
 

 

 

Evaluating the Impacts of Community Food Initiatives:  

A Food Systems Approach 

 

by  

 

 

VANESSA DAETHER 

 

 

 

 

A Dissertation Submitted to the College of Interdisciplinary Studies  

in Partial Fulfilment of the Requirements for the Degree of  

 

 

 

DOCTOR OF SOCIAL SCIENCES 

 

 

 

Royal Roads University 

Victoria, British Columbia, Canada 

 

 

Supervisor: Dr. CATHERINE ETMANSKI 

November, 2021 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  VANESSA DAETHER 2021 



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

2 

 

COMMITTEE APPROVAL 

 

The members of VANESSA DAETHER’s Dissertation Committee certify that they have read the 

dissertation titled EVALUATING THE IMPACTS OF COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES: A 

FOOD SYSTEMS APPROACH and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 

requirements for the Degree of Doctor of Social Sciences: 

 

  Dr. WANDA KRAUSE [signature on file] 

  Dr. DOUGLAS WEST [signature on file] 

 

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon the candidate’s submission 

of the final copy of the dissertation to Royal Roads University. The dissertation supervisor 

confirms to have read this dissertation and recommends that it be accepted as fulfilling the 

dissertation requirements: 

 

  Dr. CATHERINE ETMANSKI [signature on file] 

  



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

3 

 

Creative Commons Statement 

 

This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-

ShareAlike 2.5 Canada License. To view a copy of this license, visit 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/2.5/ca/.  

Some material in this work is not being made available under the terms of this license: 

• Third-Party material that is being used under fair dealing or with permission. 

• Any photographs where individuals are easily identifiable.  

  

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/2.5/ca/


EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

4 

 

Abstract 

In an era where accountability and transparency are increasingly valued, the Cowichan Green 

Community (CGC) and Nanaimo Foodshare (NFS), two community food organizations 

operating in Central Vancouver Island, asked how they can demonstrate the impacts of their 

work on the state of their local food systems. Keen to understand how activities such as cooking, 

gardening, or farmer-training initiatives affect not just program participants but the broader 

experience of food security on individuals, households, and communities, CGC, NFS, and I 

partnered to investigate how to evaluate the often-intangible impacts of their community food 

initiatives. Structured through the community-based research methodology and framed by the 

food regime analysis and food sovereignty theoretical frameworks, this qualitative, evaluative 

inquiry employed semi-structured interviews, document analysis, and an analysis of definitions 

to identify the evaluation method and evaluation indicator categories required of a food-focused 

evaluation framework. The findings guided the development of a draft food systems-focused 

evaluation framework for CGC and NFS, inclusive of an evaluation logic model, evaluation 

matrix, and evaluation plans. Our research confirmed that the successful application of this 

evaluation framework requires each organization to implement their evaluation plans in a manner 

that is: (a) cost-effective, accessible to a broad audience, quick to administer, and accompanied 

by supports; (b) developed with the community evaluated; (c) culturally safe; (d) empowering to 

staff; (e) reflective of the evolving food discourses; (f) and applies a broader systems approach; 

and (g) scaled across the participant, organization, community, and system levels of analysis. 

Further, our results showcased how such an evaluation framework could be applied to identify 

and bring meaning to the perceived immeasurable impacts of community food initiatives.  

 Keywords: community-based research, evaluation, food security, food systems   
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List of Definitions 

Absolutism: “A political regime in which the ruler (usually a monarch) is not constrained in the 

exercise of power either by custom or by rule of law, and which has an effective centralised 

administration so that the ruler’s will can be turned into action” (Bruce & Yearley, 2006, p. 8). 

 

Acceptability: “Access to culturally acceptable food, which is produced and obtained in ways 

that do not compromise people’s dignity, self-respect or human rights” (Centre for Studies in 

Food Security, 2021, Mandate section, para. 6). 

 

Access: See Accessibility. 

 

Accessibility: “Physical and economic access to food for all at all times” (Centre for Studies in 

Food Security, 2021, Mandate section, para. 4). 

 

Action Research: “A family of related approaches that integrate theory and action with a goal of 

addressing important organizational, community and social issues together with those who 

experience them” (Coghlan & Brannick, 2014, xix). 

 

Action Research Cycle: A cyclical process of reflection and action that propels action research 

and learning forward (Coghlan & Brannick, 2014, pp. 9–13). 

 

Adequacy: “Access to food that is nutritious and safe, and produced in environmentally 

sustainable ways” (Centre for Studies in Food Security, 2021, Mandate section, para. 5). 

 

Agency: “The policies and processes that enable the achievement of food security” (Centre for 

Studies in Food Security, 2021, Mandate section, para. 7). 

  

Agrarian: (1) The cultivation of land; (2) societies whose food systems are agriculturally based.  

 

Agrarian Food System(s): A system (or systems) of food production that is agriculturally based. 

 

Agri-Food Regimes: See Food Regimes. 

 

Analytically Filtered Document Analysis: Document analyses that “do not generate data, but 

select or filter data according to their relevance to the research problem” (Gibson & Brown, 

2009, p. 67). 

 

Analytically Focused Document Analysis: Document analyses that “generate data in a way that 

is focused on the research problem at hand. Crucially, data is a product of the implementation of 

the method” (Gibson & Brown, 2009, p. 67). 

 

Appreciative Inquiry: “A popular organizational development approach that emphasizes building 

on an organization’s or community’s assets and strengths rather than focusing on problems, or 

even problem solving” (Patton, 2011, p. 237). 
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Area: Sufficient and safe space to grow, raise, harvest, catch, process, and/or store food for all 

people at all times (J. Cody, personal communication, September 18, 2017). 

 

Availability: “Sufficient food for all people at all times” (Centre for Studies in Food Security, 

2021, Mandate section, para. 3). 

 

Bretton Woods Institutions: Founded in 1944 through a series of negotiations hosted in Bretton 

Woods, New Hampshire, the Bretton Woods Institutions include the International Monetary 

Fund and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (later became the World 

Bank) who in the post-World War Two era were tasked to stabilize the global economy “by co-

ordinating economic policy internationally through adherence to a set of agreed exchange rates, 

by liberalising trade flows, and by providing external finance to cushion balance of payments 

adjustment” (Bird, 1996, p. 149). 

 

Capacity Building: Acquisition of the skills, knowledge, or resources that increase the 

effectiveness of a community food initiative and/or community food organization. 

 

Clean Verbatim Transcription: A transcription method that omits false starts, repetitions, slang 

words, and speech errors from transcriptions (NVivo 2021, Clean Verbatim Transcription 

section, paras. 1–4). 

 

Collaborative Evaluation: An evaluation approach where “Evaluators and intended users work 

together on the evaluation” (Patton, 2012, p. 182). 

Colonization: “The policy of colonization suppressed Aboriginal culture and languages, 

disrupted Aboriginal government, destroyed Aboriginal economies, and confined Aboriginal 

people to marginal and often unproductive land. When that policy resulted in hunger, disease, 

and poverty, the federal government failed to meet its obligations to Aboriginal people. That 

policy was dedicated to eliminating Aboriginal peoples as distinct political and cultural entities 

and must be described for what it was: a policy of cultural genocide” (Truth and Reconciliation 

Commission of Canada, 2015, p. 133). 

Community-Based Participatory Research: “An approach to research that involves collective, 

reflective and systematic inquiry in which researchers and community stakeholders engage as 

equal partners in all steps of the research process with the goals of educating, improving practice 

or bringing about social change” (Tremblay, Martin, McComber, McGregor, & Macaulay, 2018, 

p. 488). 

 

Community-Based Research Methodology: Collaborative research that places “emphasis on the 

participation and influence of nonacademic researchers in the process of creating knowledge” 

(Israel, Schulz, Parker, & Becker, 1998, p. 177). 

 

Community Building: Fostering a sense of community/connection within a defined geographic 

region or group that shares a common interest/goal. 
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Community Food Assessment: “A participatory and collaborative process that examines a broad 

range of food-related issues and resources in order to inform actions to improve community food 

security” (Provincial Health Services Authority [PHSA], 2008b, p. 5). 

 

Community Food Hubs: In addition to operating as “a business or organization that actively 

manages the aggregation, distribution, and marketing of source-identified food products 

primarily from local and regional producers to strengthen their ability to satisfy wholesale, retail, 

and institutional demand” (United States Department of Agriculture, 2012, p. 4), community 

food hub activities may also “place emphasis on training and education, food access and social 

justice, or environmental concerns” (Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs, 

2015, p. 2). 

 

Community Food Initiative(s): Food-focused activities, events, projects, and programs delivered 

by community food organizations to increase community food security or food sovereignty 

and/or to foster a resilient and just local food system. 

 

Community Food Organization(s): Not-for-profit organizations and/or registered charities that 

operate community food initiatives. 

 

Community Food Security: “A situation in which all community residents obtain a safe, 

culturally acceptable, nutritionally adequate diet through a sustainable food system that 

maximizes community self-reliance and social justice” (Hamm & Bellows, 2003, p. 37). 

 

Community Food Security Continuum: “Stages of food security beginning with practices that 

provide short-term relief and moving toward redesigning the food and other systems” (PHSA, 

2008b, p. 7). 

 

Corpus Analysis: “A methodology for pursuing in-depth investigations of linguistic phenomena, 

as grounded in the context of authentic communicative situations that are digitally stored as 

language corpora and made available for access, retrieval, and analysis via computer” (Hasko, 

2013, p. 4758). 

 

Decolonization: “A process which engages with imperialism and colonialism at multiple levels. 

For researchers, one of those levels is concerned with having a more critical understanding of the 

underlying assumptions, motivations and values which inform research practices” (Smith, 2008, 

p. 20). 

 

Developmental Evaluation: An evaluation method that “supports innovation development to 

guide adaptation to emergent and dynamic realities in complex environments” (Patton, 2011, p. 

1). 

 

Document Analysis: “A systematic procedure for reviewing or evaluating documents—both 

printed and electronic (computer-based and Internet-transmitted) material” (Bowen, 2009, p. 27).  

 

Emergency Food: Food freely distributed and/or made available to those facing food insecurity, 

whether acute or chronic. 
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Emergency Food Services: Community groups, registered not-for-profit societies, or charitable 

organizations that operate meal and/or food bank programs. 

 

Emergency Preparedness: Steps taken, or resources required, to ensure community resilience in 

the face of a natural or human-led disaster. 

 

Empowerment Evaluation: An evaluation method that “aims to make the evaluation experience 

empowering by building local ownership and facilitating engagement while building evaluation 

capacity” (Patton, 2011, p. 187). 

 

Evaluation: “Systematic inquiry to serve a range of policy and programme purposes, such as 

enabling learning, development, improvement and capacity building, informing judgements 

about the merit, worth and significance of policies and programmes, and supporting oversight, 

accountability and compliance” (Milley, Szijarto, Svensson, & Cousins, 2018, p. 240). 

 

Evaluation Framework: A guiding construct for evaluating a program or initiative. 

 

Evaluation Matrix: A table that evaluation stakeholders can complete as part of their evaluation 

planning to sequentially connect evaluation questions to the steps required to answer the 

questions. A standard evaluation matrix includes fields to identify the data collection methods, 

data sources, analysis procedures, and reporting protocols. 

 

Evaluation Method: The overarching approach/purpose of an evaluation such as: (a) summative 

or formative; (b) process, impact, or outcome; (c) or participatory, empowerment, or 

developmental. 

 

Evaluation Plan: “A written document that describes how you will monitor and evaluate your 

program, as well as how you intend to use evaluation results for program improvement and 

decision making. The evaluation plan clarifies how you will describe the ‘What’, the ‘How’, and 

the ‘Why It Matters’ for your program” (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National 

Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, Office on Smoking and Health; 

Division of Nutrition, Physical Activity, and Obesity, 2011, p. 1). 

 

Evaluation Stakeholder: Any actor engaged and/or impacted by an evaluation. 

 

Evaluative Inquiry: Within an evaluation context, evaluative inquiry represents “a kind of public 

philosophy whereby organization members engage in dialogue with clients and other 

stakeholders about the meaning of what they do and how they do it” (Preskill & Torres, 1999, p. 

44). Within the context of this research project, evaluative inquiry refers to this study’s 

exploration and rationalization of a new (food systems-focused) evaluation approach.   

 

First Cycle Coding Methods: Within qualitative data analysis, first cycle coding methods include 

“those processes that happen during the initial coding of data” (Saldaña, 2016, p. 68). 

 

Food Access: Accessibility. 



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

14 

 

Food-Based/Focused Evaluation: As part of this study’s process of evaluation inquiry, we sought 

to develop an approach to evaluation for community food initiatives that applied a food lens— 

whether that be food security or food systems.   

 

Food and Nutrition System: “The set of operations and processes involved in transforming raw 

materials into foods and transforming nutrients into health outcomes, all of which functions as a 

system within biophysical and sociocultural contexts” (Sobal, Khan, & Bisogni, 1998, p. 853). 

 

Food Charter: “Public endorsements that identify guiding principles, values, and goals for the 

operation of the food system in a given locality such as a municipality or a province” (Koç, 

Sumner, & Winson, 2017b, p. 385). 

 

Food Culture: “The practices, attitudes, and beliefs as well as the networks and institutions 

surrounding the production, distribution, and consumption of food. It encompasses the concepts 

of foodways, cuisine, and food system and includes the fundamental understandings a group has 

about food, historical and current conditions shaping that group’s relationship to food, and the 

ways in which the group uses food to express identity, community, values, status, power, artistry 

and creativity. It also includes a groups’ definitions of what items can be food, what is tasty, 

healthy, and socially appropriate for specific subgroups or individuals and when, how, why, and 

with whom those items can or should be consumed” (Eleuterio & Long, 2017, p. 2). 

 

Food Economy: Sufficient processes and relationships that move food in a community or supply 

chain (e.g., from food jobs to food marketing). These processes or relationships are inclusive of 

the market and non-market-based infrastructures and the mechanisms that support the 

production, harvesting, distribution, and sharing/retail of food. 

 

Food Insecurity: “Inadequate or insecure access to food due to financial constraints” (PROOF, 

2021, para. 1). 

 

Food Justice: An environmental and social justice movement for the dismantling of the 

institutionalized racism and class-based discrimination that simultaneously privilege the food 

histories, food systems, and means of food access experienced by a predominantly white, 

middle-class populace and marginalizes those experienced by Indigenous, Black, and People of 

Colour (Alkon & Norgarrd, 2009, pp. 300–302; Bradley & Herrera, 2016, pp. 100–103; Smith, 

2019, p. 525). 

 

Food Literacy: Acquisition of skills or changes made to how people source, prepare, cook, store, 

and/or preserve food in the home environment, including the “everyday practicalities associated 

with navigating the food system and using it in order to ensure a regular food intake that is 

consistent with nutrition recommendations” (Vidgen & Gallegos, 2014, p. 50). 

