individual ceallbed as a particular

!Given the religious origin of the worcdnisliawed-eadnd stimeg n
professionalsd in |ieu of Alaypeopl eod, but because thi:
being my theoretical framewr Kk | chose to continue using the term Al ay
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expertise, even if not scientific. This model wofiemt he assumpti on that #Asc
laboratories is at best incomplete, at worst unrealistic and, in any event, incapable of accounting
for the complexities of the specit pr obl ems t o whi ch i tThers appl i
are many examples in literature that demonstrate the unique knowledge a layperson might
possess over the expert/scientist, ,8tedinan Wynn
Callon,1999 being one of thenCallondiscusse8rianWy nne és book on ri sk m;
regulations and standards on hapais waste asnother example, speakitmthe importance of
negotiatons between scientists and pepple ¢ited in Callon, 1999). Wynne aryakes the
interactions between shepherds living near a nuclear plant and the specialists responsible for
monitoring the impactef nuclear falloufcited in Callon, 1999). What his analysis showed is
that specialized knowledge from experts was not enoughderstanding the world in which the
shepherds and their sheep livedTihe outsideexperts had only partial understandings of the
particular farmindand, and it was the shepherds who possessed far more extenalve
understandings througheir experence. Indeed, in the public debate model, value is placed on
the idea that a layperson can create enriched conditions through means only found in the
|l aypersonds experience (Callon 1999).

Lastly, the third modek the ceproduction of knowledge moddh this model, the
|l aypersonds role in the production of knowl ed
essential Cal |l on, 1999) . Il ndeed, Callon states, #fAi't
learning, since the different knowledgemsitually enriching production throughout the process
ofitscopr oductiono (1999, p.91). The value here,
laypersonlUnfortunately, though this model is more ideal, it is not the dominant perspédive.

Callonstatesit he | egi ti macy of this common enterpri s
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identities are jointly created, relies entirely on the ability of the concerned groups to gain

recognition for their actionso (1999, p.92).
While Model 3 may be ideal, it imodel 1,the public education model, th&¥estern

society predominantly abides bihe general consensus is that scientific knowledge is the most

valuable knowledge tobtain ands generally only held by thosecreditedn scientific fields

and notbylageopleTher e is a perception thadaned aypeopl e

through lived experiencedpes not merit the same value as scientific knowledge. As such,

scientific knowledge continues to be upheld and valued above all else, leaving norroom fo

diverse knowledge bases to interact and build off each other as model 3 STiggestminance

of model 1 allows for actors to exploit scientific knowledge, say during environmental or other

controversies involving science and technology, in order tpatigheir corporate interests.

The Control of Nature

Thethird STSrelated concept my project considers &t thfthe control of nature. This
section is largely informed by The®eathbf\NatureMe r c¢c h a
as well as selectiefrom Donnad a r a wcangi@esable scholarly contributions in this area.
key part of this project looks at the use of the social license appmadih makes sense to look
at the root of the controversy the social license apprbasisparkechamely the industrial
farming debate.

Mer chant GdDoanh ap toenr ,dooks backNathelbegianing of modern
science and the work of Francis Bacon, a natu
modern science (1989). In theM@entury Bacon, as Merchant explains, fashioned a new ethic
sanctioning the exploitation of nature (1989). Bacon put forth the idea of nature as a machine,

which in turn made natuiato something tananipulate. Bacon advocated for the manipulation
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of nature in ader to control it and have it reveal its secrets for human benefit (Merchant, 1989).
My project examines how the rise of industrial farming flows ftbie idea of naturas a
machine. Merchant focuses Bacon shifting the perception of natirgéhe 17" century,to one
of nature as a threat; @ins versus theoor fus versus d) situation (1989). Indeed, the
beginning of modern science is also seen as the beginning of viewing nature as bad and in need
of control.

Baconds met hods new mechanigt approachnwgs td apply intadery s
used to describe women, to also describe nafuascis Bacon lived at a time when women
were widely seen as inferior to men awikentists and thgeneral public, would adopt his idea to
see nature as, likgomen,able to be manipulated and controlled (Merchant, 1989). In the 17
century, the notion of women being manipulated and controlled was a social standard and thus
Baconappealed o t hese standards, to change peopl ebs
consequences of these ideas that are of most significance. As Merchant notes, the consequences
of these ideas are found todajytlie globalenvironmental crisis. The way we talk and perceive a
particular thing such as natueé, f ect s peopl ¢hit.Seemgnatare as mneecof p wi
control places risk on the environment because humans predominantly view any intervention as
positive for human benefit while not necessarily considering the extent of the environmental
impacs associated with those intentions The Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethan@DT)
exampleRachel Carson discussesSitent Spring1962)is a perfect example diiis. When
scientists were testing the chemical to help kill weeds, they were not necessarily asking the
guestion What abodttio accumulation? but were rather trying to see what amount would be safe

enough to kill weeds but not be a danger to other living things.
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Similarly, Harawayds work in heinTopids,apter i
Local (R0®4),mm dialguewithMer chant 6s di scussion on the
Haraway discusses how we need to change our relationship with nature and how we perceive it
statingthafi we must find another relationship to nat
appropriat on and nostalgiaé | mmense resources have
materialize nature, to police iIits/ her boundar
centuries since the birth of modern science, humans have depleted finite resources to pursue
embedded value.g. oil industry)andsuch is the case with industrial farming. In the case
study used in my project, the social license approachgkae in part because of a phabk
against the Baconian view of a mechanical nature. The ways geoespoken about nature
and treated resources found in nataes be linked to environmental agsuch aghe depleting
ozone layer. Foinstancethere are many studies that show how the methane from cows alone,
causes significant pollution and damage to our atmosphere (Miller et al., 2013).

