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Abstract 
 
 In the past few years, there has been increasing support for urban agriculture (UA) as a means to 

improve food security and urban sustainability, however the implementation of agriculture in a number of 

urban spaces with dissimilar social, political, and ecological realities has unearthed the beginnings of a 

critical discussion concerning the presupposition that further development of urban agriculture is inherently 

positive.  Scholars have explored the motivations for and experiences of individual community gardens, but 

there is a lack of understanding concerning how the public understands UA as a more complexly defined 

process.  In particular, what is the relationship between the perceptions of UA among urban residents and 

the beliefs and understanding of organizations about the process’s positionality in the cityscape?  UA’s 

positionality and viability has been explored in a number of case studies with a policy focus; however, 

public perceptions of UA have yet to be explored as extensively.  This research begins exploration of 

public perceptions of UA’s positionality in the City of Vancouver in relation to the urban ecosystem, the 

sociopolitical context, and community through surveys and semi-structured interviews in Vancouver, 

Canada.  The public sample of Vancouver includes residents of the Riley Park community, as well as UA 

organizations and community gardens throughout the city.  Through a cross sectional analysis of the data 

collected from surveys and interviews, and with reference to the scholarly literature, we conclude that at 

present public perceptions of the positionality of UA are similar among residents of the Riley Park 

community and UA organizations working in the City of Vancouver.  Overwhelmingly, both residents and 

organizations believe that UA is a positive and sometimes necessary component of the future of 

Vancouver.  These findings open up the discussion surrounding how stakeholder perceptions influence the 

progression of urban agriculture movements today, and this will continue as a point of interest in the future. 

 



1. Introduction/Statement of the Problem 
 

In recent decades, urban agriculture (UA) activities have proliferated in urban environments in an 

increasing scope across North America.  The movement towards developing UA in city regions has often 

grown alongside of the increasing trend towards sustainability.  As cities seek to redefine themselves within 

the growing sustainability rhetoric, UA is often a solution in achieving a sustainable image.  This 

sustainability rhetoric often focuses on four pillars of sustainability: environmental responsibility, social 

equity, economic health, and cultural vitality.  These pillars contribute to a cohesive, well rounded, 

sustainability-focused society.  In Vancouver, this relationship between the sustainability rhetoric and UA 

activities is embedded in the “Greenest City 2020 Action Plan”.  For example, one initiative leading up to 

the 2010 Olympics was to ensure at least two thousand and ten community gardens were developed in the 

city by the start of the winter games.  Given the importance of the sustainability rhetoric in Vancouver, this 

research seeks to explore the relative importance of urban agriculture in the city.  Perceptions are used as 

the basis of this research due to the importance of stakeholder opinions on the future proliferation of UA 

movements in the city.  We seek to discover if there is the relationship between the perceptions of UA 

among urban residents and the beliefs and understanding of organizations about the process’s positionality 

in the cityscape.  This is important given that organizations in Vancouver often focus on educating the 

public about UA.  These findings can help open the discussion surrounding UA’s position in Vancouver 

going into the future.  The greater objective is to elucidate how the relationship between stakeholders such 

as organizations and residents might need to change to support the future developments of UA in the city. 

 
2. Background/Literature Review 
 
 The discourse around UA has primarily been approached in planning and policy studies, as well as 

some landscape and cultural studies.  However, this report lies within the small number of studies seeking 

to critically approach UA in the field of human geography.  Ackerman (2014) defines UA as “horticultural, 

agricultural, and farming activities carried out on small plots of land in and around urban centres”, which 

may also include animal husbandry (Ackerman, 2014, pg. 190).  While this description is quite inclusive 

and covers a wide range of agricultural activities, the available literature exemplifies the diversity of 

definitions and perspectives that surround our topic of study.  Chiara Tornaghi (2012) explores the potential 



for human geographers to engage and study UA beyond the sustainability and health rhetoric.  Tornaghi 

introduces an element of ambiguity around the definition of UA, and fosters a discussion of which 

agricultural activities the term includes.  Given the ambiguity and vagueness of most definitions of UA, 

part of our research questions public perceptions of what UA is inclusive of, and on the contrary, exclusive 

of, to their knowledge.  In the scope of our research, we also consider Tornaghi’s questioning of how UA 

can manifest itself in urban areas.  Tornaghi states:  

“While urban agricultural projects undoubtedly provide an opportunity for many urban dwellers 

[in the Global North] to reconnect with food production, we need to scrutinize more closely the 

way these initiatives are becoming, directly or indirectly, new tools or justifications for a new 

wave of capital accumulation (new green development), economic-growth-led policies (local food 

as a tool in city autarky), privatization of the urban realm (Big Society takes of the management of 

public assets) and disinvestments in disadvantaged neighbourhoods (cuts to health and wellbeing 

services, public space management, etc.).” (Tornaghi, 2012, pg. 553). 

Our research seeks to define what the parallel and rifts in perceptions of UA between 

organizations engaged in UA and the residents of the Riley Park community are.  Perceptions of the value 

of UA are important because often this is calculated by stakeholders and policy makers with economics and 

laws in consideration; however, we argue that if the public is to be the audience intended to engage with 

UA, then personal and cultural values of the public are essential as well. 