 

Food Movement: Whether “alternative,” “community,” “just,” “local,” “national,” “organic,” 

“regional,” “slow,” or “sustainable,” a food movement is a decentralized social movement whose 

aim is to advocate and foster healthy, sustainable, just, and resilient food systems for all 

stakeholders (from producers to consumers). 
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Food Regime: “The rule governed structure of production and consumption of food on a world 

scale” (Friedmann, 1993, pp. 30–31). 

 

Food Regime Analysis: A theoretical “approach to the study of food systems” (Friedmann, 2017, 

p. 23) that outlines “the rise and decline of national agricultures within the geopolitical histories 

of capitalism” (McMichael, 2013, p. 1). 

 

Food Security: “A situation that exists when all people, at all times, have physical, social, and 

economic access to sufficient, safe, and nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food 

preferences for an active and healthy life” (Food and Agricultural Organization [FAO], 2003, p. 

28). 

 

Food Security Assessment: See Community Food Assessment.  

 

Food Sovereignty: A “political vision” developed by La Via Campesina and launched at the 

1996 World Food Summit that advocates for “the right of peoples to healthy and culturally 

appropriate food produced through sustainable methods and their right to define their own food 

and agriculture systems” (La Via Campesina, 2021, Our Struggles section, para. 1). 

 

Food Studies: An arena of academic study that “draws together multiple perspectives to examine 

the complex web of relations, processes, and structures that make up the harvesting and 

production, distribution, preparation, consumption, and disposal of food” (Levkoe, Brady, & 

Anderson, 2016, pp. 3–4). 

 

Food System(s): Non-linear “social-ecological systems” (Tendall et al., 2015, p. 18) that consist 

of “an interconnected web of activities, resources and people that extends across all domains 

involved in providing human nourishment and sustaining health, including production, 

processing, packaging, distribution, marketing, consumption and disposal of food. The 

organization of food systems reflects and responds to social, cultural, political, economic, health 

and environmental conditions and can be identified at multiple scales, from a household kitchen 

to a city, county, state or nation” (Grubinger et al., 2010, p. 2). 

 

Foodways: “The cultural, social, and economic practices associated with food that invite us to 

think about the way food intersects with history, culture, and tradition” (Koç, Sumner, & 

Winson, 2017b, p. 386). 

 

Food Work: A term used in this study’s interviews to describe the food-focused work of 

community food initiatives such as community gardens, food literacy projects, and farmer 

training programs. 

 

Foodwork: “The efforts involved in food production, procurement, preparation, service, and 

clean-up. It may be paid (as employment) or unpaid in the household” (Koç, Sumner, & Winson, 

2017b, p. 386). 

 

Formative Evaluation: An evaluation approach to “improve the program” (Patton, 2011, p. 45). 

Often a precursor to summative evaluations, formative evaluations are used to “fine-tune the 
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model, clarifying key elements and linkages from inputs to activities and processes to outputs, 

outcomes, and impacts” (Patton, 2011, p. 45). 

 

French Regulation Theory: Developed by Boyer (2002), a school of Marxist political-economic 

thought that assesses the processes of accumulation during distinct periods of historic stability in 

relation to the regulations (e.g., legal, political, state, and social structures) used to facilitate such 

accumulation (Boyer, 2002, pp. 13–17; McMichael, 2013, p. 11).  

 

Global Food System: Interdependent systems of corporate controlled activities, regulations, and 

trade that govern the mass production, processing, storage, distribution, retail, and consumption 

of industrial or standardized market-based foods. Decried in the literature as dysfunctional 

(Sumner, 2015, p. 133) and “vulnerable to external forces” (Sage, 2013, p. 72), critics argue that 

the global food system places profit above the quality and safety of the food produced, or the 

health, safety, and dignity of humans and the planet. 

 

Green Revolution: Global developments in agriculture commenced in the 1950s to increase food 

production worldwide through new high-yielding crop varieties, mechanization and 

technologies, agrochemicals, and irrigation. However, the Green Revolution is critiqued for 

exacerbating inequity and poverty in the Majority World and for its environmental impacts, 

including the “loss of soil fertility, depletion of aquifers, agrochemical contamination of surface 

waters and groundwater, loss of ecosystem biodiversity, loss of traditional food crops, increased 

pesticide-related illness, and narrowing of the genetic base of the world’s food supply” 

(Gonzalez, 2014, p. 172). 

 

Hard Power: Coercive power, specifically state-level tactics that “focus on military intervention, 

coercive diplomacy, and economic sanctions to enforce national interests” (Wilson, 2008, p. 

114). 

 

Hunger: “The inability to obtain sufficient, nutritious, personally acceptable food through normal 

food channels or the uncertainty that one will be able to do so” (Davis & Tarasuk, 1994, p. 51). 

 

Impact: Within an evaluation context, an impact is a result or effect, whether positive or 

negative, intended or unintended, of a program or initiative. 

 

Indicator: Within an evaluation context, “Indicators are measurable information used to 

determine if a program is implementing their program as expected and achieving their outcomes” 

(Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2021, para. 1). 

 

Indigenizing: Refers to the movement of food sovereignty “beyond a rights based discourse by 

emphasizing the cultural responsibilities and relationships Indigenous peoples have with their 

environment and the efforts being made by Indigenous communities to restore these relationships 

through the revitalization of Indigenous foods and ecological knowledge systems as they assert 

control over their own foods and practices” (Coté, 2016, p. 1). 

 

Indigenous Food Sovereignty: “Indigenous food sovereignty describes, rather than defines, the 

present day strategies that enable and support the ability of Indigenous communities to sustain 
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traditional hunting, fishing, gathering, farming and distribution practices (Morrison, 2006, 2008), 

the way we have done for thousands of years prior to contact with first European settlers” 

(Morrison, 2011, pp. 97–98). 

 

Industrial Food System: “A food system characterized by mass production of standardized food 

items, driven by motives of profit and efficiency often at the cost of human health and 

environmental and social justice” (Koç, Sumner, & Winson, 2017b, pp. 387–388). Also, see 

Global Food System. 

 

Interdisciplinary: To study or to conduct research across disciplinary boundaries.  

 

Intersectional/ity: Rooted in Black feminist thought (see Crenshaw, 1989), intersectionality is a 

theoretical lens, analytic framework, and political orientation that is applied to “redress Black 

women’s invisibility in law and social movement discourses” (Carastathis, 2016, p. 4) through 

the examination of the ‘“interlocking systems of oppression”’ that marginalize women of colour 

(as cited in Crenshaw, 1989, p. 36). Since its inception, the mainstream has adopted 

intersectionality as a framework to address how the intersection of a person’s or people’s 

identities (such as ability, age, class, ethnicity, gender, identity, or sexuality) can compound 

unjust experiences and systems of oppression and discrimination.  

 

La Via Campesina: “An international movement bringing together millions of peasants, small 

and medium size farmers, landless people, rural women and youth, [I]ndigenous people, 

migrants and agricultural workers from around the world. Built on a strong sense of unity, 

solidarity between these groups, it defends peasant agriculture for food sovereignty as a way to 

promote social justice and dignity and strongly opposes corporate driven agriculture that destroys 

social relations and nature” (La Via Campesina, 2021, para. 1). 

 

Local Food Movement(s): Grassroots activities, campaigns, and projects that work to foster 

unique visions for healthy, sustainable, and resilient local food systems for all stakeholders (from 

producers to consumers). 

 

Local Food System: “A chain of activities and processes related to the production, processing, 

storage, distribution, and consumption of local food” (Legislative Assembly of British Columbia, 

2015, Definition and Interpretations section, para. 9). Although definitions of what constitutes 

local vary and conflict, a local food system is typified by the consumption of food and beverages, 

and the management of waste, in close proximity to where they are produced or harvested. 

 

Logic Model: Within an evaluation context, “a logic model is a way of depicting the program 

intervention by specifying inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes, and impacts in a sequential 

series” (Patton, 2012, p. 232). 

 

Majority World: A term coined by Shahidul Alam, Majority World replaces outdated and 

pejorative terminology such as “developing” or “Third World” critiqued for possessing “negative 

connotations that reinforce the stereotypes about poor communities and represent them as icons 

of poverty” (Alam, 2008, p. 89). Majority World speaks to the vast cohort of states that possess a 

more significant percentage of the world’s population, but through colonization and pervasive 
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systems of inequity and disenfranchisement, they possess disproportionately less of the world’s 

wealth and power. 

 

Memorandum of Understanding: The formal agreement that governed the research relationship 

and responsibilities between Vanessa Daether, Cowichan Green Community Society, and 

Nanaimo Foodshare Society. 

 

Minority World: The cohort of states that possess a smaller percentage of the world’s population 

but a disproportional percentage of the world’s wealth and power.  

 

Neoliberal/Neoliberalism: “A political ideology that focuses on free markets and economic 

growth, with policies that emphasize deregulation, privatization, state reform (downsizing), and 

the creation of an outward-oriented (export) economy” (Koç, Sumner, & Winson, 2017b, p. 

389). 

 

Non-Probability, Expert Purposive Sampling Method: In qualitative research, such as interviews, 

a non-probability purposive expert sample is non-random and often selected for their expertise 

on a subject. This method is used to gain insights over statistical significance, particularly in 

situations where the population is challenging to identify or reach (Etikan, Musa, & Alkassim, 

2015, pp. 2–3). 

 

Nutrition Transition: A change in dietary behaviours, such as an increase in dietary diversity 

and/or a “shift away from plant-based diets towards higher per capita consumption of animal-

based foods, oils and fats, processed sugars and processed carbohydrates” (Dixon, 2009, p. 322) 

prompted by economic growth, urbanization, and technological advances that allow for more 

efficient systems of food production, processing, distribution, and consumption. 

 

Open Coding: Within qualitative data analysis, an open coding method “is a first cycle, open-

ended approach to coding” (Saldaña, 2016, p. 115) that “breaks down qualitative data into 

discrete parts, closely examines them, and compares them for similarities and differences” (p. 

115). 

 

Outcome: Within an evaluation context, outcomes are the effects, whether short-term or 

medium-term, of a program or initiative. 

 

Output: Within an evaluation context, outputs are the specific deliverables of a program or 

initiative. 

 

Overnutrition: “A form of malnutrition (imbalanced nutrition) arising from excessive intake of 

nutrients, leading to accumulation of body fat that impairs health” (Mathur & Pillai, 2019, p. 

695). 

 

Participatory Action Research: “Action research that addresses issues of power and 

powerlessness” (Coghlan & Brannick, 2014, xxi). 
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Participatory Evaluation: An evaluation approach whereby “intended users, usually including 

community members, program participants, and/or staff, are directly involved in the evaluation 

(King, 2005)” (Patton, 2012, p. 186). 

 

Pattern Coding: Within qualitative data analysis, pattern coding is a form of second cycle coding 

that produces “explanatory or inferential codes, ones that identify an emergent theme, 

configuration, or explanation. They pull together a lot of material from first cycle coding into 

more meaningful and parsimonious units of analysis. They are a sort of meta code (Miles et al., 

2014, p. 86)” (Sandaña, 2016, p. 236). 

 

Productionist Paradigm: A food production framework “driven by state’s support to raise food 

output through intensification of food production on large-scale farming” (Saad, 2013, p. 73). 

 

Regional Food System(s): Although food systems stakeholders contest the boundary between 

local and regional food systems, a regional food system generally encompasses a number of local 

food systems that may or may not operate in cooperation to meet a population’s food needs. 

 

Report Card(s): A form of documentation, often at the community or municipal level, that “bring 

together existing measures of social, environmental, and economic well-being to help 

researchers, policy makers, and practitioners examine food systems more comprehensively” 

(Levkoe & Blay-Palmer, 2018, p. 49). Report Cards are tools for understanding the complexities 

of food systems, yet they are critiqued for their propensity to “obscure different food systems 

experiences and direct us towards and reinforce unsustainable practices and policies” (Levkoe & 

Blay-Palmer, 2018, p. 51). 

 

Resilient/Resilience: The ability of a food system to withstand, recover, adapt, and learn from 

changes, stressors, or disasters (Tendall et al., 2015, pp. 18–19). 

 

Resilient and Just Food System: “A socio-ecological system that has the social mechanisms of 

management that can recognize and positively respond to shocks or threats to the system in order 

to survive (Campbell, 2009)” (Toth, Rendall, & Reitsma, 2016, p. 20), and that is free of 

structural barriers that restrict the right to food based on ability, age, class, ethnicity, gender, 

identity, or sexuality, and that supports for a diverse and inclusive food system. The 

conceptualization of resilient and just food systems may be local, regional, national, or global in 

scope. 

 

Response Rate: The number of research participants, expressed as a percentage of total outreach, 

who complete a research survey or fully participate in an interview. 

 

Right to Food: “Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well-

being of himself and his family including food, clothing, housing and medical care and necessary 

social services, and the right to security in the event of unemployment, sickness, disability, 

widowhood, old age or other lack of livelihood in circumstances beyond his control” (United 

Nations [UN], 1948, Article 24 section, para. 1). 
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Sampling: The systematic process of identifying and selecting a sample of a population to 

engage in research that will represent the entire population (Tolmie, Muijs, & McAteer, 2011, p. 

19). 

 

Saturation Point: A point during data collection when methods no longer generate new data. 

 

Second Cycle Coding: Within qualitative data analysis, second cycle coding consists of the 

process where first cycle codes are “reorganized and reconfigured to eventually develop a 

smaller and more select list of broader categories, themes, concepts, and/or assertations” 

(Saldaña, 2016, p. 234). 

 

Seedy Saturday/Sunday: An annual community event hosted before or at the advent of spring 

where local and small-scale vendors sell open-pollinated seeds, plant stock, and gardening 

equipment. Seedy Saturday/Sunday events are vital elements of local, sustainable food systems 

and often feature kids’ activities, educational workshops and events, and a community seed 

exchange. 

 

Self-Sufficiency: The ability to provide for ones’ own food needs. 

 

Semi-Structured Interview: “A qualitative data collection strategy in which the researcher asks 

informants a series of predetermined but open-ended questions. The researcher has more control 

over the topics of the interview than in unstructured interviews, but in contrast to structured 

interviews or questionnaires that use closed questions, there is no fixed range of responses to 

each question” (Ayers, 2008, p. 811). 

 

Situational Recognition: Within an evaluation context, situational recognition is described as 

“one form of reality testing” (Patton, 2011, p. 80) that “involves matching an approach or 

intervention to the nature of the situation” (Patton, 2011, p. 84). 

 

Social Enterprises: A social business, whether registered as a not-for-profit or for-profit 

enterprise, whose profits are re-invested into social programs or social impacts. 

 

Soft Power: “The ability to obtain preferred outcomes by attraction rather than coercion or 

payment” (Nye, 2017, p. 1). 