Furthermoreas mentioned abovimdustrial farming has been linked to other negative
environmental impactaush as soil erosiorexcessive use of water, air pollution, and loss of
biodiversity (Harper & Le Beau, 2003jet,tas Har away points out Ait m
form of anthropocentric colonizing, where everything and everyone is still being meagwaed b
human and western yardsticko ( Hdlumnatesthe 2004,
issues with the control of nature is out there, but the knowledge of the public is not what

becomes the dominant narrative. A particular type of knowledge, nawiehtific, is valued

over that of laypeople.
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Methodology

My projectis a case study of the License to Farm campaign through a qualitative
approach. I look at this campaign with the tools of critical discourse analysis (CDA), Actor
Network Theory (ANT)andcontentanalysis (CA). These methods are emplotedncover and
contextualize any possible pattenispeectihatreveal representations of expertise as acts of
legitimization.
Data Collection

My data collectiortook place irntwo stagesFirst,themain part of my dataonsistsof
campaign materials and includbe documentariicense to Farnithe accompanying website
and the campaign social media accountsok screenshots df h e A AbGeut d,nvol vedo,
A Re s o uirCoensnaencdt of T e s paigenoblicensetbfarm.com, while omitting pages
like i ©ntact us ©hesefive pagediscuss background informaticsponsor®f the
documentaryyvaysin which people can spread tsampaigmmessage through social media
platformsandr e sour ce i lnigk @8 nii @ac rheoe . 0

The second part of my data collectiomolved gathering information abotite core
funder of the documentary, SaskCanola, wiiabvided$150, 000 of the $200,000 project
(Allen, January 202016).1tooks cr eens hot s o f indudinafocusSsanslkdi@r n ol a b s
their partners, their mission, and their fundbegausé&askCanola is the major financial
contributor of theLicense to Farndocumentaryandit is imperative to get a sense of where this
organi zati onodos #&ugeoveringithesewaluas canmheap contestuallze thee.
problematic | have observédthe pilot project, which ithat this campaign is employing social
license as aublic relations (PRbacticto maintain industrial farming as the dominant

agricultural pragte.
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Data Analysis

As this is acritical examirationoft he e mpl oyment of Licerseote i a | |
Farmcampaign, it isrucialto choose methods that will maitgpossible to revedhe values and
interesth ehi nd fAsoci al relyonthreescenplemehtamngethaddofamakysis |
for my project, which | discuss in relation to one another as they inform each other. There are
benefits in applying multiple methods and my airtoisonsider my datanimore than one
analytical manner for greater rigour and trustworthiness of my findgkfshani, 2003).

The main methodf analysis that | applig critical discourse analysis (CDA)he CDA
approach allows for the unveiling of vested intesdsatmay lurk underneatthe value
statements and perspective promoted in the License to Farm campdeagd, my focus is to
anal yze whether this campaign is exploiting i
practices. As discussed in more detaihie following section, CDA allows me &xplore the
License to Farnmessage tbetter analyzés discourseideology,and power (tenets of CDA),
which are seemingly reproduced through the camgsigarrativeas partot he fAsoci al |
approach.

The second method | have selecie Actor Network Theory (ANT).A spite of its use of
60t heory6é in the name, i & disdase low attors humansyaad h od t
actants (nofhumans) are allied in a network (the campaign), which togetherdeges and
reinforces dominant ideologieANT helps to illustrate the broader reach of this campaign by
including nonhuman actors, which is a key tenet of ANTThere are human actors that present a
particular message in tthécense to Farndocumentaryhowever,the actometwork approach
enablesne to consider how the aesthetic included in the documefvagxample thelothing,

back dropsand so onas well as thevebsite andissociatedesourcegsuch aghe social media
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accountsusingthe hashtagtLicensetofarmare all alliedasa network and all play a role in
securingadominantunderstanding of theampaign

Lastly, | employcontentanalysis (CA) to the documentary itself to track patterns |
discuss as part of my CDA. CA is employed purely to quantify these patterns and nattiatives
are further interpretetthrough CDA.In contrast to CDA that relies on-depth interpretation,
CA provideshigherlevel findings, such asumber of times specific terms or narratives, such as
A f e adisousstons oidustrial farmingas positiveappear andould be seen as promoting
vested interest towards favouring industrial farming above otheirfgnpnactices. Each of these

methodss discussed in more detail in the following sections.

Critical Discourse Analysis

| am using the critical discourse analysis (CDA) method to examine and critically analyze
how power relations are produced, and repredum the documentary in relation to
representations of expertise. Specifically, | use CDA to show how expertise in the documentary
is used to legitimize industrial farming and reinforce the ideology of the status quo (Coulthard &
CaldasCoulthard, 1996Fairclough, 2013yan Dijk, 2008;Wodak& Meyer, 2009). My project
considerdow this campaign uses the social liceapproachand then act frorpositions of
power that use particulagpresentabns of expertise to influengeerceptios ofindustrial
farming.Therefore, irmy research, CDAelpsto analyzeand make sense of thatterns present

in thediscourse used in the documentangllicensetofarm.copto show what interests are

advanced and madeore powerful.
CDA, asaform of discourse analysis, evolved mainly from critical linguistics in the mid
1900s andis derived fromseveraldifferent theoreticalraditions(Wodak& Meyer, 2009) A

keythinkerin the developmerdf CDA is NormarFaircloughwho isoftenconsidered the


http://licensetofarm.com/
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leading scholar in thigeld. His bookCritical Discourse Analysis: The Critical Study of
Languageakes into account the relations between discourse, power relations and the
compkexities withinthe ways we communicate ideas, values, and ideol@gglough,
2008).Using a CDA method allosyme todemonstratéow the power relations at playthis
campaigrwork to reinforcadeologies and the status gq(Wwodak& Meyer, 2009).Because my
research questias concerned witthow representations of expertagpower relationgreused
to legitimizeparticularindustrial practices over others (ofternrelation to economic factors),
CDA is a powerfumethodto explorethis questio(Wodak, Meyer, 200%-airclough, 2008).

CDA relies on several key concepts that are fundamental for analysis. These key terms
include discourse, ideology, and power, and need to be unpacked because they can be applied in

different ways (Wodak & Meye 2009).

CDA: Discourse
Discourses a term that has been defined in multiple wagsitencompasses
multidimensional social phenomenon (Wodakeyer, 2009, p.67)For the purposes of this

project | useCDA foundational scholavan Dijk'sapproach to discoursehereby,

€ a linguistic (verbal, grammaticabpject (meaningful sequence or words or
sentences), an action (such as an assertion or a threat), a form of social
interaction (like a conversation), a social practice (such as a lpaurental
representation (a meaning, a mental model, an opinion, knowledge), an
interactional or communicative event or activity (likpaliamentaryebate),

a cultural product (like gelenovela) or even an economic commodity that is
being sold and hayht (like a novel) (as cited in Wod&Meyer, 2009, p.67).

It is crucial toconsider multiple forms of discourse and their context rather than simply
focusing on text alone to get a broader understanding of the social inequalities and power

relations aplay. Indeed, this understanding of discoungdps meunpack the campaign to see in
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what ways if any, isicense to Farntonstructing a narrativibatembodes subtle and even

obscuredrested interests.