 The line of questioning and analysis established by Tornaghi acts as somewhat of a guide to the 

questions human geographers should be asking when considering the topic of UA, and encourages a 

critically reflexive approach.  Critical reflexivity is key to the process of UA as the relationship between 

participants and the process is bi-directional.  With both as the cause and effect, as both environmental and 

migrational patterns change, it is critical to consider the two simultaneously.  According to Ackerman 

(2014), it is important to consider future projections and think critically about the ways in which UA will 

manifest in urban areas given increasing populations.  Brown and Jameton (2000) also make reference to 

this trend of discussing the sustainability of UA in connection with the future population projections.  They 

assert that from 2000 to 2025, the proportion of individuals residing in urban areas will triple.  

Furthermore, they argue that “many more people would take up gardening for food if they were supported 



with knowledge, tools, and space” (Ibid, pg. 25).  On the other hand, environmental viability demands to be 

acknowledged in this bi-directional relationship.  In order to gain a thorough understanding of the relevant 

discourse, one must look beyond human geography.  For instance, scholars within the field of agricultural 

studies, such as Hallsworth and Wong (2013), discuss the reasons why they do not believe UA could ever 

feed a small population, let alone a large one (such as Vancouver) due to the limits of topography surround 

the city.  These initiatives included the creation of at least two thousand and ten community gardens by the 

start of the Olympics, as well as the kinds of UA projects that can exist without the use of traditional urban 

lands, such as vertical or rooftop gardens.  Aaron Quesnel (2011), the founder of SkyHarvest, an evolving 

rooftop garden organization in Vancouver, states in his master’s thesis that rooftops are one of the most 

underutilized spaces in cities.  He suggests that rooftop agriculture is a viable and developing concept 

aimed to utilize these spaces, which make up about a quarter of cities urban footprints.  This idea of 

implementing UA into urban infrastructure has been coined as “ZFarming” by Specht (2013), a term 

described as  “all types of urban agriculture characterized by the non-use of farmland or open space”, but 

rather built forms (Specht, 2013, pg. 34).  Wittinghill and Rowe (2011) also advocate for further focus on 

green roof technologies, arguing that they have the ability to help recover land area that is normally lost to 

buildings.  Uncovering what the scholarly literature says about migrational and environmental patterns of 

development are crucial to our reflexive analysis on public perceptions of UA in the city.  While UA 

organizations are usually familiar with the trends and topics surrounding UA, residents may or may not be 

as acquainted with the information.  This unanswered question of the parallels and rifts in public 

understanding of UA is a gap we seek to address in our methodology. 

 A large portion of the discourse around UA focuses on the pros and cons of UA’s functionally, but 

neglects broader reaching theoretical perspectives.  Breaking from this tendency, McClintock (2010) 

acknowledges these standard discourses, and describes the many environmental and economic benefits to 

the urban landscape.  He suggests that the Marxist theory of Metabolic Rift can help us answer the question 

of why UA is carried out at all.  Metabolic Rift is the idea that capitalism creates a social and ecological 

separation in the connection between nature and society.  McClintock cautions that focusing too much on 

the general benefits of UA and not considering implications of a case-by-case basis imposes the danger that 

UA could be misrepresented as the “panacea for [all] urban ills” (McClintock, 2010, pg. 192).  He argues 



that UA is important not only in that it promotes food and income security in times of capital distress, but 

that it can help repair the ‘metabolic rift’ by helping to bring down the socially constructed separations 

between humanity and nature, city and country, and intellectual and manual labour.  In our research we 

seek to address McClintock’s theory of Metabolic Rift, and his argument that while UA is important in 

repairing the rift, it should not be assumed as the solution for all urban sustainability problems, by 

exploring to what degree people consider UA an important and lasting part of the city ecological, political, 

and social environment. 

 Continuing with theoretical perspectives, Lyons’ (2013) addresses the physical and mental divide 

between public and private land, and mentions the obedience of the laws surrounding social enclosures.  

However, this idea is not conducive to the future of agriculture existing in the city.  Lyons identifies three 

societal boundaries that are separating us from the land: sociopolitical, ecological, and economic.  

Sociopolitical boundaries can be overcome through a “reclaiming [of] urban space for food production and 

normalizing city food growing”, practicing methods such as curbside planter boxes and guerilla gardening 

(Lyons, 2013, pg. 157).  Secondly, Lyons states that ecological boundaries should be a larger concern for 

society, as people must recognize the detrimental impacts of industrialized farming and it’s associated 

harms on the planet, at attempt to restore the ecology and change their practices in response.  Lastly, 

overcoming economic boundaries involves such things as overcoming the idea of food commodification, 

redirecting a focus toward reducing waste and recognizing the importance of food security.  Lyons invites 

us to rethink what is public and private, and to consider this perspective when thinking about UA.  Lyons 

work is valuable to contextualize our research, and remind the audience that issues of agriculture in an 

urban environment are exacerbated upon the lines of public and private since the space is so dense.  