 

Structural Coding: Within qualitative data analysis, structural coding refers to a “question-based 

coding” method (Saldaña, 2016, p. 98) that “applies a content-based or conceptual phrase 

representing a topic of inquiry to a segment of data that relates to a specific research question 

used to frame the interview” (p. 98). 

 

Summative Evaluation: An evaluation approach focused on the “judgement of overall merit, 

worth, value, and significance of the program and model to inform and support major decision 

making” (Patton, 2011, p. 44). 

 

Sustainable Food System: “An interdependent web of activities generated by the interactions of 

structures and processes that build the civil commons with respect to the production, processing, 
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distribution, retailing, consumption, and disposal of food” (Koç, Sumner, & Winson, 2017b, p. 

391). 

 

Sustainability: Acts or processes that contribute to the long-term health and vitality of the natural 

environment. 

 

Thematic Analysis: A flexible “method for identifying, analysing, and reporting patterns 

(themes) within data” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 79) that follows a six-step analysis plan of: (1) 

familiarize yourself with the data; (2) generate initial codes; (3) search for themes; (4) review 

themes; (5) define and name themes; and (6) produce the report (Braun & Clarke, 2006, pp. 87–

93). 

Theoretical Sampling Method: Within qualitative data analysis, the theoretical sampling method 

is “the process of data collection directed by evolving theory rather than by predetermined 

population dimensions (Strauss, 1987)” (Draucker, Martsolf, Ross & Rusk, 2007, p. 1137). 

Theory of Change: Within an evaluation context, a theory of change represents “the central 

processes or drivers by which change comes about for individuals, groups, or communities” 

(Funnel & Rogers, 2011, Chapter 2, Table 2.2). Unlike a logic model that outlines an initiatives’ 

pathway, a Theory of Change specifies the connections between an initiative’s activities and 

outcomes by outlining the “action strategies that will lead to the achievement of these outcomes” 

(Connell & Klem, 2000, p. 94). 

 

Traditional Food System: “All food within a particular culture available from local natural 

resources and culturally accepted. It also includes the sociocultural meanings, acquisition/ 

processing techniques, use, composition, and nutritional consequences for the people using the 

food” (Kuhnlein & Receveur, 1996, p. 418). 

 

Transdisciplinary: “Integrating and uniting conceptual, theoretical, methodological, and 

translational perspectives from various disciplines, as well as outside the academy” (Koç, 

Sumner, & Winson, 2017b, p. 392). 

 

Transnational: To involve or operate within multiple states. 

 

Transnational Agrarian Movements: “Organizations, networks, coalitions, and solidarity linkages 

for farmers, peasants and their allies that cross national boundaries and that seek to influence 

national and global policies” (Edelman & Borras, 2016, p. 1). 

 

Undernutrition: (a) A deficit of caloric or nutritional intake; (b) a form of malnutrition. 

 

Urban Agriculture: Otherwise referred to as urban farming or urban gardening, urban 

agriculture is a system of food production (e.g., fresh produce, orchards, beekeeping, or animal 

husbandry) within an urban or peri-urban setting.  

 

Validity: Within an evaluation context, validity refers to “the degree to which both evidence and 

theory support the interpretations of measures entailed by proposed uses of the tool (Cafiero, 
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Melgar-Quiñonez, Ballard, & Kepple, 2014, p. 233). Within qualitative research, validity 

“involves determining the degree to which researchers’ claims about knowledge correspond to 

the reality (or research participants’ constructions of reality)” (Klenke, 2016, p. 38). Validity 

within this study encompassed ensuring the reliability of the study’s process and results in 

relation to the selected methodology’s (CBR) epistemology and its associated constructs of 

knowledge creation. 

 

Wildcrafting: A practice of gathering food from wild/natural sources. 

 

World-Systems Analysis: A heterodox Marxist framework (Babones, 2015, p. 3) that traces the 

development of the capitalist economy through a division of labour between states and the rise 

and fall of hegemonic powers. This framework shaped food regime analysis’ focus on the global 

economy’s historical development (McMichael, 2009b, p. 144). 
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

This dissertation is part of a growing Canada-wide conversation amongst food security 

and food movement academics, organizations, policymakers, and practitioners working to 

improve community food initiatives’ evaluation practices. Challenged to provide evidence that 

community food initiatives are meeting their expressed goals, specifically the reduction of food 

insecurity, the generation of vibrant local food economies, and the development of resilient and 

just local food systems for all community members, stakeholders have drawn attention to the 

need for more robust and efficacious evaluation practices and instruments (Knight, 2013, p. 30; 

Levkoe & Blay-Palmer, 2018, p. 50; Loopstra & Tarasuk, 2013, p. 55). Accordingly, Chapter 1 

links this conversation to the study’s rationale. Framed through a narrative of my experience as a 

staff of Cowichan Green Community (CGC) and the challenges that my colleagues and I faced in 

evaluating our community food initiatives, this chapter commences with a description of how 

this study came to fruition and for whom. Keys to this narrative, as expressed in the descriptions 

of the project’s objective, purpose, and context, are this study’s situation within the evolving 

food studies discourse, my positionality as a scholar-practitioner, and the research partner’s 

goals. Although woven throughout the dissertation, these elements are presented in this 

introduction to define the study’s theoretical and physical boundaries, outline the lenses through 

which the research was conducted, and clarify the intent of this dissertation’s five subsequent 

chapters. 

Rationale 

The need for this doctoral research project came to light in the fall of 2012. At the time, I 

worked for CGC, a registered not-for-profit organization whose “mission is to cultivate food, 

community and resilience” (CGC, 2021a, Our Vision and Purpose section, para. 2) within the 



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

27 

Cowichan Region of Central Vancouver Island. As I sat at my desk, working in the capacity of a 

food security coordinator, our Executive Director, Judy Stafford, called over the partition that 

divided our two cubicles to ask, “How do we measure the intangible?” Stafford, who was 

drafting a grant application, was airing concern over the inability of funding bodies to recognize 

that the evaluation of community food initiatives is not an exact science. Since our initiatives’ 

sought to challenge the systems (e.g., cultural, economic, environmental, geographic, health, 

political, or social) that perpetuate food insecurity and infringe upon the abilities of individuals 

and communities to define and control their own food experiences, and that their intended 

outputs frequently evolved over a project’s lifespan and impacts often took place outside the 

confines of our office walls, we1 needed funders to recognize that the impacts of our work were 

not always anticipated, clear, or easily measured. For CGC, this gap in understanding, coupled 

with constrained funding, overambitious workloads, high staff turnover rates, and a lack of 

internal evaluation expertise and resources, meant that our staff’s evaluation practices were often 

limited to funder-driven evaluations that frequently failed to deliver meaningful data to our 

organization.  

 At the time of Stafford’s question, much of CGC’s work mirrored that of similar 

community food organizations across Canada. Primarily, the organization coordinated events, 

projects, and programs designed to foster public awareness around the importance of the local 

food system, offer food-based educational opportunities for individuals and groups, develop 

more robust networks between local food systems stakeholders, increase local food production, 

and create market opportunities for Cowichan-based food producers. From community gardens, 

 
1 Due to the collaborative nature of this project, this dissertation uses first-person voice, as well as personal 

and possessive pronouns, to discuss this study. Although a departure from my academic training, the decision to 

insert my voice within the dissertation was based on a desire to distinguish clearly, and attribute credit to, CGC and 

NFS’s contributions to this project. 
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fruit gleaning initiatives, Seedy Sunday events, the publication of the BuyLocal! BuyFresh! 

Cowichan Food Map, to the development of a farmer-led cooperative online marketplace for 

Cowichan food vendors (aptly named Cow-op), the work we undertook intended to address some 

of the underlying issues that hindered our community’s vision for a resilient and just local food 

system. At heart, CGC aspired to deliver more than band-aid solutions and to address the 

primary food security concerns identified within our community’s food security plan (CGC, 

2008 & 2010), including the increased demand for emergency food services, the region’s 

dependence on food imported from off Vancouver Island, and the food sector’s income crisis 

that deters farmers and producers from engaging or remaining in the local food economy. At a 

broader level, CGC’s work also strove to counter the environmental, health, and social 

consequences attributed to the industrial food system2 (CGC, 2008, p. i), such as those described 

by Clapp and Isakson (2018), inclusive of, “land grabbing, food price volatility, corporate 

concentration, insecure agricultural and food system livelihoods, the homogenization of 

agricultural technologies, and a loss of autonomy for both producers and consumers, among 

others” (p. 16). Although a substantive vision, we challenged ourselves and our community to 

increase food security and develop a stronger local food system. 

 Accordingly, to frame and track progress made towards CGC’s vision, several measures 

were taken by leaders (e.g., executive directors, program managers, senior staff, and board of 

directors) in the Cowichan Region. In 2008, CGC developed a Cowichan Food Security Plan 

 
2 The industrial food system, within practice and the literature, goes by many names, including the global 

food system (Corsi, Barbera, Dansero, Orlando, & Peano, 2018, p. 32), commercial food system (Ramp, 2014, p. 

121), modern food system (Béné et al., 2019, p. 119), and global corporate food system (Toth, Rendall, & Reitsma, 

2016, p. 20). For this study, the term industrial food system is used to represent those national food systems and/or 

the global food system that are characterized “by mass production of standardized food items, driven by motives of 

profit and efficiency often at the cost of human health and environmental and social justice” (Koç, Sumner, & 

Winson, 2017b, pp. 387–388). Thus, within this dissertation, the term industrial food system is used synonymously 

with the global food system. 
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through a community consultation (CGC, 2008, p. i). This document served as a guide for 

monitoring the organization’s progress towards a collective vision for a resilient and just 

Cowichan food system. This plan was instrumental in drawing CGC’s work back to a core 

purpose that was community-informed and in founding the Cowichan Food Security Coalition 

(CFSC), a network of local food stakeholders who published the Cowichan Food Security Report 

Card (2014-2016), an index of regional food production, procurement, and consumption trends 

(CGC, 2021b, Previous Report Cards section). Second, in addition to tracking the organization’s 

annual event, program, and public engagement statistics, CGC’s staff and volunteers collected 

individual testimonials from participants to document our work’s impacts. Year to year, we 

recorded the number of BuyLocal! BuyFresh! Cowichan Food Maps distributed in the 

community, Seedy Sunday attendees, Facebook likes our educational posts received, culinary 

trainees who found work in the food sector after participating in one of our programs, as well as 

the number of kilograms of fresh fruit harvested and shared with regional service providers. 

CGC staff used this data in an ad hoc manner to track the organization’s impacts over time and to 

showcase the results of our work to community partners, donors, funders, local government, and 

ourselves.  

 However, the more data CGC’s staff and I collected, the more we realized that it 

illustrated a narrow picture of what we understood to be the impacts of CGC’s work. The 

Cowichan Food Security Report Card failed to connect how CFSC’s members’ work, including 

CGC’s, affected local food trends. (How could we correlate an increase in the total number of 

local farmers between federal census years to any of our initiatives?) Further, the quantitative 

data CGC captured failed to identify the impact our initiatives had on food security levels in our 

community. (Are 600 Seedy Sunday attendees, or an increase in the number of Facebook likes, 



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

30 

valid food security or food systems change measures?) Finally, the testimonials CGC gathered, 

although powerful tools for communicating the outputs of our work to donors and funders, ask 

individuals to share their personal experiences with food—a situation that is not always safe or 

appropriate for participants who face food insecurity. (How do we convey a participant’s private 

experience with food and their food system without exploiting their vulnerabilities?) 

Consequently, the need for a new approach to demonstrating the impacts of CGC’s work became 

increasingly evident. Though, without funding or time to invest in designing a new approach, the 

mechanism for achieving this goal remained elusive.  

 In the years that followed, particularly as my position absorbed more fundraising 

responsibilities, I saw Stafford’s question resurface within several different contexts. On 

occasion, it would arise at staff meetings when we addressed new funding applications. It 

emerged over the dinner table at monthly staff-board fundraising meetings and at food security 

conferences between colleagues who were also grappling with this dilemma. Also, it echoed 

loudly within broader food systems conversations in North America that had begun to critically 

examine the intentions and proposed impacts of the work conducted by community food 

organizations. For example, scholars working and publishing within a diversity of disciplines 

spanning Canadian studies (Martin, 2018), community studies (Guthman, 2008a, 2008b), 

dietetics and nutrition (Engler-Stringer & Berenbaum, 2005; Tarasuk, 2001), geography 

(Levkoe, 2011; Slocum, 2010), health (Roncarolo, Adam, Bisset, & Potvin, 2015), rural studies 

(DuPuis & Goodman, 2005), sociology (Hinrichs, 2003), urban design and planning (Born & 

Purcell, 2006), and more, raised concerns about the work conducted under food security and 

food movement banners. Their writings called for scholars and practitioners to consider the 

assumptions community food organizations operate within—namely that community food 
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initiatives offer viable solutions to food insecurity and help strengthen local food systems—and 

dedicate more research efforts towards monitoring and evaluating their food-related impacts (i.e., 

ability to increase food access or improve local food production). 

 Accordingly, knowing that CGC had a responsibility to stay at the forefront of its sector, 

our staff began to explore how we might evaluate our work’s impacts on the level of food 

security experienced by the individuals and communities who participated in our initiatives. Our 

staff and board discussed and defined food-based evaluation matrices, recruited interns to 

develop evaluation concepts, applied (unsuccessfully) for funding to support evaluation, and 

partnered with a local university to engage students on the idea of evaluating community food 

initiatives. With each activity, we made small steps towards our goal. Unfortunately, without 

dedicated funding, we lacked the resources to sustain the momentum required to bring any one 

concept to reality. As a result, in 2015, while searching for academic institutions supportive of an 

applied doctoral research project on the topic of food-based evaluations, I found the backing this 

research problem required at Royal Roads University (RRU). Thus, in February 2016, I enrolled 

in RRU’s Doctor of Social Sciences (DSocSci) program, an interdisciplinary doctorate designed 

for scholar-practitioners who aim to create change in their field of practice through applied 

research (RRU, 2021, paras. 1–2). There, I found an outlet to critically reflect, both personally 

and professionally, on what it means to build resilient and just local food systems and how 

evaluation could support community food organizations to conceptualize the seemingly 

intangible impacts of their initiatives. 

Study Objective and Purpose 

 The purpose of this doctoral study was to investigate how community food organizations 

that operate community food initiatives, including community gardens, cooking classes, 
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community food events, and farmer training programs on Central Vancouver Island, can evaluate 

the impacts of their work from a food security perspective. Undeterred by a lack of conceptual 

frameworks, evaluation models, and literature to inform this study, the research team—

consisting of myself, the primary investigator, CGC, and the Nanaimo Foodshare Society (NFS) 

(a community food organization in Nanaimo, British Columbia (BC), who faced similar barriers 

to evaluation)—co-designed this evaluative inquiry project. Through research, we hoped to 

increase dialogue around the concept of evaluating community food initiatives from a food 

security perspective and develop and test a food-focused evaluation framework for CGC and 

NFS. As a result, this study’s research question asked: how can the impacts of local food 

initiatives3 on Central Vancouver Island be evaluated from a food security perspective? In 

support of this question, two sub-research questions asked:  

• In evaluating local food initiatives from a food security perspective, what evaluation 

methods are important/relevant to the initiatives and/or the organizations that run them? 