CDA: Power

In my research projecpower plays amaportant role because of its clasgsociationo
representations of expertida.particular,l am interested ihow powelris veiledandoften
obscuredcontrasted witlhow power positions are explicitly used to legitimize a particular
stanceAs with ideology, power can banderstoodn multiple ways, but in mprojectl
meanpower as controlTeunA. Van Dijk states irDiscourse & Power,Power is related to
control, and control of discourse means preferential access to its production and hence to its
content and style, and finally to the public mind" (Van Dijk, 2008, p. VAidditionally, when
speaking of power abusgecifically,Van Dijk describes it as "the violation
of fundamentahorms and values in the interest of those in power and against the interest of
other® (Van Dijk, 2008, p.18)CDA scholars are generally interested in studying the way
discourse produces ogproduces soal domination, which is thabuseof power of one group
over others (Wodak Meyer, 2009, p.63)Moreover Van Dijk discusses how power was
classically defined in terms of class and the control over the material means of production, but
that today power ikrgely about the control of the minds of the masses, and that control now
requires the control over public discourse (Van Dijk, 2008, p.14). Power structuréeand
ability to manipulatehe truth through poweran be uncovered in many forms of disau
including media, educational systems, or pehegkingbecause those in power have the ability
to garner support to premt the amount of possible plsitk Thus,there aremany ways in
which this may take plad@rough, "discursivenanipulation, misiformation, lies,

slurs,propagandand other forms of discourse that are aimed at illegitimately managing the
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minds and controlling the actions of people with respect to the reproduction of power" (Van
Dijk, 2008, p.8).

Van Dij kds wor k ulation optrativtroughepowdshanea soime
commonalities wittMi ¢ h e | Foucaul t 6 s Rowar/Knovwdedge:iSelactech r egi m
interviews and Other Writings 1971877(1980) Here Foucault, aighly influentialscholar on
discourse and power, discus$ies production and consensus of truth. gesits thatruth does
not existoutside of power but rather it is inherently tied to the idea of paivese who are
given social power such as experts or scientistare thought to produce tru(Roucault,1980).
Foucaultconsidernow each society has a truth regi me as:s
enable one to distinguish true and false statements, the means by which each is sanctioned; the
techniques and procedures accorded value in the acquisitierihgfthe status of those who are
charged with saying what c¢ount,Boucustistddressing ( Fou
how societiesike theWestern societynderstand what is considered truth. Foucault argues that
what is considered trutlalr gel 'y centres on fiscientific disco
ité, it is produced and transmitted under the
political and economic apparatus (unilversity,
Moreover, Foucauhotes how anintelet ual 6 s c¢c| as s piataléectudl positiorms we |
(e.qg. field of research or positiomlaboratory, play a significant role in theability to derive a
consensus around particutawths( Foucaul t | 1980). Fouanaysisdf 6s wo
theLicense to Farncampaign in the way the documentary employs representations of expertise

in orderto validatescientific knowledge above all else.
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CDA: Ideology

| use fAi deoml oNpyranarne |IFyaiimgc looughdés wor k that
"representations of aspects of the world which contribute to establishing and maintaining
relations of power, domination and exploitation” (Fairclough, 2003, p.218). Ideologies become
an important factor ingablishing power relations in society in which the dominant ideology
produces and structures power relations. Dominant ideologies often appear as neutral, due to
assumptions that lagty stay unchallenged becaukey are normalized. Organizations stryin
for power will attempt to influence the ideology a society holds to become closer in line with
their interests (Wodak & Meyer, 2009, p.8). My research aims to expose these interests by
looking at how industrial farming practices, which are the domirgnitidtural method in
Canada, are legitimized by those in power who have a vested interest in maintaining the status
quo.

CDA contendswith power relations and this project worksdisclose the flows of power
through the analysis of representations ofeetipe.Becausd am dealing with discourse in
forms other than just texé.g. documentary, appearance, speaker backgrounpajtern
emergesn my researclhat demonstrates the many ways representations of expertise are applied
to ensure a particulaaeology is being pushed forward, namtig ideology that serves the
interestsf thosewith mostpower. CDAhelpsto expose the role of power under neoliberalism,
which is often obscured under the discourse of a free market. Indeed, Coulth@aldaxl
Coultharddi scuss how, what they <call/l modern power
manipulative rather than coercive, such as the explicit issuing of commands, orders, threats or
economi ¢ Ealthardk iCaldasCoulth@rd, 1996 p.86). Therefore, the critical aspect

of CDA ensures these obscured power relations can be unveiled and examined.
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CDA is furtheruseful forthis project to uncover how and where power relations are
established. Van Dijk1996) discusseshat he callsactive and passive access, dmeir
association to power. Those in power will have active adcoga®ducing powerful discourses
while passive access is usually that of the general public as they are more often than not only
readers and viewers, not pkecers. In other words, not everyone has the same access to media,
medical, political, bureaucratia scholarly text and talk. Mor@ccesgo information and its

productionprovides poweto an individual because they are ablséb dominant ideas and/or

become better educated, giving true meaningtethey i ng Ak nowdVandDgke i S p o we
states, fApower is based on privileged access

status, or a preferential access to public discourse and communigatiqgndd 996, p. 86) . T
Awe need to explore the i WhmomaysgesakioowntstowHom,t he ¢

about what, when. And in what contextt\Who may participate in such communicative events in

vari ous r e (Coufihard & CaldsCoultleasd 01996, p.§@&mphasis original
Additionally, the concept of power can peactically applied tahe wider network of the

License to Farm campaighnext discuss howictor Network Theorycanallow me to break

down the human and ndruman etities that all work together to reinforce power relations.

Actor Network Theory

Actor-Network Theory (ANTwasdeveloped by Bruno Latour, Michel Callon and John
Law in the late 1970andearly 1980sandis part of a social theory approach in Scienag an
Technology studies (STS) (Hassard & Law, 1999; Law, 2009). Though its title suiggest
otherwise, ANT ignuch lesa theoryandmuch morea method of mappgnetworksof relation
l ndeed, John Law niphkoges usually tryte explaimbylsemethingt hat A

happens, butactaret wor k t heory i s descriptive rather t
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(Law, 2009, p.141). Latour mirrors this sentiment when stating that thereattoork approach
means to follow the acto(and actants) A ANl ysidoesndét take it as it
social on behalf of the people it studies; su
t hems el ve 280059 p.30)LANT is a descriptiapproach: it is ngbreoccupied with
trying to explain thesocial forces at play but ratheith descriling the existingnetwork
connections. The ANT approach discloses networks of relation to show that social forces do not
exist in themselves but are in fact products of the actions taken by the actors (L&6ur, 20