Especially in Vancouver, where the city is constrained to the peninsula, land constraints magnify the 

sociopolitical, ecological and economic boundaries inherent to our geography.  Our study intends to build 

upon Lyons research, analyzing our findings of public perceptions of the positionality of UA in the city in 

the sociopolitical context he outlines in particular. 

 Together, McClintock (2010) and Lyons (2013) provide a framework in which we can understand 

and appreciate the importance of urban agricultural movements; however, neither delves too deep into 

issues of public policy.  Other scholars have focused on the challenges of implementing UA program in the 



city.  Roehr and Kunigk (2009) discuss how food production in the city may be contested by policy on the 

basis of the economic viability and the situation of public land.  They also address that public perception 

plays an important role, especially if UA is deemed inappropriate in the urban environment.  Roehr and 

Kunigk also discuss how UA can help combat things such as unemployment and urban decay, as well as 

create communities and foster a sense of optimism.  With respects to Roehr and Kunigk’s research, our 

study focuses in on the issue of public perception to see if we can unveil what the current opinions are 

surrounding UA from residents in the Riley Park community of Vancouver, as well as organizations in the 

city at large. 

 Smith and Haid (2004) discuss sprawling metropolitan growth and associated losses of farmland 

and natural habitat.  They suggest that urban dwellings are declining in density and in turn consuming more 

land, leaving less for agriculture.  In Vancouver, this loss of prime agricultural land being lost to 

development is indisputable.  Smith and Haid argue that there needs to be a balance between urbanization 

and agriculture since agriculture provides many ecological functions and defines a sense of place for many 

communities.  Our research analyzes survey responses from the residents of the Riley Park community to 

determine whether they perceive UA to be more valuable as an ecological production oriented process or as 

a place making community engagement process. 

 Biel (2014) approaches urban food production from a theoretical approach, assessing viable 

processes to integrate agriculture into the city.  We seek to relate his work to responses from organizations 

in interviews to analyze their responses on the observed and practiced processes of UA in Vancouver.  Biel 

argues that in order for successful UA to emerge in a city environment, the development three sectors must 

take place: a subsistence sector, an urban forest, and a productivity sector.  A subsistence sector would use 

methods such as allotments and community gardens to answer “...immediate food security needs and food 

sovereignty objectives” (Biel, 2014, pg. 200).  The urban forest would incorporate the planting of fruit and 

nut bearing trees throughout the city to make all available green space more productive.  Lastly, the 

productivity sector would involve practices such as rooftop gardens to raise the productivity of food 

production beyond what is normally achievable.  Like Biel, Mougeot (2000) suggests criteria for making 

UA more accessible.  Mougeot states that in order to “comprehensively assess and promote urban 

agriculture’s role and impact on the welfare of particular rural and urban communities”, a better 



understanding of how urban food systems work is essential (Mougeot, 2000, p.2).  Mougeot also notes that 

UA is equally as affordable as conventional agriculture [rural] and a viable source of income and earning, 

adding that UA can provide the farmer with a higher profit margin that rural-based production.  Through 

our research, in our interviews with organizations we seek to find out how they have implemented UA 

techniques, and what the outcomes have been profit wise, as well as on the community(s) they work with in 

Vancouver. 

 Kaethler (2010) conducted a study in Vancouver, examining the varying definitions benefits, 

challenges, and various forms of UA.  The purpose of her study is to inform planners, officials and citizens 

about the potential for agricultural practice in Vancouver.  After examining case studies across North 

America, Kaethler found that municipal support was crucial in the further development of UA in the city of 

Vancouver.  In order to appropriately assess public perceptions of the positionality of UA in the city, an 

understanding of an academic assessment of UA’s position is Vancouver is critical.  We seek to find 

whether public opinion on UA’s positionality in the city is aligned or misaligned with Kaethler’s finding on 

benefits and challenges UA faces, both from the resident’s perspectives, as well as from the organizations 

perspectives. 

 
3. Methodology/Study Design 
 
 The intent of our study was to provide us with general opinions of residents and organizations 

around the importance, prevalence, and presence of agricultural practices in urban areas.  As well, we 

intended to uncover the perspective of organizations involved in UA practices.  Our research seeks to 

answer these two questions: “What are the parallels and rifts in the public perception of UA’s positionality 

in the city?  How does perception vary within and between people who reside in Vancouver and 

organizations that work in Vancouver?  Before we approached our study, we addressed our faced 

constraints, namely: temporal (the entire project took place in roughly 2 months from start to finish) and 

monetary (as we are a group of undergraduate students with no funding). The questions we posed required 

a mixture of quantitative and qualitative methods to gather an in-depth understanding of human behaviour 

and perceptions.  We determined that a survey method and informal interviews would be most appropriate 

to address our questions. 



 We determined it was critical to assess perceptions of both organization and residents because of 

the significance of stakeholder values influencing infrastructural agriculture development in the city.  As 

well, the interplay between organizations and residents affects the extent of cooperative links that develop 

between communities. 