• In evaluating local food initiatives from a food security perspective, what criteria or 

indicators are important/relevant to the initiatives and/or the organizations that run them?  

Study Context and Site 

 The process of researching and writing on community food initiatives is complex for 

several reasons. First, the terminology used to situate this field of work and study tends to 

conflict and change rapidly (Allen, 2013, p. 135). Second, the types of initiatives under scope are 

diverse and oriented towards unique objectives (Provincial Health Services Authority [PHSA], 

2008b, p. 7). Third, food systems are not homogenous entities but distinct systems that engage 

 
3 While this study’s research question and sub-research questions used the language of “local food 

initiatives,” the remainder of this dissertation applies the term “community food initiatives.” This shift in 

terminology reflects the breadth of initiatives that community food organizations operate and recognize that their 

work (while situated in defined community boundaries) inherently intersects local to global food systems. 
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diverse actors and scales (Chase & Grubinger, 2014, pp. 6–18). Accordingly, this section 

describes the study context and site as they relate to the: (a) body of terms used to define food 

studies and food movements in Canada, (b) types of community food initiatives relevant to this 

study, and (c) limits of this study’s geographic scope. Although Chapter 2 contains further details 

of the study context, here they are briefly summarized to clarify the research boundaries. 

 First, within the literature, the activities of community food initiatives are described as 

part of the “agrifood” movement (Hinrichs, 2013, p. 15), “alternative food movement” (Wittman, 

Beckie, & Hergesheimer, 2012, p. 58), “Canadian food movements” (Kepkiewicz, Levkoe, & 

Brynne, 2018, p. 48), “local food movement” (Hinrichs, 2003, p. 42; Scharber & Dancs, 2016, p. 

124), and/or agendas for “community food security” (Anderson & Cook, 1999, p. 144). As well, 

portrayals of community food initiative’s outputs describe them as working towards “food 

justice” (Guthman, 2008a, p. 432), “food access and food literacy” (Martin, 2018, p. 114), “food 

sovereignty” (Wald & Hill, 2016, p. 204), “place-based solutions” (Levkoe, 2015, p. 3), and 

more. To complicate matters further, definitions for several of these terms differ between the 

types of actors who use them, a situation within academia that Hendriks (2015) related to the 

“transdisciplinary nature of the food security research field” (p. 609). For example, some uses of 

the term food security correlate it with food access (i.e., the ability to acquire food economically, 

physically, or socially) (Food and Agriculture Organization [FAO], 2003, p. 28). Conversely, 

others link food security to broader sets of economic, environmental, political, and social values, 

including human rights (Allen, 2013, p. 136; Anderson, 2013, p. 113). At a theoretical level, 

each definition is correct. However, when applied, the multiplicity of definitions can confound 

the goals and approaches taken by community food initiatives, result in conflicting 

understandings between stakeholders (J. Cody, personal communication, September 18, 2017), 
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and problematize results (Hendriks, 2015, p. 610). In recognition of this context, this project 

applied the language of community food security and food movement(s) to address the growing 

interest and participation in community food initiatives across Canada, and the language of 

resilient and just local food systems to describe the endpoint, or the intended impacts, of the 

work conducted by the community food organizations included within the scope of this project.  

 Second, community food organizations run a plethora of initiatives whose activities 

address various issues within a food system. As exemplified by the three stages of the Provincial 

Health Services Authority’s (PHSA) Community Food Security Continuum (2008a, pp. 14–15; 

2008b, p. 7), food programs4 have diverse operational functions. For example, Stage 1 (short-

term relief) programs, such as food banks and community kitchens, support individual and 

household food security by offering food and meals to those who lack food access. These 

services do not tackle the root causes of hunger and food insecurity, but they do play an essential 

role in ensuring that vulnerable community members have access to food. Stage 2 (i.e., capacity-

building) programs, such as community gardens, cooking workshops, and farmers’ markets, 

create space for individuals and communities to build capacity towards food security, whether 

developing infrastructure, networking, or skill-building. Stage 2 programs, as typified by most of 

the work conducted by CGC, tend to focus on training or food-based education, empowering 

community members to take an interest in food issues, and supporting a broad array of food 

stakeholders from consumers to producers. Finally, Stage 3 (re-design) programs focus on 

advocacy and policy prescriptions to dismantle the systems that perpetuate food insecurity. In 

practice, Stage 3 work does not always appear related to food. As the root causes of food 

insecurity manifest from or within a diversity of often interconnected environmental, economic, 

 
4 The PHSA (2008b) used the term food programs, a term this study considered synonymous with 

community food initiatives. 
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political, and social issues, food insecurity requires interventions that intersect with larger 

societal challenges and structures (PHSA, 2008b, p. 7), such as climate change, food price 

speculation, housing costs, income inequity, racism, and much more (Anderson, 2013, pp. 115, 

119). Therefore, although this study recognized that each stage serves a vital function within a 

food system, the findings, conclusions, and recommendations presented in this dissertation are 

intended for organizations that deliver Stage 2 programs.  

 Third, local food systems across Canada are diverse. Just as this country is vast in 

territory, so too is the range of its food systems. Whether caught, cultivated, imported, or wild-

harvested, food on Central Vancouver Island will differ from food caught, cultivated, imported, 

or wild-harvested in Canada’s prairies, northern territories, or east coast. Thus, despite some 

similarities between food movements across communities in Canada, such as the presence of 

community gardens, farmers’ markets, food literacy workshops, and local food maps, this 

research project’s findings only reflect the experiences and perspectives of food systems 

organizations and their stakeholders from across Vancouver Island and Coast. Likewise, this 

study’s findings, conclusions, and recommendations are limited geographically to the two 

research partners’ municipal boundaries, spanning the Cowichan Valley Regional District 

(CVRD), Duncan, North Cowichan, and the northern tip of the Regional District of Nanaimo. 

Situating the Author 

 As a qualitative researcher, I believe it is important to outline how I found myself situated 

within this research project and why this potentially affected the research process and 

dissertation. As Paré summarized in a description of writing challenges faced by doctoral 

students in the field of linguistics, “As others have noted (e.g., Ivanič, 1998; Kamler & 

Thompson, 2014), writing is identity work, and dissertation writing presents the author with 
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some fundamental questions: who am I in this text? With what authority and freedom do I speak? 

With and to whom am I speaking?” (2019, p. 81). Inspired by Paré’s words, I saw this 

dissertation as an opportunity to confront how my identity and role as an insider-outsider shaped 

this study and dissertation. Accordingly, to highlight the factors that influenced my role in this 

project, make any biases known, and define the voice from which I speak, this section articulates 

my academic background and limitations, positionality within the research project, and identity 

as a scholar-practitioner.  

 First, my academic career encompasses three distinct fields that intersect with food  

studies including: (a) globalization studies, with an interest in the global backlash to the 

industrialized food system; (b) human security and peacebuilding studies, with a focus on seed 

security and conflict; and (c) interdisciplinary studies, with a specialization in community food 

initiatives and evaluation. Accumulatively, my academic training has taught me to apply a 

political-economic lens, and, as such, I tend to see the work of community food initiatives 

through this perspective. Even so, as a student of an interdisciplinary doctoral program, I applied 

a broader lens to my area of study, and, as a necessity of this project’s research question, I 

stepped hesitantly into the field of evaluation. In doing so, I sought careful guidance from my 

mentors, piecing together the theory and practice of evaluation. Still, despite these efforts, I spent 

the early part of the doctoral program challenged by the breadth of knowledge required to 

comprehend evaluation and what appeared to be its constraints. I knew the research I proposed to 

accomplish fell outside standard evaluation practice, but I struggled to find an evaluation 

approach that balanced mine and the research partners’ expectations and the level of rigour 

demanded of evaluators. Thankfully, when introduced to Developmental Evaluation (DE) (see 

Patton, 2011), I grew to appreciate that evaluation can offer community food organizations an 
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adaptive, systems-focused process attuned to their operational context. Now, at the end of this 

study, I acknowledge that I have just begun to comprehend evaluation and feel hesitant to speak 

to this field of study and practice with authority. Nevertheless, this dissertation reflects my 

learning process and the contribution this study made to both the food systems and evaluation 

scholarship and professions. 

 Second, as RRU’s doctoral program attracts practitioners wishing to develop applied 

solutions relevant to their field of work (RRU, 2021, paras. 1–4), I found myself engaged in this 

project as both a scholar and practitioner. As a scholar, I reviewed the literature to reflect on the 

future, meaning, and purpose of the work that I conducted as a staff of community food 

initiatives through a diversity of perspectives. Conversely, as a practitioner, I applied my 

experience to critically examine the literature, and this project’s findings, conclusions, and 

recommendations. Although, as conveyed in this chapter’s rationale, I am tied to this research 

more deeply than positivist modes of research support. Regardless, this research and dissertation 

never sought objectivity. Instead, the ability to review the literature, co-design this project, and 

analyze the data through a scholar and practitioner’s eyes has resulted in a project considerate of 

the needs and perspectives that I understand to be of relevance to community food organizations 

and the food studies field—a practice described by Donna Haraway as “situated knowledges” 

whereby the duality of objectivity-relativism and power relations within knowledge creation are 

challenged (1988, pp. 581–592). 

 Third, in part, by enrolling in the DSocSci program, I needed to challenge the 

assumptions I held regarding what makes for resilient and just local food systems. As my studies 

progressed, I realized that the time I carved out of my life to complete this degree was also a 

much-needed opportunity to challenge the biases, contradictions, and norms that shaped my 
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worldview and run dominant in the environment I was acculturated. As a white, middle-class, 

straight, cisgender, female settler on the stolen traditional territory of the Coast Salish peoples, I 

grew up in a system that privileged my identity. Yet, as adulthood took shape and as my work 

engaged more closely with food and social justice environments, it became clear that the 

privileges that brought me immense opportunity were part of the same systems that 

disempowered many in my community. I grew frustrated with my lack of cultural competency 

and inability to approach issues of diversity from an informed or meaningful position. As well, I 

grew discontented with the fact that the work I led far too often engaged those whose identities 

and life experiences closely mirrored my own. I felt like a contradiction, an imposter, and a 

failure within a field of work that deserves better. (How could I ever effect change within my 

food system while in possession of such conflict?) With these concerns in mind, I saw the 

completion of the DSocSci program as a necessary process to critically examine the privileges 

that are imbued not only in my identity but that I have assumed because of what my identity has 

afforded me. Through this reflective process, I see the past five years as part of my commitment 

to lifelong learning and critical reflection—a transformation that I hope is evident in this 

dissertation and the food systems work I continue to undertake. 

Situating the Research Partners 

 As detailed in Chapter 3, I completed this project in partnership with two community 

food organizations, CGC and NFS, who are referred to throughout this dissertation as the CBR 

Team (see Chapter 3 for further details). CGC, founded in 2001 with an environmental mandate, 

is a regional hub for community food initiatives that intend to “improve food security by 

developing strong relationships with local food producers, increasing capacity for local food 

production (both urban and rural), and empowering people with the knowledge, skills and 
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resources they need to feed their community” (CGC, 2021a, para. 1). CGC’s core initiatives 

include: (a) annual projects and events such as running community gardens and an urban farm 

and food forest; (b) delivering cooking, food skills, and food preservation workshops; (c) hosting 

seed swaps and edible garden tours; and (d) coordinating a regional fruit gleaning project, and a 

food-focused kids’ summer camp, seed farm, local food map, food waste recovery project, and 

more (CGC, 2021c). Additionally, CGC has achieved tremendous accolades for its role as a 

leader in the local food movement, including a Vancouver Real Estate Land Award (not-for-

profit sector) in 2014 for its work to repurpose a hotel in Duncan into a mixed-use, residential-

commercial site that boasts its office, a public commercial kitchen, affordable apartments, retail 

space for local businesses, and a sprawling urban food forest (CGC, 2014a, para. 2). Regrettably, 

despite these successes, as a not-for-profit organization, CGC operates in an environment of 

limited or inconsistent funding, staffing, and volunteer resources, and where political and public 

support for their work is unpredictable. CGC relies on donations, grants, and sponsorships to 

fund its day-to-day activities, a precarious financial situation. To augment this challenge, CGC 

has developed three social enterprises to generate revenue to finance the initiatives that no longer 

have reliable sources of funding and cover operational expenses that donors, funders, and 

sponsors do not typically support (J. Stafford, personal communication, October 26, 2017). 

NFS is a registered charity located in Nanaimo, BC, that operates community food 

initiatives throughout the Regional District of Nanaimo. NFS, founded in 1997, boasts a board, 

staff, and volunteer-base with extensive experience in delivering community food initiatives that 

“[connect] the community with resources, skills, and knowledge to create change that increases 

healthy food for everyone” (NFS, 2021a, para. 1). NFS’s mission reads, “Through education and 

facilitation, we strengthen and support sustainable community food systems” (NFS, 2021a, para. 
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5), and its core initiatives include youth and adult-focused cooking classes, a five-acre farm, 

public gardens, food-focused job training initiatives, a Good Food Box program, and annual 

events such as Seedy Saturday (NFS, 2021b). Additionally, NFS hosts other food-related 

projects, as funding and capacity allow. The organization also plays a decisive convening role 

within its community, working to guarantee that other food-systems stakeholders in their region, 

including emergency food services, food retailers, government, health care workers, and other 

social service agencies, can network and share resources and knowledge to strengthen the local 

food system (J. Cody, personal communication, September 18, 2017). 

In participating in this project, CGC and NFS expressed an interest in demonstrating to 

their board of directors, community partners, funders, and local governments the value of their 

work. CGC’s motivation to participate, as presented in the above rationale, was spurred by a 

desire to evaluate the intangible aspects of their work. Similarly, NFS participated with the hopes 

that the project results would allow them to better support their funders, local government, and 

partners to understand what food security/insecurity means, recognize that solutions to hunger 

and income-related food insecurity exist beyond emergency measures, and see the important 

contribution that local food has to their region’s economy, environment, and social fabric. From 

NFS’s perspective, a new evaluation approach was one tool to help the organization reach these 

lofty goals.  