ANT looks to explore how networks are built, maintained and reproduce specific
objectives (hoprhuméngplliédandhe aetwbrk (€arroll, Richardson & Whelan,
2012; Law, 2009, LatouR005). These interlocking forces gain stability as more entities join the
network.A fundamental aspect of the actoetwork approach is how human actors in the
network are no more important than the #fmmanactantsn the network. ANT reflects a socio
technical view of organizatien As Carr ol | et al. state, Athis
examine the hybrid nature of social (i.e., people) and the technical (i.e., things) in order to
understand how actions are executed and the factors which mfelent he acti ons out c
(Carrol |l et al ., 2012, p.52) . -hukandas sequadgansino a c h
anetworkma kes it a good met ho dexplaationamditicompldnens | i z e t
CDA. ANT allows for the often invisibler obscured network connections to be mapped out and
disclosed Latou6 actornetworksgain force through relatiégnan actor is its relatiodsand this
relational approachconnects/ast arrays of life and history, to mobilize gigantic forces, to detect
dramatic patterns emerging out of confusing interactions, to see everywhere in the cases at hand
yet more examples of welinown types, to reveal behind the scenes some dark powers pulling

the strings (Latour, 2005, p.22F ur t her mor e, i A iy To upcoverthe chairsof t h e a
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actions or influences from various actors which are carried out to deliver a specific action and
outcomeo (Carroll et al., 2012, p.54).

While ANT encompasses a range of techniques to identify the interplay of forces in
sociotetinical ensemblesny projectis concerned with onlg subset ofvhat isofferedthrough
the ANT approachin particular the concept of translation in ANT is of particular interest to
disclose the vested interests, power, and networks, which continuegiorbduced in the
context of how representations of expertise are employed to leverage and secure industrial
farming as the dominant agricultural practikchel Callon describes translation as a
di spl acement, wherein ftrestsr d ms loanted si 0 wtho | daing
others say and want, why they act in the way they do and how they associate with each other: it
is to establish oneselGarrdetalaiscaghe wagiawhicm 6 (1986
actornetworkstudies often exame the concept of power and how it is used to impose order on
actants to meet specific interests (Carroll et al., 200t#% suggest that the nature of power
may playa significant role in actemetwork formatiorthrough translatiofCarroll et al., 201p

Thereare four phases of translation, the first of whicRrigblematisation. Callon
discusses problematisatias theprocess oflefining of the problem or opportunity with which
an actor proposes a solution. Defining the proposed solution acts as the obligatory passage point
(Callon, 1986; Caoll et al., 2012)In regard tahe License to Farm campaighe solutioris to
use andapply the social license approach in educating the public on farming practices in Canada.
The second phase beihderessement is described as attracting other actors in this proposed
solution to favour a new opportunity, which confirms the problemairsahase (Callon, 1986;
Carroll et al., 2012). Imy project this includeghe organizations taking part in applying the

social license approach. The third phasdenrolment, which is a process of negotiation
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exposinghow the interessement meets thewacts 6 I nt er ests and needs, a
accept the new actaretwork (Callon, 1986; Carroll et al., 201Zhe final phasés
Mobilisation, whichi s t he i mportant process of ensuring
interests (Callon, 1986; Cait et al., 2012). These phases are exploredare detail inChapter
3 to demonstrate the interests reproduced through translation.

ANT allows me to bring into focus the oft@verlooked connectionthe norhuman
actantswhich are part of the netwotkat makes up thieicense to Farntampaign. For
example, media objexfsuch aghe hashtadicensetofarm)and promotional circuits such as
social media accoungt as crucial allies in the netwoietworks are much more complex and
revealing whertonsidering both human and rbnu man act or s. I ndeed, ANT
the motivations and actions of groups of actors who form elements, linked by associations of
heterogeneous networ ks of al iWhaté&NT doesfordis est s 0
project is make visible the vested interests and show the controversy in using a social license
approach to simply alter the way an agenda is pushed through. | appl{oAhNdLicense to
Farmcampaign as a whole and consider the ways the phasessiatian take place through
both human and nehuman actantd’he ANT approactconsiders human actotse peoplein
the film andalso the norfhumanactantsincludingfilm aesthetis, othermedia objectsand
promotionalprocesses angrcuits. The actometworkdemonstratehow theseactantsare all
connected as a web of relatiansarticulation with one another servea particular interestand
relations to powefLatour, 2005)While not explicitly comucting a full actomnetwork theory
analysis, myexamination of the accompanying materials and the speaker backgasends

informed by ANT. | work with the assumption that various individuals (actors) and
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communication materials (actants) all have a role to play in the reach and impact of this

particularcampaign.

Content Analysis

Lastly, this projecemploys content analysis to tracnd analyzerevalent word use
(Weber, 1990)This method isised to analyzthe License to Farndocumentary and the
associated websit®loreover,the content analysis methpdovides further contextfor the CDA
findings | accomplish this by manually tracking tf@lowing wordsbased on my preliminary
observationsindustrial, safe, organic, experts, knowledge, tef$icient, sustainable, fear and
educatel applycontent analysias a methodot onlyto see how many times something is
talked about, but aldmowit is talked about. For example, how many times is industrial farming
mentionedand what is the naative surrounding tat mentior? Thegoal is to seavhat kind of
message are given primarthrough thecampaigrand how representations of experasebeing
usedto push which particulararratives? In addition | manuallytrack numbers and patterns in
the narative of the documetaryfollowing these guiding questions:
How manytimes industrial farming is portrayed as positive?
How many times is industrial farming compareatber forms of farming, suds organic
or agroecologic&
How manytimes are representations of expertise used to promote indtestmahg?
How manytimes are representations of expertise used to discredit concerns of industrial
farming and points made other ways ofarming?

Who are the speakerstime film?
How many representations of expertigeolve male versus femakgpeaker?

1 How are the speakers in the documentiggcribediamed?©

1
1

= =

= =4
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Chaptlmral3dysi s

Thefirst part ofthis chapterconsists of @ystematic analysiofthe discoursé the
License to Farndocumentaryl look for values, hidden meanings, power relations and particular
representations of expertisindin the flmAs t he documentary i1s divid
conduct my analysishapter by chapter, and then hone iradeey themehat emerge in the
portrayal of Adoncerned consumer s

Along with the documentary there is a website associated with the film where the public
is provided with a broader overview of the campaign and different methods of getting involved. |
provide an analysis of the website associated with the film and its components. This includes a
description of the relevant sections of the w
tabs, the Aresourceso t ab,cusstharesourcesthd websiten e ct 0
uses to disseminate its message further through its social media platforms of Facebook, Twitter,
and I nstagram, as well as the fAscreening in a

Next, | examine the backgrounds of the speaketisariilm. The film features a series of
speakers along with their associated titles, but of course, each speaker has other dimensions to
them, including other associations within the Canadian agriculture sector. These associations
help further contextualezthe power relations and vested intey@sitentiallyat play with the
License to Farm campaign.