Our first step was to determine our sample size for both groups in question  (organizations, as well 

as residents of Vancouver), respectively.  We collected all available contact information online for UA 

organizations across Vancouver.  With our constraints in mind, we determined that our representative 

population of residents in Vancouver had to be more narrowly defined.  Therefore, we chose to focus our 

study on the Riley Park community within Vancouver, officially bordered by 16th Avenue to the north, 

41st Avenue to the south, Cambie Street to the west and Fraser Street to the east.  Given our time 

constraints, it was then necessary to further constrain the geographical scope of the study.  We moved the 

southern boundary north to 33rd Avenue.  The reason for choosing to narrow the scope in this spatial 

fashion was driven by the fact that the area between 33rd Avenue and 41st Avenue contains a significantly 

different demographic from the rest of the community (see appendix for map).  We chose the Riley Park 

community because of the centrality within the city, the evident forms of UA being practiced, and the 

accessibility for the participating researchers.  These factors were all important because our research group 

wanted a neighbourhood that represented an average community in the city.  Riley Park is a residential 

community with a highly diverse demographic, situated at the highest point in Vancouver.  Some important 

areas within the community include the Main Street business district, Queen Elizabeth Park, and the Nat 

Bailey/Hillcrest Centre facilities.  



 
Map 1: Riley Park relative to the rest of Vancouver (Google Maps) 

 

 
Map 2: Concentrated view of Riley Park (Google Maps) 



After determining our sample populations, we created two online surveys: one to distribute to the 

organizations and a similar survey for the residents of the Riley Park community.  The surveys for the 

organizations were distributed via e-mail as a web link, asking those interested in also participating in a 

short 30 minute informal interview with us to please contact us.  We were hopeful for a 50% response rate, 

and achieved a 17.7% response rate on organization surveys.  Given our time constraints, the goal of our 

study was to conduct two to three interviews with different organizations.  We managed to conduct three 

interviews in total: with the Curator of the Ken Spencer Science Park at Science World, with the owner of 

Frisch Farms, and with the Community Development Coordinator at The World in a Garden.  Due to 

conflicting schedules, we were unable to meet with The World In a Garden face to face so we sent her our 

interview questions and had her record herself, sending us the audio clip once she had completed our 

questions.  Each interview followed the same set of questions as prompts to guide the conversation.  The 

conversational format of these informal interviews allowed us to gain further insight into opportunities, 

challenges, and community connections these experts experienced within the UA field in Vancouver.  To 

survey the Riley Park residents, we divided the area into quadrants to gather a more equal distribution of 

data.  We printed out business cards with a link to the survey and went from house to house.  We initially 

had intended to survey residents on iPads we had with us, but quickly learned that this seemed to deter 

residents from participating.  We then began to hand out our business cards to those residents who were 

present in their homes, and left cards in mailboxes for those residents who were away from their homes or 

were too busy to participate at that moment.  We were hopeful for approximately one hundred responses.  

Two researchers from our group also attended an event at the Little Mountain Neighbourhood House in 

hopes to collect more responses and present our research project to the attendees.  There was only five 

minutes at the end of the evening allocated to our members so they gave a short overview of the premise of 

our research, handed out business cards to the attendees, and had the coordinator of the evening pass along 

our residential survey to those in her mailing list living in the Riley Park neighbourhood.  Robyn Longhurst 

(2003) calls these methods ‘snowballing’, ‘recruiting on location’, and ‘on site recruiting’ which our two 

group members practiced. 

 Some of the variables and concepts under investigation in the organization and resident surveys 

included: how long they had been in the city, what activities they perceive as UA, if they produce anything, 



etc.  These questions assessed the organization and resident levels of engagement and perceptions of UA 

more generally.  The purpose of collecting this data was to compare responses from both groups.  The data 

derived from the use of surveys provides a highly structured source from which to examine the responses 

received and therefore saves valuable time during the analysis stage.  However, the use of surveys rather 

than face-to-face interviews limits the breadth of responses depending on the participants understanding of 

the question asked as well as by any bias that could be introduced by the way the questions are worded. 

 
4. Results 
 
 Given the aforementioned time constraints in carrying out this project, we received an acceptable 

number of responses to our public survey.  After we distributed the 300 information cards and spoke with 

people in the community, we received 48 valid public survey responses in total.  This translates to a net 

public survey response rate of 16.0%.  In this group, 59.2% of respondents indicated that they are female, 

and 32.7% indicated they were male.  The majority of our respondents were in the age range 34 – 49 

(49.0%).  This is higher than the 2006 Census amount of the same age range of 34.9% in the area we 

surveyed.  The types of dwellings we most often visited (single family homes) may explain this 

discrepancy in age distribution.  Most of our respondents had lived in Vancouver for more than 10 years 

(83%) and most had lived in Riley Park for more than 6 years (67%).  Table 1 shows a detailed breakdown 

of demographic data.  We also contacted 79 local UA oriented organizations via email and received 14 

valid organization survey responses in total.  This translates to a net organization survey response rate of 

17.7%.  As these were all anonymous surveys, we do not know specifically which of the organizations we 

contacted participated in the survey. 