Overview of Dissertation 

 This dissertation consists of six chapters. Chapter 2 (Literature Review) links the 

rationale and research context previously outlined to the food studies literature and emergent 

scholarly writings on community food initiatives and evaluation. Opened with an overview of the 

multiple terms and analytic frameworks that describe the work of community food initiatives, the 
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Literature Review speaks to the dominant food discourses that define both community food 

initiatives and the roles of the organizations that run them. Second, this chapter reviews critiques 

of community food initiatives and food movement work to highlight the imperative for both 

scholars and practitioners to critically examine the real and perceived impacts of community 

food initiatives through evaluation. Third, this chapter concludes with an overview of academic 

and community literature focused on assessing and evaluating community food initiatives in 

Canada and abroad. In describing three distinct approaches to assessing, evaluating, and 

monitoring food initiatives and their associated food systems, this final section unites this 

chapter’s separate discussions of food discourses, food movement critiques, and the evaluation of 

community food initiatives to illuminate how these three bodies of literature influenced this 

study’s conduct and the resulting evaluation framework. 

 Chapter 3 (Methodology) rationalizes the selection of the community-based research 

(CBR) methodology over action research (AR) and participatory research (PR) and goes on to 

describe the epistemological influences that shaped the use of CBR in this study. A description 

of how the CBR Team formed follows, including a delineation of how we (CGC, NFS, and I) 

managed our collaborative processes and ethical considerations. Finally, this chapter reviews the 

study’s design and data collection methods, and reflects on the study’s conduct, data analysis 

procedures, ethical considerations, validity requirements, and limitations. Overall, the 

Methodology chapter demonstrates how the CBR Team and I, to the best of our capacities, wove 

the collaborative principles of CBR throughout the various stages of this study and where we 

succeeded and struggled to break down barriers between our respective academic and 

community demands.  

 Chapter 4 (Theoretical Framework) presents a historical review of this project’s two  
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theoretical frameworks, food regime analysis and food sovereignty. Both rooted in the political-

economic discourse, this chapter defends my selection of two theories, summarizes the systems 

of thought that influenced food regime analysis and food sovereignty, describes their key authors 

and contributors, and defines each framework’s contradictions and limitations. Central to this 

review is the conversation surrounding the relevance of theory to the CBR Team. Due to this 

research project’s applied nature and the distinct research demands of the academy versus the 

CBR Team, this chapter looks at the role and utility of theory within collaborative studies. 

Finally, Chapter 4 concludes with a description of how I applied this theoretical framework to 

analyze and inform this study’s findings and recommendations. 

 Chapter 5 (Findings and Conclusions) describes how the CBR Team and I found answers 

to this study’s primary research question and sub-research questions. This chapter consists of two 

sections. Section 1, Findings, presents the inductive thematic analysis results, including the 

resulting nine themes. Section 2, Conclusions, outlines and discusses the food-focused evaluation 

framework that resulted from this study, including its three elements: (a) a logic model template 

for program and evaluation planning that presents a theory of change for community food 

initiatives from a systems perspective; (b) an evaluation matrix template that outlines how to 

conduct the evaluation; and (c) evaluation plans for CGC and NFS.  

 Chapter 6 (Recommendations) synthesizes this project’s findings and conclusions into 

actionable recommendations for the CBR Team and me to implement as part of our knowledge 

mobilization plan and our commitment to testing the evaluation framework’s efficacy. 

Specifically, this chapter describes how to refine the resulting untested food-focused evaluation 

framework to maintain its relevance within a rapidly changing social landscape, what procedures 

and steps to follow in a formal test of the evaluation framework, and how to re-purpose the 
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findings to assess or map a community food initiative’s impact(s) within a local food system. 

Finally, this chapter and dissertation conclude with a summary of the study’s implications for the 

CBR Team, me, and the academy. In reflecting on the constraints (as a doctoral-level study) that 

the CBR Team and I faced in implementing the CBR methodology and social sciences theory, 

this chapter offers suggestions for how community partners, students, and universities can define 

new pathways or models for mobilizing CBR and social science theory within graduate studies.  

Conclusion 

 This introductory chapter offers a glimpse into the barriers organizations operating 

community food initiatives on Central Vancouver Island face in evaluating their work. Equally, 

it demonstrates the profound commitment and energy required to translate this operational 

challenge into a community-based research project. The following five chapters, accordingly, 

reveal how this research collaboration connected the literature critical of community food 

initiatives to both food systems and evaluation theory to generate an evaluation framework for 

connecting community food initiatives’ impacts to their systems objectives. Accordingly, it is my 

hope that this study contributed to a meaningful dialogue on the role of evaluation within 

community food organizations, and that the outputs of this research collaboration will spark 

further inquiry into this important subject.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

This literature review consists of three sections. Section 1: Discourse, reviews the 

numerous and, at times, conflicting terminologies and conceptual frameworks applied within 

academia and practice to define the work of community food organizations. By engaging these 

terms, this section conveys the philosophical and political contexts within which community food 

organizations operate, highlighting how the food studies’ and food movements’ lexicon 

problematizes the evaluation of community food initiatives. Section 2: Critiques, outlines the 

primary assumptions and misconceptions sometimes used to justify community food 

organization’s work and associated food movements. The identified concerns support this study’s 

investigation into how community food organizations can articulate their intended and known 

impacts through a food-focused evaluation. Section 3: Evaluation, summarizes contemporary 

approaches and frameworks, both evaluative and otherwise, used to conceptualize human 

experiences with food—including the impacts of community food initiatives. This section details 

how these distinct approaches and frameworks contributed to the research team’s foundational 

understanding of evaluation within a food context and informed the design of the food-focused 

evaluation framework that resulted from this study. Lastly, this literature review concludes with 

an outline of how the three seemingly disparate conversations of discourse, critiques, and 

evaluation were connected throughout this project and articulates how future evaluative research 

in this field can draw inspiration from these knowledge bodies.  

Literature Review Methodology 

Initially, I conducted a literature review for each of the three sections through a search of 

key terms in RRU’s Summon search engine and, where necessary, expanded the search 

parameters to include additional databases. For Section 1 (Discourse), the search terms included 

community food security, food access, food justice, food literacy, food security, food 
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sovereignty, household food security/insecurity, income-related food insecurity, Indigenous food 

sovereignty, local food discourse, and the right to food. The retrieved academic journal articles 

identified scholars who have contributed to food discourse (e.g., critical conversations on food 

justice, food literacy, food security, food sovereignty, and Indigenous food sovereignty), 

including Busch and Lacy (1984), Maxwell (1996), Sen (1999), Desmarais (2003), Hamm and 

Bellows (2003), Alkon and Agyeman (2011), Jarosz (2011), Morrison (2011), Sumner (2013, 

2015), Edelman (2014), and Coté (2016). I retrieved the primary sources frequently cited within 

the academic literature, including reports published by the Food and Agricultural Organization 

(FAO) of the United Nations (UN). Additionally, I activated Google Scholar Alerts between July 

2016 and December 2019 for food security and food sovereignty to passively collect newly 

published academic journal articles. I reviewed the search alerts monthly for relevant articles and 

authors.  

The need for Section 2 (Critiques) of the literature reviewed grew as I wrote Section 1. As 

repeated studies identified in Section 1 criticized community food initiatives, I felt it was 

necessary to investigate this body of literature. Accordingly, in addition to the previously 

described keywords, the search terms for Section 2 consisted of alternative food network 

critiques, community food security critiques, community food interventions, food deserts, food 

economy critiques, food security critiques, food security interventions, food systems critiques, 

local food critiques, local food discourse, local food economy critiques, local food movement 

critiques, local food politics, neoliberalism and food security, and sustainable food systems. As in 

Section 1, I examined the retrieved academic journal articles for their relevance and applicable 

references. Finally, for Section 3, the search terms included, (community) food program 

evaluation, (community) food security/system evaluation, (community) food security/system 

indicators, (community) food security/system program impact(s), (community) food 
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security/system program metrics, household food surveys, local food and evaluation, local food 

and impact(s), and local food and metrics. This initial scan revealed few search results. 

Subsequently, I sourced articles published between 2008 and 2019 within six academic journals 

to find additional scholars and practitioners whose works have drawn attention to the evaluation 

of community food initiatives. The journals reviewed included: (a) Canadian Food Studies/La 

Revue canadienne des études sur l’alimentation; (b) Evaluation and Program Planning; (c) Food 

Policy; (d) Global Food Security; (e) the Journal of Agriculture, Food Systems, and Community 

Development; and (f) the Journal of Agriculture and Human Values. Several articles were 

selected and examined for their applicability to this project and used to identify disciplines 

concerned with community food initiatives’ evaluation. Unfortunately, despite significant effort, 

few articles on this subject were retrieved. As a result, I conducted an internet search of public 

and private sector publications on community food initiatives and evaluation. This search 

generated a limited number of toolkits and reports designed to guide community food 

organizations through program evaluation. The publishers comprised both community food 

organizations and private consulting firms across North America, and governing bodies such as 

BC’s PHSA and the United States Department of Agriculture’s Community Food Security 

Coalition and Food and Nutrition Service. Lastly, through personal contacts made by me and the 

CFSC, three contemporary evaluators in Canada were contacted with a request for reference lists 

and evaluation templates pertinent to the research question. Altogether, with the totality of 

references obtained, I reviewed a modest sample of literature that offered insights into how 

community food initiatives can explore and design food-focused evaluations. 

Section 1: Discourse 

There is consensus within the literature that food movements across Canada are gaining 

momentum (Koç, Bancerz, & Speakman, 2017, p. 3; Levkoe, 2014, pp. 388–399) and that the 
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crescendo of voices calling for resilient and just food systems (whether local, regional, or global) 

is increasingly amplified by stakeholders within the academic, business, education, government, 

health, media, and not-for-profit sectors, among others. These voices, and their appeal to amend 

the failings of the modern-day industrial food system and the systemic factors that perpetuate 

food insecurity, no longer represent fringe responses to the industrialization of food. Instead, they 

have grown into a decentralized nation-wide campaign that demands: (a) for all Canadians to 

have equitable access to food that is affordable, available, healthy, reflective of their culture and 

identity, and sustainably produced; and (b) for food producers—inclusive of commercial and 

subsistence farmers, fishers, hunters, value-added processors, wildcrafters, and more—to have 

the autonomy to define their systems of production and distribution. This shift is evident in 

numerous domains. Across the country, food studies associations, programs, publishers, and 

research institutions have flourished (Koç, 2016, p. vii; Trenouth, Polyakov, Gupta, & Zougris, 

2016, p. 269). At the grassroots level, advocacy groups, community food organizations, and food 

policy councils have been established from coast to coast to invigorate local food systems 

(Mendes, 2017, p. 298). Yet, it is prudent to caution that these voices do not represent a unified 

objective, nor should they. Instead, food movement stakeholders work in parallel or partnership 

with, and in some cases in opposition to, unique visions of food security and/or resilient and just 

food systems (local or otherwise) (Hinrichs, 2013, pp. 8–9; Jarosz, 2011, p. 134; Mooney & 

Hunt, 2009, p. 470). This diversity creates opportunities for creative solutions and collaboration 

across geographic regions and professional sectors, presenting numerous entry points for 

Canadians to participate. Equally so, this diversity fosters tensions over how to define the future 

of Canada’s numerous and distinct food systems. As no one stakeholder can claim the various 

food movements across Canada, nor define their boundaries, approaches to framing their goals 

are as distinct as the communities the food movements serve.  
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 Within academia, this dynamic is ever-present. Food studies, a relatively new field of  

study, is a broad arena of scholarship that has drawn methodological and theoretical influences 

from across the social sciences, humanities, and natural sciences (Koç, Sumner, & Winson, 

2017c, pp. xiv–xv; Levkoe, Brady, & Anderson, 2016, pp. 12–17). However, despite scholastic 

efforts to bridge disciplines and to develop food studies into a truly interdisciplinary field, a goal 

pursued by the Canadian Association for Food Studies (CAFS) (CAFS, 2021, paras. 1–2), food 

studies is widely pursued within disciplinary boundaries that frame food issues and responses in 

accordance with those disciplines’ prescribed lenses (Levkoe, Brady, & Anderson, 2016, p. 4). 

This circumstance creates opportunities to understand the many intersections of food in Canada, 

such as the confluence of agriculture, economics, food science, gender, geography, health, 

history, nutrition, sociology, and urban planning. Conversely, this creates situations for food 

terms and analytic frameworks to conflict across perspectives (Allen, 2013, pp. 135–136). At a 

general level, this divergence brings depth to community food organization’s work, as well as 

academic discourse and research. Nevertheless, at a practical, day-to-day level, this problematizes 

priorities and solutions, or, as described by Ramp (2014), it indicates “different outcomes and 

consequences” (p. 120). For community food organizations and the broader on-the-ground 

activities of food movements across Canada, this adds a layer of complexity that requires 

contextualization.  

 In response to this nuanced circumstance, the literature review commences with an 

overview of seven terms and their related conceptual frameworks used to discuss and frame the 

work of community food organizations and their associated food movements in Canada. The 

terms reviewed include food security, food sovereignty, Indigenous food sovereignty, food 

justice, the right to food, food literacy, and food systems. The terms presented drew influence 

from global to local scales, with each representing multiple and, at times, incongruent 
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perspectives of what is required to eliminate hunger, support food security, and/or foster resilient 

and just local food systems. Finally, this review outlines each term’s meaning, historical context, 

and evolution and, where the literature supports, describes its use or value to community food 

organizations and this research project. 