The analysis also utilizes visual data (screenshots, tables, still imlslgeshalysison a
wholesuggests that perhaps the documentary is less abocating the public and more about
securing continued support for industrial farming. | return to this observation in rytiggater

where I discuss Licees t o Farm campai gn atbkceng ot apphbhoak hca®
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public relations practice.iially, | describe the funding structure of the campaign and provide a
brief overview of the of the core funder of the documentary, SaskCanola.

| also employ CA to contextualize any key terms and narratives found in the documentary
to see if there is a gpific focus on portrayingarticular types of farming methods @ssitive.

The use of CA can help inform whether or not there is a message manipulation (from campaign
proponents), to secure support in industrial farming, to subsequently secure commbrate a
industry interests.

Also of note in the film are specific instances of language use, backdrops and clothing to
reinforce the message; | spend little time on those observation in this chapter. Instead, | discuss
them in greater detail in Chapte(@iscussior) to allow for an indepth interpretation and
theoretical interrogation of the use of these discursive tools while avoiding repetition in my

critical treatment of this material.

License to Farm Documentary
TheLicense to Farndocumentary is a thirtyninute documentary organized in five
chaptersand for the purposes of clarity, | abbreviate each chag@bapter {LTF-C1). Clouds
On The Horizon, Chapter@TF-C2). GMO Foods, Chapter @ TF-C3). Pesticides, Chapter 4
(LTF-C4): The Romantic Ideal, @Chapter SLTF-C5). Credible Voices. The film includes a
number of speakerssho are listed in th table ofFigure45 n t he fiLooki ng Beyon
section. Thewre listedn orderof appearancelong with th@ associated title.
LTF-C1: Clouds onthe Horizon
This documentary chaptepens with visually appealing footage of dated farming
equipment, cars and wedown barns. Thigleliberatedecision is chosen because of the

narratords opening statemedDyRarodradiiomim f ami | y f
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CanadaThere isno acknowledment ofthe colonial nature of this traditipao this twecentury
tradition is decontextualized and cast as simply developing on its\Withmn the first ten
seconds the viewer is already introduced to farmamg family business, operated by families
and not large corporations. The narrator is trying to engage the viewer to view farming as
something done on a smaller scadgardless of whether the methods are industrial or
agroecologicalThe viewer is theraken through the similarities in the challenges of weather,
soil fertility, pests, and commaodity pricebat weregaced by the first generation of Canadian
farmersand are still faced by famerstofday (icense to Farm2016). Howeverasthe narrator
swggestst oday 6 s fbatterraquipped ta tackle those same challenges with
breakthroughs in genetigandicutting-edge technology that allow farmers to grow food in
figreater abundanogimore quickly with less energy and environmental impddifense to
Farm, 2016) The narrator goes on to say how no other society has enjoyed the variety and
abundancef food that Canadian consuma®v have.

The language use here is significant. Before the first minute of the film has passed, words
like fcutting-edge, fbreakthroughd fiabundance fenjoying, fivarietyo, fless energy, and
fless environmeat impacb areall used(License to Farm2016) This grouping has positive
connotations. People generally associate and understand the words listedsapositive.
Therefore, a word like breakthrough can carry a lot of weight because it nudges the viewer to see
modern agriculture as generally positif@ese terms bring a sense of hope, progress, security,
happiness, responsibility in our future, dood productionandour practicesand leave little
room to see any negative consequences.

The viewer is brought to an understanding of how seemingly great Canadian agriculture

is becausef all of the abundancend technological advancemenikbe buildup to portray
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Canadian agriculture as better than ever i s i

discussing the next and main issue of tme, fwhich is the consumer pusack against industrial

food productionOne peakeyCherilyn Nagel, a®&s kat chewan f ar mer, state

of misinformation and that worries me, 0 and t

Candidate at University of Saskatchewan, stat

removed fromagriculur e t hat for the first LicenseeoFamer t he

2016). Epp moves on to discuss how conceptions are still stuck in the 18BMs of really

small farming Moreover, Dr. Joe Schwarcz, the Director of the Science & SdOiiite at

Mc Gi | | University, then mentions how peopl e a

so much controversy and nutritional issues being discussed that people just do not know who to

trust License to Farm2016). The discussion then shiisshow people turn to doing their own

research but what they are |l eft with are find

scientifico and Afor the moditensewFarm2018r e not d
These first few speakers alome already beginning to delegitimize public concerns over

industrial farming. This is done in two ways. First, the language used by the speakers such as

Ami sinformationo Aconfusedo Abewilderedo Adis

S 0 u r Lacenge to(Farm 2016).These terms stand in contrast to the positive terms used at the

start of the documentary. In this case, the terms are all used to describe the consumer. These

terms connote a less than positive message about the consumer. The tearistatiether to

portray a public that is so far removed from the facts that they could not even find them if they

wanted tobecause when they do conduct their own research, they get it wroegduog

misinformed. This, of course implying that the pulslimply cannot be trusted to find factual

information on their ownSecond, the visuals are also suggesting that people are getting
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misinformed by showcasing web searches on popular but not necessarily credible research
platforms. Indeed, the two searclafhbrms shown are Google aMduTube as shown in Figures
1.1, 1.2, and 1.3Here the documentary is suggesting that public concerns are based on simple
Google searches and YouTube videldsese populasources of information are obviously not as
credible @ peeireviewed publications/hich do discuss modern agricultural social and
environmental concerns with scientific evidence that the public could be getting their
information from (Kerr, 2012; Beck et al., 2003; Schomerus et al., 2010). Howleyerewe is
only presented with a view of the consumer as misinformed and unable to obtain credible
information on their ownSpeaker Tom Wolf, president of Agrimetran agricultural spray
companysuggestsheidea of aranti-farm movemenin whichithergs maiey in the antfarm
movement. Someone i s maskllingag alteroativang faonérs areo f i
paying the price Ligense to Farm2016). Again, the viewer is given the message tha¢ ike

an organizedanti-farm movemenbas opposedta movement against industrial farmisgp
particular food production methotl would be difficult to imagine that anyone can simply be
against farm$ all faimms1 in contemporary Canadayen in communities that traditionally did
not farm (and insteaeklied on hurihg, fishing, and gathering ébods), food from farms is now
crucial to suvival. Further, Wolfcharacterizes this supposatvement asot credible and
simply a fimon e yLicenaeto Fargn20b6)This exanple ilustiiates very well
how the documentary presentsfas versus theosituation between supporters of industrial
farming and consumers. Grouping consumer concerns underoddanti-farm umbrella, works
to vilify the consumer as being agat all farming methods and not just the prevalent use and
impacts of industrial farming practic&similarly, Schwarczdiscusses how this movement

presend a romanticized idegather thara scientific one, therelyelegitimizingpublic concerns.
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Schwarczositions the antiarm movement as a lbsause because it is only based on
romanticized, unrealistic ideas of farming and not based in factual, scientific, credible

explanations.