 

 
 

When asked what types of activities constitute UA, respondents of both surveys indicated a wide 

range of activities.  The least favorite candidate for UA was Xeriscaping with only 46% of the public and 



31% of organizations indicating that they thought it counted as UA.  The most popular candidate was 

Community Gardening with 92% and 85%, respectively, indicating that it counted as UA.  The general 

trend shows that organizations saw UA taking place away from the home in activities that had a greater 

community focus than did the public who saw it taking place more often at home.  Table 2 shows a detailed 

comparison of the responses for what counts as UA.  As a further layer of detail, participants from both 

survey types were asked to contribute up to 5 words that came to mind when thinking about UA.  A wide 

range of words were offered, the top four most popular responses were: community (17), garden (17), 

backyard (14), local (8), for the public survey, and community (3), educational (3), garden (3), and food (2) 

for the organization survey.  See Figure 1 for the public word cloud and Figure 2 for the organization word 

cloud, which can be located in the appendices.  The word clouds help to visually and qualitatively describe 

what the salient ideas and concerns are for both stakeholders with respect to UA.  Of particular interest, the 

words “sustainable” and “sustainability” are words that came up twice as often in the words offered by the 

general public (16% of participants) than the organizations (7% of participants).  In both cases, the number 

is strikingly low, given the emphasis on sustainability in the literature described earlier in this paper.  From 

this data, it appears that “community” and “education” are much more salient issues in the minds of people 

and organizations when it comes to what UA activities are attempting to achieve.  Indeed, we found that 

community and education are pillars of UA in Vancouver and we will discuss this further later in this 

section. 

 

 
 

 



Next, participants were asked a series of questions about their thoughts on UA regardless of if they 

participate.  Participants overwhelmingly indicated that they held a positive outlook toward the presence of 

UA in the city, in their neighbourhood and on their own street, however there was slightly higher level of 

support for UA located farther away from their homes (The responses are detailed in Table 3).  In addition, 

in an open answer question, participants overwhelmingly indicated that the expansion of UA was not only 

desirable and would serve as a significant part of Vancouver’s future, though some participants were 

concerned about the scale of certain forms of UA moving into their area.  According to our data, this 

overall positive feeling of a need for growth of UA in Vancouver’s future is shared by organizations as 

well.  This is good news for organizations because it means that there is likely broad support for their 

programs moving forward. 

 

 
 
In order to better understand why people do or do not participate in UA, we also asked our 

participants whether or not they personally participate in UA and followed with relevant survey questions 

based on their response.  All of the organizations that responded indicate that they participate and 33 (69%) 

of public participants participate in UA and 15 (31%) indicate that they do not participate.  Among those 

who indicate they participate, the main reasons for doing so are enjoyment (87%), environment (73%) and 

a preference for homegrown food (64%).  Interestingly, out of the 15 participants who do not participate, 

only 2 indicate that the reason they did not participate is that they are not interested.  Among all other 

participants, time and space constraints are cited as being the biggest hindrances to participating or 

expanding participation in UA regardless of whether or not they participate (See Table 4).  Organizations in 

Vancouver are responding to this reality by offering innovative ways for people to participate in UA while 

reducing time and space concerns.  For example, we interviewed the founder of Frisch Farms, who detailed 



for us how his organization approaches homeowners looking to farm on their front yards.  Frisch Farms 

sells the harvest at farmers markets and educates willing homeowners on how to grow their own food.  This 

approach helps to alleviate the time constraint by putting ones land to good use without the need for a 

major commitment.  We also had an interview with the community development coordinator at The World 

In a Garden who told us about their communal garden where people can buy shares in the garden for a 

small membership fee and donate whatever time they can to help out.  Everyone shares the harvest as 

different plants come ready for harvest.  This helps alleviate space and time constraints for those who wish 

to participate but are unable to do so themselves. 

Earlier in this section, we mentioned that community is seen as a pillar of UA goals in Vancouver.  

We asked both the public and organizations whether or not they share or sell any of what they produce.  

Consistent with this community focus, most participants indicate that they do not sell any of what they 

produce, yet most indicate that they do share.  Most often, this sharing is with friends, family and the 

surrounding community (See Table 5). 

 

 
 

In our analysis of interviews and survey responses, numerous overarching themes became clear 

such as anyone can participate in UA if they so desire (indeed two out of the three people we interviewed 

indicate that they have no formal training related to UA at all), and education is important in that it helps 



show people what they can do with surprisingly little skill.  Lastly, another important theme is community 

building, where people come together with common goal, share meals, share produce, work together with 

neighbours and help the disadvantaged get access to healthy food. 

 

 
 

5. Discussion 
 

Based on our analysis of the information collected through interview and survey results we came to a 

number of conclusions on the significance of our research.  Recalling our literature review, scholars have 

constructed discussion on urban agriculture along two theoretical axes.  The first is a debate over the 

likelihood for urban agriculture to provide a meaningful and sustainable abundance of food to a population, 

and the second is a discourse attempting to draw the theoretical framework to situate urban agriculture into 

the urban environment and the way urban agriculture is affected by the political economy within the city. 