Food security. Food security as a concept, a professional field, and an area of academic 

study has flourished within its short history. First defined in 1974 at the World Food Conference 

in Rome, Italy as the “availability at all times of adequate world food supplies of basic foodstuffs 

to sustain a steady expansion of food consumption and to offset fluctuations in production and 

prices” (UN, 1975, p. 10), food security is a topic with applicability beyond the realm of 

international development that has found relevance within all levels of academia, civil society, 

and government (Allen, 2013, p. 135; Levkoe, 2014, p. 390). Defined, initially, as an issue of 

supply, early references to food security framed the term, and those actions made around it, as 

strictly a matter of guaranteeing stable supplies of food to a population—specifically within the  

majority world5 (Maxwell, 1996, pp. 156–157). Thus, early definitions situated food security 

within the global level of analysis and prescribed a productionist paradigm whereby international 

solutions to food insecurity rested on the readiness of grain-producing countries, including 

Canada, to stockpile grain for food aid exports and the ability of food insecure countries to 

increase food grain production for self-sufficiency (Jarosz, 2014, p. 171; Jarosz, 2011, p. 122;  

 
5 Within the literature, as in practice, numerous terms are used to describe a country’s economic, political, 

and social circumstances. Throughout history, the terms applied have often cleaved states along a binary discourse of 

development, a practice criticized for failing to acknowledge the colonial and political histories that have shaped 

modern states. Thus, in an effort not to perpetuate such classifications, this study applied the terms minority and 

majority world to distinguish between the minority states that possess a smaller percentage of the world’s population 

but a disproportional percentage of the world’s wealth and power, and the majority states that possess a larger 

percentage of the world’s population but through colonization and pervasive systems of inequity and 

disenfranchisement, possess proportionately less of the world’s wealth and power. Albeit imperfect descriptors that 

may be refuted in the decades to come, their use is intended to shift the narratives of state history and relationships 

from that of a hierarchy, to one that acknowledges the structures that instigate and perpetuate inequity between 

peoples and countries. 
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Maxwell, 1996, p. 156). As articulated by the 1974 World Food Conference report: 

 As it is the common responsibility of the entire international community to ensure the  

 availability at all times of adequate world supplies of basic food-stuffs by way of 

 appropriate reserves, all countries should co-operate in the establishment of an effective 

 system of world food security. (UN, 1975, p. 10)  

Later, in the 1980s, definitions continued to frame food security as a matter of hunger 

experienced within the majority world. Yet, solutions began to shift from the global to the 

national scale (Bellows & Hamm, 2003, pp. 110–112). Here, top-down approaches to 

“accelerating economic growth through structural adjustment policy and investment, poverty 

alleviation, and the coordination of food aid with other forms of economic aid” took priority 

(Jarosz, 2011, p. 124). Although favoured by national governments and industry alike, academics 

and practitioners critiqued these solutions for privileging economic growth over other non-market 

solutions to hunger, including policies aimed at improving food production, environmental 

protection, and educational access. Likewise, their failure to acknowledge the role that neoliberal 

economics played in reinforcing systems of inequity that manifested in hunger led to further 

critiques (Jarosz, 2011, p. 124; Maxwell, 1996, p. 157). As defended by Nobel Prize-winning 

economist and philosopher Amartya Sen (1999): 

Hunger relates not only to food production and agricultural expansion, but also to the 

 functioning of the entire economy and—even more broadly—the operation of the 

 political and social arrangements that can, directly or indirectly, influence people’s ability 

 to acquire food and achieve health and nourishment. (p. 162) 

Accordingly, as understandings of and solutions to hunger evolved to recognize that food security 

issues require not only the ability to supply available food resources to a population but the 

capacity to assure that a population has the economic, physical, and social means to access those 



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

51 

supplies, so too did subsequent food security definitions. In 2011, Jarosz (pp. 122–134) 

documented this shift in focus. Specifically, Jarosz noted a variance between three later food 

security definitions. First, the World Bank’s 1986 definition framed food security as “access by 

all people at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life” (World Bank, 1986, p. 1). 

Second, the definition adopted at the 1996 World Food Summit stated: 

  Food security at the individual, household, national, regional and global levels [is 

 achieved] when all people, at all times, have physical and economic access to sufficient,  

 safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and 

 healthy life. (as cited in FAO, 2003, p. 28) 

Third, today’s internationally recognized definition, as first written in the FAO’s 2001 State of 

Food Insecurity Report, articulated food security to be: 

 A situation that exists when all people, at all times, have physical, social, and economic  

 access to sufficient, safe, and nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food 

 preferences for an active and healthy life. (as cited in FAO, 2003, p. 28) 

The FAO’s 2001 term recognized that food security is more than an issue of ensuring stable 

supplies of food, but it is one of access—a change in focus that accounted for “the complexities 

of the technical and policy issues involved” (FAO, 2003, p. 25) in addressing food security both 

in the short- and long-term.  

In tandem with the maturation of the definition of food security at the international and 

national levels, food security practitioners found the term’s applicability within the regional and 

local scales of analysis. For example, various community food organizations, educational 

institutions, health authorities, and governments adopted food security to frame and mobilize 

resources to address contemporary food concerns experienced at regional, household, and 

individual levels. Within Canada, governing bodies have identified several distinct definitions of 
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food security—definitions that, as Levkoe (2006) explained, “have varied implications for 

activism” (p. 91), as well as for policy and practice (Allen, 2013, pp. 135–136). For example, the 

Government of Canada often situates food security within economic terms, meaning the ability to 

afford the cost of food. As delineated by the Canadian Community Health Survey that collects 

data on food insecurity in Canada (Government of Canada, Health Canada, 2021a, Food and 

Nutrition Related Data section, para. 1), food security at the household level is correlated with the 

household’s capacity to buy food, over other non-market channels of food procurement 

(Government of Canada, Health Canada, 2021b, Categories of Food Security Status section, 

paras. 2–4). Additionally, in some provincial and local governments, definitions of food security 

have framed the term beyond economic measures. For example, BC’s PHSA adapted a definition 

of community food security from Bellows and Hamm (2003) that positioned it as a situation 

“when all citizens obtain a safe, personally acceptable, nutritious diet through a sustainable food 

system that maximizes healthy choices, community self-reliance and equal access for everyone”6 

(as cited in BC Ministry of Health, Population and Public Health, 2014, p. 4). This definition not 

only centred the term within the community context but also expanded the scope of the definition 

from a discourse of hunger (albeit an important one) to include concerns long recognized by other 

food security scholars and stakeholders including: 

Income, transportation, storage and cooking facilities, food prices, nutritious and 

 culturally acceptable food choices, food safety and other environmental hazards, 

 
6 In 2003, Hamm and Bellows proposed the following community food security definition: “a situation in 

which all community residents obtain a safe, culturally acceptable, nutritionally adequate diet through a sustainable 

food system that maximizes community self-reliance and social justice” (Bellows & Hamm, 2003, p. 107; Hamm & 

Bellows, 2003, p. 37). It is unclear why the BC PHSA quoted a modified version of this definition from Bellows & 

Hamm (2003). However, it is essential to note some distinctions in the BC PHSA’s definition, including the use of 

“citizens” over “community residents” and the shift from a focus on “social justice” to “equal access for everyone.” 

(BC Ministry of Health, Population and Public Health, 2014, p. 4; Bellows & Hamm, 2003, p. 107; Hamm & 

Bellows, 2003, p. 37). 
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 questions of ownership, production and processing methods, and the existence of and 

 access to adequate, local, non-emergency food sources. (Gottlieb & Fisher, 1996, p. 24) 

By shifting the definition from one of hunger to the systemic factors that determine a 

community’s ability to produce, access, and consume food, this redefinition of food security 

expanded the term beyond the emergency food context to one of capacity building. 

Further, at the local level, municipalities and community food organizations have adopted 

unique definitions of food security that changed with time. For example, the CVRD’s 2010 State 

of the Environment Report linked food security with local food production for self-sufficiency 

(CVRD, Cowichan Valley Environmental Commission’s Subcommittee on the State of the 

Environment for 2009/2010, 2010, pp. 157–158). While not incorrect, this framing limited food 

security to the same supply-side variables reflected in its early definitions. Incidentally, the 

CVRD’s 2014 update to their State of the Environment Report offered three broader definitions 

of food security, including: 

1. From a socio-economic/household perspective, food security means all people have 

 affordable, convenient and reliable access to a variety of healthy, culturally appropriate 

 foods,  including local food, to meet dietary needs. This definition does not presume that 

 all food is locally sourced; imported food is often cheaper and the only option for lower 

 income families.  

2. From a climate change perspective, food security refers to the vulnerability of food 

 systems to extreme events and is concerned with boosting the resilience of the food-

 producing sector and the region as a whole. Mitigation and adaption measures include 

 reducing energy use associated with food growth and transportation, diversifying local 

 food production, enhancing food storage and processing capabilities, and adopting an 

 integrated approach to water management.  
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3. From a self-sufficiency perspective, food security (or more precisely food self-

 sufficiency) relates to a community’s capacity to produce local food and its citizens’ 

 ability to access fresh  and processed local food. Food self-sufficiency is a component of 

 food security; replacing imported food with locally grown food is good for the economy 

 and the environment. Strategies to maximize food production capacity and access include 

 diversifying local food production, supporting local [farmers] and small-scale producers 

 and processors, and protecting traditional First Nations hunting and fishing territories. 

 (CVRD, Cowichan Valley Environment Commission’s State of Environmental Reporting 

 Subcommittee, 2014, p. 2) 

Akin to the progression of food security definitions at the international level, the CVRD’s 

amended definition reflected both the supply and demand-side variables that affect food security. 

However, the CVRD’s 2014 definition stands out because it identified local food as a food 

security element. Unlike previous definitions, this inclusion suggested the importance this 

government placed on the local food economy—a departure in focus that is more typical of food 

 sovereignty definitions (see the food sovereignty sub-section below) than food security. 

A second example from the Cowichan Region is the definition of food security that CGC 

operates within. This definition, first articulated in the 2010 Cowichan Food Charter, stated that 

“Food Security means that ALL members of our community have access to enough nutritious, 

safe, ecologically sustainable, and culturally appropriate food at all times” (CGC, 2010, p. 5). 

Although like the 2001 FAO definition, the community members who drafted this term felt that 

neither the FAO’s nor community food security definitions sufficiently linked food security to 

their local environment and culture. Therefore, since the introduction of the Cowichan Food 

Charter, actions taken by CGC have drawn inspiration and guidance from their locally derived 

definition that recognizes food consumption and production are lived experiences and that work 
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conducted around it needs to be sensitive to how food is produced, accessed, and consumed. 

Nevertheless, after over a decade of use, this definition is seen to lack sensitivity to essential 

elements of the Cowichan Region’s food system and to the types of community food initiatives 

that CGC currently offers (J. Stafford, personal communications, October 26, 2017). As an 

organization that supports local food producers and processors (both market-based and non-

market), this definition does not reflect the role that food producers have within this food system, 

nor does it acknowledge the vital role of Indigenous foods and foodways within this community 

or the responsibilities settler-founded community food organizations have to the processes of 

decolonization and reconciliation.  

 Finally, in addition to food security definitions, several conceptual frameworks are used 

to delineate food security’s scope and goals. Table 1 summarizes five such frameworks. Each 

framework underscores the importance of food accessibility, adequacy/nutrition, and availability 

to food security and speaks to the market-based mechanisms associated with food access. 

Nonetheless, as demonstrated by the definitions of food security, interpretations still differ 

between frameworks. First, when considering the element of accessibility, Busch and Lacy 

(1984) situated accessibility within the capitalist economic market, meaning a citizen’s ability to 

purchase food. Conversely, the FAO (2008) and Centre for Studies in Food Security (2021) 

situated accessibility to the economic and physical domains. This interpretation alludes to the 

importance of the formal economic and non-markets channels that people use to access food 

(e.g., fishing, gardening, harvesting, hunting, sharing, trading, and/or wildcrafting). It also 

recognizes the inherent link between food security and physical access. Comparably, the FAO’s 

framework focused on the proper use of available foods (e.g., personal or household behaviours).  
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Table 1 

Food Security Frameworks 

Author Framework’s 

Name 

Food Security Elements 

Busch and 

Lacy 

Three 

Dimensions 

(of Food 

Security) 

• Availability: “having enough food available for the entire 

population at all times to sustain human life”  

• Accessibility: “simply making food available is not enough; 

one must also be able to purchase it” 

• Adequacy: “food supply will provide for the differing 

nutritional needs of the various segments of the population” 

(1984, p. 2) 

FAO Four Main 

Dimensions 

of Food 

Security 

• “Physical AVAILABILITY of food” 

• “Economic and physical ACCESS to food” 

• “Food UTILIZATION” 

• “STABILITY of the other three dimensions over time” (2008, 

p. 1)  

Brunori, 

Malandrin, 

and Rossi 

Food Security 

Frames in 

Italy (3rd 

Phase: Food 

Crisis and 

Food 

Security) 

• Availability: “scarcity – waste/Neoproductivism” 

• Access/affordability: “right to quality/solidarity” 

• Safety: “appropriate rules/trust and local food systems” 

• Sustainability of product/process: “biodiversity, freshness and 

localness/post-organic” 

• Nutrition: “sustainable diets/sufficiency” (2013, p. 21) 

Centre for 

Studies in 

Food 

Security  

Five A’s of 

Food Security 
• Availability: “sufficient food for all people at all times” 

• Accessibility: “physical and economic access to food for all 

at all times” 

• Adequacy: “access to food that is nutritious and safe, and 

produced in environmentally sustainable ways” 

• Acceptability: “access to culturally acceptable food, which is 

produced and obtained in ways that do not compromise 

people’s dignity, self-respect or human rights” 

• Agency: “the policies and processes that enable the 

achievement of food security” (2021, Mandate section, paras. 

3–7) 
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Second, Brunori et al. (2013) emphasized the significance of quality within Italian food culture 

and, correspondingly, to food security definitions. For the authors, this encompassed “consumers’ 

expectations and concerns about how food is produced and processed, where it comes from, and 

its impact on the environment and on society” (p. 19). This framework, which the author’s noted 

reflects the history of Italian food since the post-World War II era, denotes the values embedded 

within Italian food culture that emphasize artisanal, local, and organic systems of production that 

guarantee consumers have access to affordable, high-quality, safe, and sustainably produced food 

(Brunori et al., 2013, pp. 21–26). Third, the Centre for Studies in Food Security’s 5 A’s is the 

sole framework to reference policy (agency) as a food security requirement. From nutrition 

guidelines to housing and wage regulations, the Centre for Studies in Food Security’s framework 

touches on a significant food security element—meaning the systemic processes that can support 

or detract from the acquisition of food security.  

 Unfortunately, as advised by the Council of Canadian Academies (2014), dominant food 

security frameworks often stem from an agrarian (i.e., land-based) perspective and fail to 

acknowledge or capture the food systems and foodways of Indigenous peoples (p. 25). In their 

report on the state of knowledge of food security in Northern Canada (2014), the Council of 

Canadian Academies referenced food security frameworks developed by and for Indigenous 

communities in Canada. Examples include the Food Security Reference Group’s 2009 Conceptual 

Model for Promoting Food Security in First Nations and Inuit Communities “that can be used to 

guide the development of initiatives that promote food security in First Nations and Inuit 

communities, and to guide the review of existing interventions or initiatives” (p. 1). This model 

denoted the spheres of influence that contribute to the attainment of food security, including the 

context, influencing factors, and points within traditional and market food systems. Additionally, 

the Council of Canadian Academies’ Expert Panel on the State of Knowledge of Food Security in 
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Northern Canada designed a “people-centred framework that dynamically presents the complex 

interplay between northern Aboriginal peoples and their culture, rights, resources, and health, 

along with the larger framing factors that contextualize these issues” that guided their assessment 

of the state of knowledge of food security in Northern Canada (2014, p. 26). This framework 

conveys the interactions between food security and food sovereignty as experienced by northern 

Aboriginal peoples in Canada and the relationships that exist between the diverse elements that 

support the attainment of both food security and food sovereignty—elements that, while distinct 

and variable between communities, are inherently linked to colonialism and its ongoing cultural, 

ecological, economic, and physical, and social repercussions.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

          
       
    Figure 1. Expert Panel on the State of Knowledge of Food Security in Northern Canada –   
    Conceptual Framework. From “Aboriginal Food Security in Northern Canada: An  
    Assessment of the State of Knowledge,” by Council of Canadian Academies, p. 26.    
    Copyright 2014 by Council of Canadian Academies. Reprinted with permission.  