License to Farm - Official Doa:umentary
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Figure 11: License to Farndocumentanstill

License to Farm - Official Documentary
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Figure 1.2.License td-arm documentanstill
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License to Farm - Official Documentary

Figure 1.3License to Farndocumentanstill

The overarching discussion iTF-C1: Clouds On The Horizogetsup the concem
around industrial farmings not scientifically basetut rather as esmanticisedvision derived
from inaccurate search engine resultke speakers itine first chapter of the documentary
address how the pushback is arising because farmers are simply not talking to the public about
their values and methods, and that this disconnect is what cansesners to conduct their own
@amateudresearcttharacterized as misinformatiofst no point inLTF-C1is there a comment
about the possible legitimacy of these concerns or how they might actuallysokitascial and
environmental realitiedRather, theomments work to situate the concerns as based on emotions

and ignoranceand thus delegitimize them.

LTF-C2: GMO Foods
Consumer pushback is the focal poinnmich ofthe documentary arttie film addresses
three supposed areas of misinformation ematcern The firstconsumerconcern is discussed in
t he document ar yods s eThs chdptecbegng ity eutlining @hQheF o o d s

concerns are regarding genetically modified organisms (GMO). The first few speakers from this
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section address how gatically modified foods have been around for thousands of years. Blaine
Chartrand, head of tHeolytechnic Bio Science Tech.ggram at the University of
Saskatchewan, <calls GMO f oowhichpghiadingimpliethat | ev el
this is he natural progression of plant breeding and agricultuicerise to Farm2016). Mark
Lynas, an environment al activist and author,
are carcinogenic despite there being no evidence for that, and evesyarsdly pouring alcohol
down their throats, wlicenseho Fars20k6).Thisioclealy car ci no
intended to showhat people are irrational and cannot be trusted with their concerns because they
do not seem to mind certain carcinogand have contradictions in their risk behaviour
Moreover, it suggests that consumers are basing their GMO concerns on the safety of the food
itself and not on the environmental and social implicatafrthe technologyln addition Lynas
is intentionallygrouping alcohol consumption, (and possibly overconsumptiongfén his
use of the word o6pouringé) with concerns over
Lynas undermines the validity of GMO concerns because of the dominagtasperreptions of
alcoholics aglisruptive, difficult,ands e | f i sh ( Gi dani 4vete,R@3%).tPainng , & M
alcohol and GMO concerns works at undermirang rationality behind the perceived concerns
over GMOs Indeed, the discussion ofo n s u ea®is braudht up frequently throughout the
film to persuade the viewer to judge the consumer concerns as driven by erantipimsieed,
by health rather than social and political concerns

Dr. Wilf Keller, President othe bioscience compangg-West Bio,discusses public fear
over the safety of our fogavhichhesays s t he Af ur t hes ticehnsbtolRagn f r om
2016) . He addresses this by explaining how Ca

At horougho and fistrictodo process of different
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no safety issue, no e n\wicenseta Faem201H)l Kellesiss ues what
removing any basis fgrublic concernoover GMOsby stating that there is no issue
Awh at s bieenseto Barn(2016). Moreover, he does not just say that public fears are
incorrect but that they dmatit e TtheemnteHeogte,t hihreg
according to Kellerareon complete opposite ends from one another.

The speakers address how GMO crops are a crop protection tool and are not harmful.
Keller &coffoatany GMO concerns by discussing scigafindings opposing any concerns
oversuperweeds or the genetic makeof the organism. Keller uses the example of canola oll
in stating that there is no evidence showing any differences between genetically modified
(GMO) canola oil and noBM oil suchas organically or conventionally produced canola
(License to Farm2016). Lynas then states that by using any kind of crop protection, evolution
will step in and try to adapt, thus normalizipgsticideresistancas something naturalan
inherent part bnature. He then comparesop protection t@ntibiotics. He statesil t 6 s | i ke
saying we shoul dn 6t antbote resistance. 50 tbhetefore, ®evelyomenzads e 0
to go back to dying of pneumoni dumbdbjest héet 6pr
as dumb tsay that abow g r i ¢ uicanse togarm2016). It is an unfortunatand tactical
analogy for Lynaso use as the World Health Organization has declared antibiotic resistance to
b eondiof the biggest threats to globaklth, food security, and development taday( 2 01 7 ) .
What isequallyimportant herehoweverjs that Lynas is once again reducing concerns over
GMO crops to idiocrasy with no legitimate scientific standBgme nt i oni ng nAot her

di s e a sswspngantdiotic debates witthe antivaccinatios activism, and then

2 The antivaccination movement is largely fueled by public perceptions that the common measles, mumps, rubella a.k.a the
MMR vaccine has strong links to the onset of autism spectrum disorders (ASDRYZigpski, 2014). As such, there has been a
significant decrease in immunization rate. For instance, as Kolodziejski notes, in 2002 the MMR immunization rate in the U.K
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comparing thosworries with GMO worries, seany to suggest that the general public cannot
be trusted to get their facts straight.
Along with promoting GND crops as an environmentaiotection tool, the speakers also
promote it as a health todlitense to Farm2016). Keller states how G®crops can help
prevent fAterrible diseases and many deat hso b
cropwhere many localesidentsare deficientsuch as Vitamin A in suBaharan Africal{icense
to Farm 2016). Again, a fear tactic is used here in stating that by using Gbpsdiseases and
even deaths could be preventéthereas this has been the industeym regarding GMO crops
for at least two decadesgtteseems to bao evidence that such @g®have in fact alleviated
disease, hunger or malnutrition anywhere thusnfeinly because the causes of those problems
are social and political and not tecltogical (Moseley, 201Y. Additionally, the peakers are
pushing a message about tramendous potential in GBIcrops and suggesting thatblic
concerns are stopping that potentraterializing(License to Farm2016).Herg all concerns are
beingheavy chal |l enged. I ndeed, Dr. Schwarcz state:
knowl edge that we have today, Lidehsetokaegodd).i t s gr
This is the first point in which the word risk is mentioned not in refaiodiscredit it. However,
what is noteworthy is that it is simply mentioned in passing, but no time is spent of describing

the possible risks that Dr. Schwarcz touches on

dropped below 85% (2014). Parental decisions to exempt their children from vacciratimisenough that outbreaks of

infectious diseases have occurred (Kolodziejski, 2014).