We found that a dichotomy existed between organizations and the general public between enjoying 

private space vs. reclaiming public space.  We found that while participants and organizations alike saw 

urban agriculture as a positive phenomenon, the public saw urban agriculture more at a more private scale, 

whether that was on their own property or a plot of land at a local garden.  Although urban agriculture was 

something participants indicated they enjoyed, participants generally saw it as a predominantly recreational 

activity that had some positive side effects.  In contrast, organizations were nearly all non-profit initiatives 

that saw urban agriculture as a way of connecting people and in some situations as a way of helping people 

reclaim public space for productive means.  However, this dichotomy is not necessarily bad news for 

organizations.  Participants across both the public and organizations like urban agriculture; they associate 



positive outcomes with the practice and generally want to see urban agriculture expansion in the city. 

 Organizations have to opportunity to leverage this good will to build on their goals and to expand their 

community-based initiatives. 

The public also appeared to lack thorough understanding of the urban political economy surrounding 

urban agriculture and the stakeholders who drive changes within the urban landscape.  The public appears 

to see urban agriculture as more of a recreational food producing endeavour but lacked understanding of 

the political tensions involved in practicing urban agriculture.  Organizations show a more in depth 

understanding of these political tensions and sometimes felt as though political forces at city hall were 

hindering their ability to expand their efforts in the city.  This discrepancy could be the result of the specific 

questions we asked.  For example, perhaps the questions were not specific enough or perhaps the public 

articulates and relates to power struggles with the city in a different way than the organizations we talked 

to.  Put more simply, organizations saw the politics of urban agriculture as being a part of who has the right 

to shape the urban landscape while individuals primarily felt urban agriculture was something they did in 

their free time to grow some vegetables. 

Our analysis begins to outline the potential lack of understanding the public has over ones right to the 

city.  This is significant because an uneducated population or one with little knowledge of the ways in 

which decisions are made in a city is subject to a government that is uninterested in what individual people 

care about.  An uneducated population is an undemocratic one.  Organizations interested in promoting 

urban agriculture must also promote urban and civic education ensuring that regular citizens understand 

how decisions are made in their city. 

 
6. Future Research Directions 
 

Given the constraints of this research, there are a number of possible directions where future 

research could expand upon our work.  One future research consideration would be to expand the 

geographical scope of the study to gain a more valid and generalizable perspective, given that more 

information might lead to results that are more encompassing for the City of Vancouver.  As well, the range 

of stakeholders interviewed and surveyed could be expanded to include businesses, politicians, educators, 

and developers to reveal how UA’s positionality in the city is perceived to add more depth to this study.  



Understanding how individuals as well as larger stakeholders view UA might give us more in depth 

answers into the ways UA might be expanded in the city.  An expansion of this study might also address 

critical evaluations of power dynamics within the city in respects to public and private space.  With more 

time and resources, future studies might incorporate more statistical and qualitative methods for a deeper 

understanding of the research question.  The use of Geographic Information System software would 

diversify the way’s findings could be represented in future reports.  In applying a broader array of methods, 

future research might come to stronger conclusions with greater reflexivity.  Overall, what is needed is 

more time, participants, and a variety of methods to expand on this research.  This research might also 

serve as a jumping off point for more critical directions in the future, possibly considering how positive 

opinions of UA in the city among stakeholders are challenged by more salient social issues in the city.  

While our study gained significant information and results on how individuals and organizations view UA, 

our questions ended up leaving us with even more questions most importantly how individuals in the city 

relate to the way changes happen regarding many issues not just urban agriculture. 
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Survey 1: Door-to-Door

PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM
 

Study Title: Research Strategies in Human Geography – Class Research Project
 
Invitation:
You are invited to be part of a class project for our UBC Geography 371 Course, titled ‘Research Strategies in Human
Geography’. The interest of our group is urban agriculture in Vancouver with a focus on the perceptions of what urban
agriculture means to the public versus organization involved in the field.  We ask that you read this form and ask any
questions you may have before agreeing to participate in this study.
 
Why Are We Doing This Study?
The purpose of this study is to determine the common perceptions of urban agriculture and how urban agriculture
manifests itself in a particular neighbourhood of the City of Vancouver.
 
What Will Happen in This Study?
If you agree to be a part of this study, we would ask you to:
- Complete a short survey (approximately 5 minutes of your time)
 
Who Is Doing This Study?
Our group is under the guidance and supervision of the course coordinator Dr. Siobhán McPhee from the University of
British Columbia.  Dr. McPhee can answer any questions or concerns you have regarding the study.  You can email her
at siobhan.mcphee@geog.ubc.ca
If you have any concerns or complaints about your rights as a research participant and/or your experiences while
participating in this study, contact the Research Participant Complaint Line in the UBC Office of Research Services at
604-822-8598 or if long distance e-mail RSIL@ors.ubc.ca or call toll free 1-877-822-8598 (Toll Free: 1-877-822-
8598).
 
Are There Any Risks In Taking Part In This Study?
No, there is no risk if you agree to participate in this study.
 
What Should I Do If I Am Not Clear on Any Aspect Of my Participation In The Study?
If you feel uncomfortable at any stage during the interview or survey we can pause it for clarification, postpone it until
a later time or withdraw your consent if you wish.
 