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework from the Expert Panel on the State of Knowledge of Food 
Insecurity in Northern Canada 
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Overall, the plethora of food security definitions and conceptual frameworks create a 

complex environment where actions are developed around food, raising the question of how to 

best coordinate efforts across clearly distinctive visions of food security. As written by Maxwell, 

whose co-authored annotated bibliography documented close to two hundred unique food 

security definitions in the early 1990s (Smith, Pointing, & Maxwell, 1992, p. 136), 

“understanding food security requires explicit recognition of complexity and diversity” 

(Maxwell, 1996, p. 156). For Maxwell, this complexity and diversity were not of concern. 

Instead, they suggested “that it necessarily privileges the subjective perceptions of the food 

insecure themselves” (1996, p. 156). In other words, the breadth of food security definitions and 

conceptual frameworks represents the multitude of ways that human societies experience food 

security. For this study, Maxwell’s words denoted that this range of definitions is not a barrier to 

a community food initiative’s evaluation. Critically, it is a necessary circumstance that may lead 

to more inclusive actions and effective change.  

Food sovereignty. Although some debate surrounds food sovereignty’s origin as a term 

(Edelman, 2014, pp. 960–965; Edelman et al., 2014, pp. 913–914), the literature generally 

acknowledges that food sovereignty emerged in resistance to the impacts of the modern global 

economy. Throughout the 1980s, tensions over neoliberalism fomented internationally, and 

resistance movements against the very structures and stakeholders backing the global economy 

erupted throughout the 1990s and into the early 2000s. A key example includes the 1994 

Zapatista uprising in Chiapas, Mexico, that Broad (2002b) described “as the first popular uprising 

against contemporary economic globalization” (p. 245). Additionally, a series of large protests in 

Seattle (1999), Prague (2000), Québec City (2001), and Genoa (2001) contested the failure of 

neoliberalism and its stakeholders (e.g., governing bodies, trade agreements, and transnational 

corporations) to ensure the rights of Indigenous peoples, lift majority countries out of poverty 
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protect the environment, safeguard biodiversity, support gender equity, and uphold labour 

standards and intellectual and cultural property rights (Broad, 2002a, pp. 1–3; Edelman & Borras, 

2016, pp. 29–30). Intent to expose the flaws of unfettered free trade and neoliberalism (of which 

the industrial food system is part) and demand a return of power back to local stakeholders, these 

and like resistance movements, although met with opposition and criticism, assisted to instigate 

local and international debate over how the global economy should operate and whom it needs to 

serve (Broad, 2002a, pp. 1–3). This debate included significant regional and international 

discussions over who food must be produced, processed, distributed, retailed, and consumed by 

and for (Desmarais, 2003, p. 140).  

Credited for facilitating these broader conversations are the transnational agrarian 

movements, such as La Via Campesina, “who hoped to block a neoliberal economic onslaught 

that had been gathering strength for some two decades” (Edelman & Borras, 2016, p. 29). La Via 

Campesina, a decentralized grassroots movement that emerged first within Latin America that 

has united “millions of peasants, small and medium size farmers, landless people, rural women 

and youth, [Indigenous] people, migrants and agricultural workers from around the world” (La 

Via Campesina, 2021, para. 1), has been a vocal advocate in the struggle for food sovereignty 

globally. Founded in 1993 in Mons, Belgium (La Via Campesina, 2021, para. 5), La Via 

Campesina first defined food sovereignty in 1996 as “the right of each nation to maintain and 

develop its own capacity to produce its basic foods respecting cultural and productive diversity” 

(as cited in Hopma & Woods, 2014, p. 777). In outlining a rights-based counter-framework to 

neoliberalism and the technocratic definitions of food security that failed to account for the broad 

modes food is experienced and produced (Gürcan, 2018, p. 324), the articulation of food 

sovereignty offered community organizations, critical food scholars, food advocates, and 

policymakers across the globe a means to frame and mobilize resistances to the cultural, 
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economic, political, and social systems of power that defined—and continue to define—the 

production of food across geographic regions and scales of analysis (Wiebe & Wipf, 2011, pp. 4–

5). This first definition reflected the need to uphold the autonomy and rights of small-scale 

farmers and peasants adversely affected by economic globalization. Essential to this call included 

a demand that national and local stakeholders gain greater control of their systems of food 

production. However, as reflected below, fulfilling this demand would have required a complete 

redefinition of the cultural, economic, political, and social relationships that defined 20th-century 

food systems (European Coordination Via Campesina, 2018, pp. 2, 27).  

 Since its inception, stakeholders have redefined food sovereignty to suit the context and 

scale of analysis it is applied. For example, in 2002, La Via Campesina revised the definition, 

replacing nations with peoples (Gürcan, 2018, p. 325). Although a subtle change, it shifted the 

term’s focus from the state or collective level of analysis to the citizens’ or individual level of 

analysis. This revised definition described food sovereignty as: 

 The right of peoples to define their own food and agriculture; to protect and regulate 

 domestic agricultural production and trade in order to achieve sustainable development 

 objectives; to determine the extent to which they want to be self reliant; to restrict the 

 dumping of products in their markets, and; to provide local fisheries-based communities 

 the priority in managing the use of and the rights to aquatic resources. (La Via 

 Campesina, 2003, para. 3) 

Again, in 2007, La Via Campesina offered another redefinition. Published in the Declaration of 

Nyéléni from the International Forum for Food Sovereignty held in Sélinguém, Mali (Desmarais 

& Wittman, 2014, p. 1154; Gürcan, 2018, p. 325), the revision asserted food sovereignty to be 

“the right of peoples to healthy and culturally appropriate food produced through ecologically 

sound and sustainable methods, and their right to define their own food and agriculture systems” 
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(Nyéléni, 2007, p. 1). This new definition broadened the term’s focus from food producers (or 

food-producing nations) to include food consumers, a change in tone that echoed the focus of the 

FAO’s 2011 food security definition (Jarosz, 2014, p. 174). Further, accompanying the 2007 

definition, the International Forum for Food Sovereignty led to the development of a food 

sovereignty conceptual framework entitled the Six Pillars of Food Sovereignty that included: (a) 

“focuses on food for people”; (b) “values food providers”; (c) “localises food systems”; (d) “puts 

control locally”; (e) “builds knowledge and skills”; and (f) “works with nature” (European 

Coordination Via Campesina, 2018, pp. 14–15). Analogous to action statements, the Six Pillars 

of Food Sovereignty further articulated the movement’s values and goals. 

 While the concept of food sovereignty matured with La Via Campesina, it too was 

adopted and modified by numerous academic bodies, community organizations, governments, 

Indigenous communities, and intergovernmental organizations worldwide who applied the term 

to assess food issues and mobilize efforts to return democratic control of food systems to 

consumers and producers. As identified by Hopma and Woods (2014):  

Since the movement is decentralised and deliberately organized in a horizontal way, it 

does not impose a certain definition of food sovereignty on its participants. This means 

that local definitions of food sovereignty can vary from those articulated at international 

forums and vice versa. (p. 778)  

As exemplified by members of Food Secure Canada’s Indigenous Circle for the People’s Food 

Policy process, who contributed a Seventh Pillar of Food Sovereignty, Food is Sacred (Food 

Secure Canada, 2021b, para. 4), the academic literature, scholars and institutions have also 

developed or applied unique definitions. For example, Wittman, Desmarais, and Wiebe (2010) 

expressed food sovereignty as “the right of nations and peoples to control their own food 

systems, including their own markets, production modes, food cultures and environments” (p. 2). 
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As well, Bacon (2015) shared that a Yale University conference produced a definition of food 

sovereignty that termed it as ‘“the right of peoples to democratically control or determine the 

shape of their food systems, and to produce sufficient and healthy food in culturally appropriate 

and ecological ways in and near their territory’” (p. 469). Further, Borras, Franco, and Suárez 

(2015), in an article on land, food politics, and food sovereignty, cited a La Via Campesina 

definition that envisioned it as “‘the right of peoples to produce and consume safe and healthy 

food in sustainable ways in and near one’s territory’” (p. 600). Upon first reading these three 

definitions, their differences appear inconsequential. Nevertheless, there are vital distinctions 

between each that merit discussion. First, the definitions cited by Bacon and Borras et al. focused 

on peoples, while Wittman et al.’s addressed both people and nations. Second, the definitions 

cited by Wittman et al. and Bacon stressed the right to control the production within food 

systems, while Borras et al.’s emphasized the rights of both producers and consumers. Third, the 

definitions cited by Borras et al. and Bacon denoted a geographic scope, specifically territories. 

However, Wittman et al.’s definition did not bind the term to a physical locale. Although 

seemingly small, these nuances convey significantly different visions of food sovereignty, a 

situation that affects its theorization and operationalization (a challenge further described in 

Chapter 4). 

 Lastly, food sovereignty’s definition continues to evolve as it is adopted by local to 

national governments, including Bolivia, Brazil, Ecuador, Indonesia, Mali, Nepal, Nicaragua, 

Senegal, and Venezuela (Beuchelt & Virchow, 2012, pp. 263–264; Wittman, 2015, p. 180) and 

within international forums, including at the Non-Governmental Organization/Community 

Service Organization (NGO/CSO) Forum for Food Sovereignty during the 2002 World Food 

Summit in Rome, Italy (Beuchelt & Virchow, 2012, p. 262). For example, Brazil’s municipality 

of Belo Horizonte defined food sovereignty in 1993 as: 
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 The rights of peoples to define their own food and agricultural policies, to protect and 

 regulate their production and trade in such a manner as to secure sustainable development, 

 to determine the degree of their autonomy, and to eliminate dumping on their markets. 

 (Jarosz, 2014, p. 175; World Future Council, 2020, para. 1).  

As well, Ecuador’s constitution, under article 281, stated that ‘“Food sovereignty is a strategic 

objective and an obligation of the State in order to ensure that persons, communities, peoples and 

nations achieve self-sufficiency with respect to healthy and culturally appropriate food on a 

permanent basis”’ (as cited in Wittman, 2015, p. 176). Lastly, the definition of food sovereignty 

included in the 2002 NGO/CSO Forum action plan articulated: 

 Food sovereignty is a right of countries and peoples to define their own agricultural, 

 pastoral, fishery and food policies which are ecologically, socially, economically and 

 culturally appropriate. Food sovereignty promotes the Right to Food for the entire 

 population, through small and medium-sized production, respecting: the cultures, 

 diversity of peasants, pastoralists, fisherfolk, Indigenous Peoples and their innovation 

 systems, their ways and means of production, distribution and marketing and their 

 management of rural areas and landscapes. Women play a fundamental role in ensuring 

 food sovereignty. (FAO, 2005a, para. 7)  

Within each political jurisdiction, food sovereignty definitions designate the responsibility to 

guarantee food sovereignty to different bodies. For example, as per Ecuador’s definition, food 

sovereignty is not a right but an objective and obligation of the state. This example differs from 

Belo Horizonte, Brazil, where food sovereignty is a right held by the people, and the NGO/CSO 

Forum’s definition, where it is the right of both countries and peoples. Similar to the implications 

of the scholarly definitions, these subtle distinctions could impact how food sovereignty is put 

into practice and raised questions within the literature surrounding food sovereignty’s limits as a 
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framework for action. As further explored in Chapter 4, these questions centred around who the 

sovereign is within a food sovereignty model (Patel, 2005, p. 81), how international trade and 

fair-trade fit into food sovereignty (Burnett & Murphy, 2014, p. 1066), and how food 

sovereignty’s re-localization of food production will facilitate stable access to sustainably 

produced, culturally appropriate foods (Edelman et al., 2014, p. 916). These concerns emphasize 

the complexity associated with the language utilized to frame community food initiatives’ work 

and tensions surrounding how to best frame counter-movements to economic globalization and 

the industrialization of food. 

 In summary, as alluded to within Desmarais and Wittman’s (2014, pp. 1167–1169) 

account of how food sovereignty is adopted as an operational lens by various food systems 

stakeholders, framings of the term take unique forms. These distinctions are a result of several 

factors, including: (a) the user’s scale of analysis (e.g., local, regional, and/or national); (b) the 

type of food system represented or intersected (e.g., agrarian, fishing, and/or Indigenous); (c) 

geographic scope (e.g., urban and/or rural); and (d) membership base (e.g., farmers and/or 

community associations). La Via Campesina and several food scholars have suggested this is a 

favourable situation, as a universal definition would oversimplify the scope and intent of food 

sovereignty, effectively marginalizing the diverse experiences of food and food systems 

(Edelman et al., 2014, p. 914; Jarosz, 2014, p. 179). In contrast, as Desmarais and Wittman 

(2014) explained, this diversity challenges the construction of a cohesive food sovereignty 

movement across Canada (p. 1167). By recognizing such a debate, this review of food 

sovereignty illuminated that although a standard definition can create shared understandings in 

some circumstances, a uniform approach will limit more fulsome comprehensions of food 

sovereignty’s utility. Thus, when contemplating this conversation within the context of this 

research project, the food sovereignty literature suggested that an evaluation framework that 
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creates space for interpretations of food sovereignty, among other terms, may generate more 

meaningful and inclusive results and impacts. 

Indigenous food sovereignty. Unlike food sovereignty, a concept and practice that is 

relatively young, “the living reality” of food sovereignty “is not a new one in Indigenous 

communities” (Morrison, 2011, p. 97). Defined as “a specific policy approach to addressing the 

underlying issues impacting Indigenous peoples and our ability to respond to our own needs for 

healthy, culturally adapted Indigenous foods” (Indigenous Food Systems Network, 2021, para. 

1), Indigenous food sovereignty “describes, rather than defines, the present day strategies that 

enable and support the ability of Indigenous communities to sustain traditional hunting, fishing, 

gathering, farming and distribution practices (Morrison, 2006, 2008)” (Morrison, 2011, pp. 97–

98). Rooted in an “Indigenous eco-philosophy [that] reinforces the belief that humans do not 

manage the land, but instead can only manage our behaviours in relation to it” (Morrison, 2011, 

p. 99), Indigenous food sovereignty, as a movement for self-determination, is more than a rights-

based approach to affirm Indigenous food histories and foodways. In representing the “cultural 

responsibilities and relationships that Indigenous peoples have with their environment” (Coté, 

2016, p. 2), Indigenous food sovereignty “provides a restorative framework for health and 

community development and appreciates the ways in which we can work together cross-

culturally to heal our relationships with one another and the land, plants and animals that provide 

us with our food” (Morrison, 2011, p. 100). Thus, in contrast to food security or food sovereignty 

discussions, Indigenous food sovereignty moves discourse and action beyond the ability or right 

to access land and food. Instead, it brings focus to the “mental, emotional, spiritual, and 

intellectual” (Ray et al., 2019, p. 58) relationships and connections that people have to land and 

food (Coté, 2016, p. 1; Huambachano, 2019, p 5; Martens, 2018, pp. 9–10; Sowerwine et al.,  

2019, p. 172).  
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 These values or qualities of Indigenous food sovereignty are outlined in The Four 

Principles of Indigenous Food Sovereignty. “Identified by Elders, traditional harvesters and 

community members (often in various meetings, conferences and discussions that have been 

facilitated by the B.C. Food Systems Network (BCFSN) Working Group on Indigenous Food 

Sovereignty)” (Morrison, 2011, p. 100), the Principles include: (a) Sacred or Divine Sovereignty: 

“Food is a gift from the creator”; (b) Participation: “the day-to-day practice of nurturing healthy 

relationships with land, plants and animals that provide us with food”; (c) Self-Determination: 

“the freedom and ability to respond to our own needs for healthy, culturally-adapted Indigenous 

foods”; and (d) Legislation and Policy: “attempts to reconcile Indigenous foods and cultural 

values with colonial laws, policies and mainstream economic activities” (Morrison, 2011, pp. 