SThere are associated risks tied to GMO6s food such as increas
superviruses (Clapp, 2012; Shiva, 2000). Merr, GMO seeds are created for monocrops and therefore works at destroying

biodiversity (Clapp, 2012; Shiva, 2000). In organic farming, seeds are saved for the following year, but with GMO seeds, they

must all be paid for and create serious financialdliffies for farmers as the cost of the seeds, the technology needed, and the

increase chemical use are all increased (Bronson, 2015; Clapp, 2012; Shiva, 2000). Though they are advertised as&reating mor

yield, GMO seeds are most commonly created foribield resistance (Shiva, 2000), which can boost pesticide sales. The Green

Revol ution demonst r anbtéedd the glabal sofith bt played atrolesniimgednsimbdrs af farmer

suicidesthattook place because of the technology remdgfarmers bankrupt due to not being able to make ends meet with the
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LTF-C3: Pesticides

The foregoingdiscussion leads intibe third tiapterin thedocumentary, Pesticides; in
particular,concerns over pesticide use in modern agriculture. &p&akn Wolf discusses how
public fearthatfamers spraying their fields linked to higher rates of cancer is moot. Indeed,
Wolf explairs how 99% of what peoplsee from the mist associated with spraying is just water
(License to Farm2016). Additionally, Dr. Schwarcz follows up in stating that something
dangerous in large doses is not necessarily dangerowsrialbdose and uses aspirin dosage
an examplef this License to Farm2016). One could cause serious harm and even death in
taking a much larger amount than is recommended. In contrast, one could sooth a headache by
only taking one or twol(cense to Farm2016).

Cherilyn Nagel moves on to stateat the chemical pesticide usdiis e e tb adiiress
very specific problem areas. Nagel uses ter ms
message that the public can fAirest assuredo th
t h eabifitwaind heal t h(icense to Fam®016).rHovpeger, we know that organic
farmers avoid using any chemical pestisidad still manage to get healthy crops. What would
perhaps be more accurate for Nagel to state is that in order to prodisrgdggiantitiesof
monocropghatindustrial farms produce, chemical pesticides are a great tool in reducing crop
| oss. I ndeed, here pesticide use is portrayed
positive mannerl(cense to Farm2016).

The useof pesticides is further discussed with Wolf stating how pesticides are very

targeted in what they focus on. Furthermore, Wolf states how they have no use in areas other

associated costs (Shiva,2000). Additionally, biotechnologies are intimately tied to the chemical corporations as thegtedve bo
sales in chemical use further propagating chemical fiafiyBronson, 2014; 2015).
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than what they were fabricated towhich thereforepr ovi des a 0 ploenverr faud f ebtay
(License to Farm2016). In addition to their safety, Wolf acknowledges Isafety tests for
pesticides are in placetbet er mi ne t he dafeferah it hait vi dué@l0O %bu
that the dose is then chosen to be lower than the recommended tdosagre the vulnerable
consumers are also protectégcénse to Farm2016). Schwarcz moves the discussion to our
regulatory system being a body thatiser e si mply to fAprotect the pt
t h e maensé to Farm2016). Yet it is not unheard of that organizations can state one thing but
do another. For example, tobacco comparadsertisinghistorically usedvhite-coated men
dispensing m-smoking advice, which nie smokingappear safe due to the use of perceived
health professionals (Anderson, 2010). Additiondhy, pharmaceutical industhas come under
scrutiny many times when being accused of hiding safety information from the public
medicationsVogel, 2017).
LTF-C4 The Romantic Ideal

In the fourth chaptenf the documentarygpeakers attribute the concemtsout industrial
farming held by members of the pulbicthe fact that people simply do not want to see change.
In addition the film addresses a public belibht a lot of farmers are forced into buyia
particul ar cyetthe speakediscreditthiebelef;by stating that farmers actually
make those decisions because it is what is best for them and theifLlécepse to Farm2016).
There is ample literature that has documented industrial agricultural practices that counter this
argument. Bronso(2014)makes note of this by addressing how corporate giants like Monsanto
effectively trap farmers to buying thieseeds or bankrupt them in legal fees should they refuse.

A discussion of land use is theaised Ironically, modern farming technologies like

pesticidesherbicides, insecticides, biotechnologe® used to address the issue of how
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industrial farmnhg uses an immense amowhland as shown in Figufe4 (Statistics Canada

2016). By introducing these technologies, the idea is that less land has to be used because

farmers can better control their crops and ghigheryield, allowing them to use less land to

grow the same amount of foddynas discusses how modern technologies allow farmers to use
much | ess |l and to grow the same amount of yie
wetlands, and other areasf  h a lhcertseatd FarmR016). Additionally, Lynas goes on to

state that if the whole world were to resort
area of |l and we are plowing up, LeénsedohFarjmoul d m
2016). There are two important points to make here. Firstly, even though we are now producing
more food than we ever have before, there are still prominent and growing hunger concerns

(Avery. T, 2011; Goldman. R, 1999). Moreover, studies show that theitpajbmonocroped

land is used tgrow is corn and it is predominantly used to feed the vast number of cattle farms
currently in production and not actually for human consumption (McEwen & Mandell, 2004).
Additionally, the 2016 Canadiaagriculturalcensis, shows that the top two agricultural

operations in Canada are indeed, Oilseed/Gmathbeef as shown in Figure$and1.6

(Statistics Canad&2016).

In 2016, there were 271,935 farm operators and 193,492 farms

with a total area of 198.7 million acres across Canada.

Figure 1.4Census Canada 2016



Chart 6
Total number of agricultural operations by operation type, Canada, 2016
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Figure 1.5: Census Canada 2016

In 2016, there were 271,935 farm operators and 193,492 farms

with a total area of 158.7 million acres across Canada.
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Figure 1.6: Census Canada 2016

Secondly, Lynas is equating industrial farming to saving the rainforest and the

environment, andlternative ways ofarming to essentially destroying them. There are farmers

in Canadavho practice organic, ecological and diverse farmhayvever, never once ssich



66

farming presented in a positive light by the speak@rganic farmingfor instancemay take up
more landputit can actually create more biodiversity and regenerate ecosystems thus ensuring
long-termsustainability of foogroduction (Crowder et al., 2010; Fan et al., 2018; Wingvist et
al., 2012). However, the speakers in the film simply focus on organic farming as inefficient
becausef the land use necessary. Sustainability need not only be measured by yield produced
on the smallest amount of land but can be measured in a multitude of ways such as growth in
biodiversity.