What Are The Benefits To You Participating In This Study?
The benefits to participation are that you aid us as UBC students in applying the knowledge we are learning in class in
understanding an aspect of your life.  We are excited to be able to apply what we are learning outside the classroom
context.
 
Confidentiality:
The records of this study will be kept private.  In any sort of report we might publish, we will not include any
information that will make it possible to identify a subject.  Research records will be stored securely and only
researchers will have access to the records.  The transcripts and recording will be stored for 5 years at UBC on a secure
store data on a removable drive that can be kept securely which only the research has access to.
 
Voluntary Nature of the Study:
Participation in this study is voluntary.  If you decide to participate, you are free to not answer any question or
withdraw at any time.
 
Statement of Consent:
 
If I choose "Agree" to this question and proceed to the next page of the survey, I am providing my consent to
participate in this study.

Agree Disagree

Qualtrics Survey Software https://co1.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax.php?action=GetSu...
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18 - 33

34 - 49

50 - 65

66 - 81

82 +

Prefer not to say

Part-time

Full-time

Student

Not Working

Retired

Prefer not to say

Other

Less than 1 year

1 - 5 years

6 - 10 years

More than 10 years

Prefer not to say

Participant Information / Demographics:

Welcome to the UBC Geography Urban Agriculture in Vancouver
Research survey. We are glad you have decided to take the time to
help us better understand how you and your community feels about
urban agriculture in Vancouver. This will only take 5 minutes of your
time. Thank you.

What is your age?

What is your gender?

What is your employment status?

How long have you lived in Metro Vancouver?

Qualtrics Survey Software https://co1.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax.php?action=GetSu...
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Less than 1 year

1 - 5 years

6 - 10 years

More than 10 years

Prefer not to say

How long have you lived in Riley Park?

Perception of Urban Agriculture:

The following questions will give us an idea how you feel about
urban agriculture as a practice in general:

What words come to mind (up to 5) when you think of Urban
Agriculture?

Which of the following do you consider to be 'urban agriculture'?
Home Gardening (any gardening on personal
property)

Guerrilla Gardens (pop-up gardens on empty lots,
for example)

Community Garden Backyard Chickens

Roof top Garden Apiarist (Beekeeper)

Vertical Garden
Xeriscaping (land use involving only drought
resistant plants that require no watering)

Gardens in Public Spaces (hospitals, schools,
boulevards, medians, along railways)

Other 

How do you feel about the presence of urban agriculture in / on...

   Dislike
Somewhat

Dislike Neutral
Somewhat

Like Like

Your street   

Your community /
neighbourhood

  

The city overall   

Is there anything specific you would like to include about your

Qualtrics Survey Software https://co1.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax.php?action=GetSu...
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 Yes  No

In my own neighbourgood

I travel to another neighbourhood

At home

Edible Products

Non-Edible Products (aesthetics / recreation)

Other

feelings towards Urban Agriculture on your street / in your
community / in the city at large?

What place does Urban Agriculture have in your community in the
future?

Do you participate in Urban Agriculture?

Your Experience with Urban Agriculture

The following questions will give us an idea how your experience
with urban agriculture in practice has been:

Where do you participate in Urban Agriculture?

What is the main thing that you produce in your garden?

Qualtrics Survey Software https://co1.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax.php?action=GetSu...
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I enjoy the activity.

It saves me money.

I prefer to eat my own food rather than store bought food

It relieves stress.

I believe it is good for the environment.

I enjoy the flavour of home-grown food.

Other

Yes, where / with whom:

No

I have no time.

There is no more space.

City by-laws prevent it.

I need more information / help.

Environmental factors (ex: pollution, climate, etc)

I am happy with the amount I currently produce.

Other

Why do you participate in Urban Agriculture?

Do you sell / share any of what you produce?

What stops you from growing more produce than you already do?

Qualtrics Survey Software https://co1.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax.php?action=GetSu...

6 of 7 2014-10-14, 10:22 AM



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Survey Powered By Qualtrics

I am not interested.

I lack the space.

I don't know how to produce food / grow things.

My landlord / strata won't allow it.

It is too expensive.

I have no time.

Other

Privacy & Terms

Why don't you participate in Urban Agriculture?

Closing Question

Do you have any other comments about urban agriculture or the
survey in general? Please leave those here!

Thank you for completing our survey!! Just to make sure you're not a
robot, please complete the reCAPTCHA. We appreciate your time and
feedback.



 
Survey 2: Organizations

PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM
 

Study Title: Research Strategies in Human Geography – Class Research Project
 
Invitation:
You are invited to be part of a class project for our UBC Geography 371 Course, titled ‘Research Strategies in Human
Geography’. The interest of our group is urban agriculture in Vancouver with a focus on the perceptions of what urban
agriculture means to the public versus organization involved in the field.  We ask that you read this form and ask any
questions you may have before agreeing to participate in this study.
 
Why Are We Doing This Study?
The purpose of this study is to determine the common perceptions of urban agriculture and how urban agriculture
manifests itself in a particular neighbourhood of the City of Vancouver.
 
What Will Happen in This Study?
If you agree to be a part of this study, we would ask you to:
- Complete a short survey (approximately 5 minutes of your time)
 
Who Is Doing This Study?
Our group is under the guidance and supervision of the course coordinator Dr. Siobhán McPhee from the University of
British Columbia.  Dr. McPhee can answer any questions or concerns you have regarding the study.  You can email her
at siobhan.mcphee@geog.ubc.ca
If you have any concerns or complaints about your rights as a research participant and/or your experiences while
participating in this study, contact the Research Participant Complaint Line in the UBC Office of Research Services at
604-822-8598 or if long distance e-mail RSIL@ors.ubc.ca or call toll free 1-877-822-8598 (Toll Free: 1-877-822-
8598).
 
Are There Any Risks In Taking Part In This Study?
No, there is no risk if you agree to participate in this study.
 
What Should I Do If I Am Not Clear on Any Aspect Of my Participation In The Study?
If you feel uncomfortable at any stage during the interview or survey we can pause it for clarification, postpone it until
a later time or withdraw your consent if you wish.
 
What Are The Benefits To You Participating In This Study?
The benefits to participation are that you aid us as UBC students in applying the knowledge we are learning in class in
understanding an aspect of your life.  We are excited to be able to apply what we are learning outside the classroom
context.
 
Confidentiality:
The records of this study will be kept private.  In any sort of report we might publish, we will not include any
information that will make it possible to identify a subject.  Research records will be stored securely and only
researchers will have access to the records.  The transcripts and recording will be stored for 5 years at UBC on a secure
store data on a removable drive that can be kept securely which only the research has access to.
 
Voluntary Nature of the Study:
Participation in this study is voluntary.  If you decide to participate, you are free to not answer any question or
withdraw at any time.
 
Statement of Consent:
 
If I choose "Agree" to this question and proceed to the next page of the survey, I am providing my consent to
participate in this study.

Agree Disagree

Qualtrics Survey Software https://co1.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax.php?action=GetSu...
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Less than 1 year

1 - 5 years

6 - 10 years

More than 10 years

Yes

No

Participant Information / Demographics:

Welcome to the UBC Geography Urban Agriculture in Vancouver
Research survey. We are glad you have decided to take the time to
help us better understand the position of your organization
concerning urban agriculture in Vancouver. This will take
approximately 5 minutes of your time. Thank you!

When was your organization established?

How long has your organization been operating in Metro Vancouver?

What is / are the focus(i) / motive(s) of your organization?

Does your organization have any urban agriculture initiatives /
relationships in the Riley Park neighbourhood of Vancouver? Riley
park is bounded by 16th Ave to the North, 41st Ave to the South,
Cambie St to the West and Fraser St. to the East.

Perception of Urban Agriculture:

The following questions will give us an idea how your organization
sees urban agriculture as a practice in general:

What words (up to 5) best describe urban agriculture for your
organization (other than the words "Urban Agriculture")?

Qualtrics Survey Software https://co1.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax.php?action=GetSu...

3 of 7 2014-10-14, 10:20 AM



 Yes  No

Which of the following would your organization consider to be
"urban agriculture" and not just simply "gardening"?

Home Gardening (any gardening on personal
property)

Guerrilla Gardens (pop-up gardens on empty lots,
for example)

Community Garden Backyard Chickens

Roof top Garden Apiarist (Beekeeper)

Vertical Garden
Xeriscaping (land use involving only drought
resistant plants that require no watering)

Gardens in Public Spaces (hospitals, schools,
boulevards, medians, along railways)

Other 

How does your organization feel about the overall presence of urban
agriculture in Metro Vancouver?

What place does Urban Agriculture have in the future of Vancouver?

Does your organization participate in Urban Agriculture?

Your Experience with Urban Agriculture

The following questions will help tell us about how the experience of
Urban Agriculture has been for your organization:

Qualtrics Survey Software https://co1.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax.php?action=GetSu...
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Edible Products

Non-Edible Products

Education and / or Community Resources

Other

We enjoy the activity.

It saves people money.

It provides people with an alternative to traditional store bought food.

We believe it is good for the environment.

We want to educate the public / build community.

Other

Yes, we offer products for sale (please tell us where)

Yes, we share products (please tell us where)

No

Where does your organization participate in Urban Agriculture?

What urban agriculture related product(s) does your organization
produce?

Why does your organization participate in Urban Agriculture?
(choose all that apply)

Does your organization sell / share any of what it produces? Where
(ie: farmers market)?

Qualtrics Survey Software https://co1.qualtrics.com/ControlPanel/Ajax.php?action=GetSu...
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Lack of space

Lack of resources / funding

Lack of time

City by-laws prevent it

Environmental conditions prevent it

Other

We lack the space.

We lack funding.

Other

Privacy & Terms

What prevents your organization from producing more than it
already does?

Why doesn't your organization participate in Urban Agriculture?

Closing Question

Do you have any other comments about urban agriculture or the
survey in general? Please leave those here!

Thank you for completing our survey!! Just to make sure you're not a
robot, please complete the reCAPTCHA. We appreciate your time and
feedback.