The speakers address how the three main concerns (GMO, pesticide use, romantic ideal
of farming) hae such an influence on the pubbecause they respono these issues
emotionaly and outof fear and not science. The speakers are suggesting that people are acting
on an emotional level and not a logical level, thus further discrediting the validity of any
concern. There is then a slight shift in narratior the last chapter which uses an emotional
angle to persuade the viewedgspite the speakers having criticized the emotional nature of
consumer concerns
LTF-C5: Credible Voices

Despite the fact that thepeakersliscredit public concerns over GM@adpesticides by
calling theman emotional respongtear) not supported by science, the last chapter sekgha
shift in narrative whichitself uses an emotional angle to persuade the viewhesfocal point of
thisfinal chapter is to get farmerdkang with the public more and sharing their values and love
for theindustry. This chapter has a predominantly emotional approach in discussing how farmers
have to be the ones talking with the pujdic they can appeal to them on an emotional level.
Themessage i s that far mer s rLieenstottam2016). Thist and |

chapter has a major anecdotal component to it. The idea being that people need to hear from the
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farmer rather than the large corporationsis is presented asecesarybecause people simply
do not understand Canadian farming practices, but arguably this can also be viewed as a public
relations tool.Getting the farmenwvho among all the peopli@volved in industrial farmings the
closest individual to a lgpersondue to the similarity of social status, to talk to the putdic be
viewed as the best way to appeal to people by choosing the seemingly less authoritative person
and the most similar in social clagsdeed, studies show that people are most likelyusi tr
someonavhois most like them (Glaeser, Laibson, Scheinkman, Scoutter, 2000).
Looking Beyond the Film: SpeakeBackgrounds

As this project developed, it became clear that understanding who the speakers in the
documentary are is a crucial line of inquitaying with the same order the speakers appear in
the documentary, | outline important points to consider when discussimghe speakers are
portrayed, what other roles they have in their lives outside of the documentary, and what
interests they malye representing

The first speaker in the domentary is Doyle Wiebe. Wiebe, dressed in piaid,
presented as a farmer in the documentary. However, he is and has been on numerous boards of
large industry associations in the Canadian agriculture. ThelselénSaskCanola, the
organization that predominantly funded and produced the documentary, as well as the board for
the Canadian Canola GroweXssociation (CCGA). Figures1and1.8demonstrate these
affiliations (www.saskcanola.com; www.ccga.cBioughWiebe is involved in other areas of

agriculture, he is only presented as a farmer in the film.
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To accomplish all of this, SaskCanola Directors attend five board meetings per year, participate
on Board committees, and attend industry and producer meetings to ensure canola producer's
interests are heard. The Directors commit approximately 40 days per year of their time to
SaskCanola to ultimately benefit the producers of Saskatchewan.

Doyle Wiebe, Chair

Box 680

Langham, Saskatchewan S0K 2L0
Phone: 306-283-4340

Cell: 306-222-0170

Twitter: @DoyleWiebe

Click to email Doyle

Figure 1.7 Doyle Wiebe SaskCanola board member

Doyle Wiebe

Treasurer

306-283-4340
Langham, SK

Figure 1.8 Doyle Wiebe Canadian Canola Growers Association board member
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Stan Jeevesiressed in plaids also only promoted as a farmer in the film. However, he
too was previously on the board of directors for CCGA and Fi@demonstrates this
(www.ccga.ca). Continuing with this pattern, Cherilyn Nagel is also presented as a farmer even
though she is afiated to other organizations. Nagel is an avid advocate for modern agriculture.
She is connected to Farm & Food Care Saskatchewan, which is a branch of Farm & Food Care
(www.farmfoodcare.orglJnder t he fARAdDromt& uB®mo d askedesfeTolse we b s i
common goal is to build public trust in food and farming in Ontario and across Canada. Farm &
Food Care Ontario is active in promotion, education, program development and consumer
r e s e arigud.0). (Karm & Food Care, 2018Additionally, Figure2.1and2.2 demonstrate
how she serves on the board of the Western Canadian Wheat Growers Association, Canada
Grains Council, Saskatchewan Adfalue Initiative (SAVI), and trains farmers through the
AReal Dirt on Far mi ngo peQagadaa(mwww.cpnaectag.cayf Far m
www.globalfarmernetwork.org). Again however, she is only portrayed as a farmer in the
documentary itselthough she briefly touches on her role in training farmers to speak to the
public as part of her role with Farm & Foodr€&askatchewan.
The board elected Todd Hames from Marwayne, Alberta to serve as President and Brett Halstead of Nokomis, Saskatchewan as
Vice-President. In accepting his two-year term as President, Hames thanked the retiring directors including Ed Schafer, Brian

Chorney and Stan |eeves. “These directors have dedicated many years of service and provided strong leadership for Canada’s
canola farmers,” said Hames. “We thank them for their commitment and wish them all the best.”

Figure 1.9: Stan Jeeves Canada Canola Growers Association board member
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| whatwe co AR

Farm & Food Care Ontario (also known as Farm & Food Care) is a whole-sector coalition made up of
representatives from all farming types and associated businesses, and positions itself as the helpful
expert on Ontario agriculture. The commaon goal is to build public trust in food and farming in
Ontario and across Canada.

Figure 2.0: Farm & Food Care Ontario website

In 2004, Cherilyn was elected as President of the Western Canadian Wheat Growers Association and
after a successful 5 year term, she remains a director on the current board. Cherilyn has been appointed
to the Advisory Committee of the Agriculture Development Fund to provide assistance in directing
decisions regarding provincial funding of research and development programs and projects. As part of
her role with ADF, Cherilyn is Chair of SAVI (Saskatchewan Agri-Value-Initiative). She also sits on the
board of the Canada Grains Council

In addition to her numerous other duties, Cherilyn works with Farm & Food Care Saskatchewan,
facilitating workshops for farmers and others in the ag industry. This program provides training to help

farmers speak confidently to consumers about how they grow food,

Cherilyn has traveled extensively and had the opportunity to represent the Wheat Growers while
participating in the World Trade Organization Ministerial Meetings in Hong Kong. Traveling abroad has

given her a unique perspective on the Western Canadian agriculture industry and she has an avid

interest in expanding the processing of locally grown commeoedities.

Figure 2.1 Cherilyn Nagel Western Canadian Wheat Growers Association board member
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Figure 2.2: CherilyiNagel Saskatchewan Agvialue Initiative board member

The same is found for the next speaker Dale Leftwich, who is only represented as a
farmer in the documentary. Along with Wiebe, Leftwich is another speaker who also served on
the board for SaskCanolathe time of the documentary (www.saskcanola.com). In addition to
this, Leftwich was also a member on the board@CGA; as shown in Figur&3and2.4.
Furthermore, in an article Beal Agriculture Leftwich discusses his interest in biotechnologies

at the UN Biotech Conference (www.realagriculture.com, March 1 2016).



























































































































































































