100–101). In total, these Principles embody the epistemological and ontological foundations of 

Indigenous food sovereignty. The Principles also offer a model for action to protect Indigenous 

food systems and a “restorative framework for a coordinated, cross-sectoral approach to policy 

reform in forestry, fisheries, rangeland, environmental conservation, health, agriculture as well as 

rural and community development” (Morrison, 2011, p. 101). Overall, this framework offers a 

model of “social learning” for Indigenous and non-Indigenous communities to dismantle the 

colonial structures and mindsets that perpetuate systemic injustices experienced by Indigenous 

peoples of Canada. 

Lastly, an imperative element within Indigenous food sovereignty conversations and 

literature is the tension around the efficacy of the word sovereignty. Due to sovereignty’s roots in 

discourses of absolutism, Morrison (2011) wrote that “we have rejected a formal universal 

definition of sovereignty in favour of one that respects the sovereign rights and power of each 

distinct nation to identify the characteristics of our cultures and what it means to be Indigenous” 

(p. 98). As Coté (2016) wrote: 
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Utilizing the term ‘sovereignty’ to apply to this non-state defined food regime seems at 

odds with Indigenous mobilization as—insofar as sovereignty implies state authority and 

control—diametrically opposite to Indigenous philosophies that foster relationships with 

plants, animals, and land based on respect and reciprocity. Some Indigenous scholars 

have thus contested using the term ‘sovereignty’ for defining the political rights and 

autonomy Indigenous peoples are seeking. (p. 8) 

For Coté, sovereignty matters. Instead of disregarding the word, Coté (2016) suggested 

indigenizing it within the context of “Indigenous people’s struggle for autonomy, self-

sufficiency, and self-determination rather than within assertions of domination, control, and 

authority over ancestral homelands” (p. 9). In doing so, the dialogue shifts from one of supreme 

authority to one of restoration. Accordingly, although neither this study nor the research team can 

rightfully speak to the experience of Indigenous food sovereignty, the practice calls upon 

community food organizations to apply this lens in the design, delivery, and evaluation of their 

initiatives. In recognizing the interconnection between food systems and the responsibility that 

settler Canadians have to dismantle systems of power that continue to marginalize Canada’s First 

Peoples, the use of an Indigenous food sovereignty lens within a food-focused evaluation 

framework may encourage settler-based community food organizations to identify steps for 

decolonizing their practices and food systems and healing relationships with Indigenous 

communities and the land. 

Right to food. Unlike food security, definitions of the right to food within the literature 

are less contested, a circumstance owing to the fact that the right to food describes not an 

evolving epistemology or situation that individuals experience, but a legal framework that obliges 

states, including Canada, to respect, protect, and fulfill their citizens’ right to food (Dowler & 
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O’Connor, 2012, p. 46). First recognized in 1948, the initial language of the right to food was 

written within Article 25.1 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (FAO, 2005b, p. 3) that  

stated: 

 Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well-being of 

 himself and his family including food, clothing, housing and medical care and necessary 

 social services, and the right to security in the event of unemployment, sickness, 

 disability, widowhood, old age or other lack of livelihood in circumstances beyond his 

 control. (UN, 2021, Article 25 section, para. 1) 

Since the drafting of Article 25, the right to food has been described and ratified within numerous 

international conferences, covenants, declarations, and guidelines. As observed by Mechlem 

(2004, p. 663), Riches (2006, p. 54), Rideout, Riches, Ostry, Buckingham, and MacRae (2007, p. 

567), and Dowler and O’Connor (2012, p. 46), this includes Article 11.1 and 11.2 of the 1966 

(enforced 1976) International Covenant on Economic Social and Cultural Rights that identified 

‘“the right of everyone to an adequate standard of living for himself and his family, including 

adequate food, clothing, and housing”’ and ‘“the fundamental right to freedom from hunger”’ 

(UN Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, Committee on Economic, Social and 

Cultural Rights, 1999, p. 4). As well, the right to food is recognized within the Convention on the 

Rights of the Child (1990), the 1996 and 2002 World Food Summits, and within General 

Comment 12 of the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1999) that states “the 

right to adequate food is realized when every man, woman and child, alone or in community with 

others, have physical and economic access at all times to adequate food or means for its 

procurement” (UN Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, Committee on 

Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, 1999, p. 2). These documents presented a clear 

articulation that the international community and convention’s signatory states acknowledged 
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their mutual responsibility to support each person’s right to live a life free of hunger—a right, 

unfortunately, 720 to 811 million globally are still denied (FAO, 2021, p. xii). 

 As such, the right to food, as articulated by De Schutter (2009), the UN Special 

Rapporteur on the Right to Food from 2008–2014, denotes a responsibility of signatory states to 

uphold that every citizen possesses the ability to either produce or purchase (or access) the food 

they require in a dignified manner (p. 39). However, this right does not oblige states to feed their 

people directly. As explained by Riches (2018) in “Food Bank Nations: Poverty, Corporate 

Charity, and the Right to Food,” the right to food is neither “a legalistic quick fix for domestic 

hunger and food insecurity,” (p. 126) nor is it “about the right to be fed” (p. 127). Instead, the 

framework encourages signatory states to “take appropriate steps to ensure the realization of this 

right” (FAO, 2005b, p. 3), such as crafting legislation and policies that support the right to food 

and its tenants. The challenge, though, despite best intentions, is that the right to food as a policy 

does not possess an enforcement mechanism or stipulate recourse for states who fail to uphold 

this right. As signatories to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, states are not obligated 

to comply with the tenants of the right to food, nor do they fear legal consequences for failing to 

do so (Levkoe, 2006, p. 91). For example, Canada, the first minority state to receive a visit (in 

2012) from De Schutter to monitor this country’s compliance with the right to food, was found 

lacking on several fronts. De Schutter’s final report implored Canada to amend the income gap 

and the lack of social protections designed to buffer citizens against food insecurity, develop a 

rights-based national food strategy, uphold the right of Indigenous communities to access the 

“land and water rights to which they are entitled” for food security, and support sustainable 

agricultural methods (De Schutter, 2012, pp. 20–21). In part, the federal government in power 

refuted these recommendations and issued a response in 2013 discrediting De Schutter’s work for 

stepping beyond their mandate and lacking a clear comprehension of Canada’s constitution 
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(Government of Canada, 2013, pp. 1–2). However, nearly a decade later, the federal government 

committed to investing over $134 million to support the development of Canada’s first food 

policy (Government of Canada, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2019, p. 3), a feat that may 

one day address some failings identified by De Schutter. 

 Due to the legal nature of the term, this review of the right to food spurred this project’s 

research team to ask if the right to food was relevant to evaluating community food initiatives. 

While CGC and NFS’s work may support the right to food conceptually, and their staff and 

members may hope to one day see De Schutter’s recommendations fulfilled, many of their day-

to-day activities do not directly connect to policy work. Regardless, their organization’s mission 

(see Chapter 1, Situating the Research Partners) stands in support of the right to food. As Food 

Secure Canada (2021a) articulated, the right to food rests on the ability to assure food 

availability, accessibility, and adequacy (What is the Right to Food? section, paras. 4–6). From 

guaranteeing the availability of food at the community level to reducing the cultural, economic, 

environmental, geographic, health, political, or social barriers that restrict Canadians from 

accessing the food they require, community food organizations and their initiatives intersect the 

right to food at a fundamental level. From this perspective, the right to food holds relevance to 

this study’s resulting evaluation framework.  

Food justice. With origins in the US civil rights movement, the literature describes food 

justice as both an environmental and social justice movement for the dismantling of 

institutionalized racism and class-based discrimination, which simultaneously privilege the food 

histories, food systems, and means of food access experienced by a predominantly white, middle-

class populace and marginalizes those experienced by Indigenous, Black, and People of Colour  

(Alkon & Norgarrd, 2009, pp. 300–302; Bradley & Herrera, 2016, pp. 100–103; Smith, 2019, p. 

525). A counter-narrative employed to frame the injustices perpetrated by both the industrial food 
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system and food movements, food justice, as an analytical lens and framework for action, brings 

to focus how food systems operate as “racial projects” (Alkon & Agyeman, 2011, p. 5). As 

explained by Hislop (2015), “food justice is the struggle against racism, exploitation, and 

oppression taking place within the food system that addresses inequality’s root causes both 

within and beyond the food chain” (p. 24). For Bradley and Herrera (2016), food justice is a 

movement that “takes issue with inequalities in access to food, exploitive labor practices in the 

food system, and environmental degradation associated with conventional agriculture and 

environmental racism” (p. 100). Further, for Smith II (2019), food justice is an “intersectional 

response to social inequalities perpetuated by the mainstream food movement” (p. 1) (or 

“intersectional agriculture”) that “examines how structural inequalities related to race, class, 

gender, and sexuality produce instances of hunger and food injustice” (p. 2). In practice, food 

justice embeds environmental and social justice objectives within food security or food systems 

work, including food policy, to illuminate and deconstruct structural racism and inequity (Allen, 

2008, p. 158).  

Within the literature, definitions of food justice and food sovereignty converge, a situation 

that raised the question of the rationale for such distinct terminology. For example, Just Food’s 

definition of food justice (‘“communities exercising their right to grow, sell, and eat [food that is] 

fresh, nutritious, affordable, culturally appropriate, and grown locally with care for the well-being 

of the land, workers, and animals’” [as cited in Alkon & Agyman, 2011, p. 5]), and the 2007 La 

Via Campesina (Nyéléni, 2007, p. 1) definition of food sovereignty both employed a rights-based 

framework to define who (e.g., communities, nations, or peoples) possess the autonomy to 

delineate their system of production and consumption. Equally so, each definition outlined the 

importance of food culture and the environment for food production and human health. However, 

the necessity of food justice as a specific term and analytic framework is highlighted, in part, by 
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the articulation of workers in Just Food’s definition. This inclusion speaks to the racial and 

exploitative labour practices that historical and contemporary food systems have institutionalized 

and perpetuated. Thus, although both terms and associated movements work for “greater control 

over food production and consumption by people who have been marginalized by mainstream 

agri-food regimes” (Cadieux & Slocum, 2015, p. 3), food justice employs a racial lens to draw 

attention to and deconstruct the structural inequities that run dominant within contemporary local 

to global food systems. As Cadieux and Slocum (2015) defended, this specification is required to 

prevent the misrepresentation of food justice by those who fail to connect the concept as an 

intersectional response to racial inequity (pp. 13–15). Accordingly, for this study, food justice 

challenges community food organizations, including CGC and NFS, to evaluate how they 

perpetuate racialized systems of oppression and how their work can operate, instead, as a vehicle 

for correcting power imbalances not just within food systems but within society in general.  

Food literacy. A relatively new concept within Canadian food studies literature and food 

systems practice (Cullen, Hatch, Martin, Higgins, & Sheppard, 2015, p. 141), scholars and 

practitioners alike have drawn attention to its increased use in “policy, practice, research and in 

the public arena” and that “there is no shared understanding of its meaning” (Vidgen & Gallegos, 

2014, p. 51). Within the literature, most definitions suggest that food literacy consists of the 

“personal resources, capacities, knowledge, skills and behaviours needed to meet nutrition 

recommendations” (Wijayaratne, Reid, Westberg, Worsley, & Mavondo, 2018, p. 2452). As 

such, within practice, food literacy denotes the “everyday practicalities associated with 

navigating the food system and using it in order to ensure a regular food intake that is consistent 

with nutrition recommendations” (Vidgen & Gallegos, 2014, p. 50). This definition includes how 

to shop for or acquire, safely store and prepare, and consume food that meets one’s dietary 

requirements for health. However, as scholars have defended (Cullen et al., 2015; Sumner, 2013, 
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2015), food literacy is more than a person’s set of food behaviours and skills. For example, 

Sumner (2013), who drew from the work of Kimura (2011), critiqued food literacy definitions for 

their apolitical stance and failure to account for the cultural, economic, environmental, 

geographic, health, political, or social forces that influence individual food skills and behaviours 

(p. 84). For example, the decoupling of an individual’s behaviours and skills from their lived 

reality (e.g., access to education, access to food preparation and storage space, adequate housing, 

availability of food outlets, personal income, physical and mental health, reliable and affordable 

transportation, and more), that influence those same behaviours and skills overlooks the 

intersectional experiences of food and the confluence of variables that support or detract from 

food literacy. In recognizing this, Sumner (2013), whose work stems from the field of adult 

education (Koç, Sumner, & Winson, 2017a, p. ix), suggested a re-framing of food literacy as a 

food pedagogy (p. 86). This argument drew on Habermas’ Three Domains of Education, Freire’s 

position that “education is political” (as cited in Sumner, 2013, p. 85), and Yamashita’s (2008) 

honours paper on school gardens and food literacy, to suggest that food literacy should account 

for the “historical-hermeneutic and critical-emancipatory forms of knowledge” (Sumner, 2013, p. 

85) that influence people’s experience of literacy and should never, as cautioned by Freire, 

‘“reduce literacy to a set of techniques and methods”’ (as cited in Sumner, 2013, p. 85). In 

response, Sumner (2013) proposed the following definition: 

Food literacy is the ability to ‘read the world’ in terms of food, thereby recreating it and 

 remaking ourselves. It involves a full-cycle understanding of food—where it is grown, 

 how it is produced, who benefits and who loses when it is purchased, who can access it 

 (and who can’t), and where it goes when we are finished with it. It includes an 

 appreciation of the cultural significance of food, the capacity to prepare healthy meals and 
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 make healthy decisions, and the recognition of the environmental, social, economic, 

 cultural, and political implications of those decisions. (p. 86)                

Further, building on Sumner’s (2013) paper, Cullen et al. (2015), whose interpretation of food 

literacy is rooted in a health lens, called for an ecological perspective whereby food literacy 

definitions account for the environmental and social arenas that influence individual behaviours 

and skills. From their research into food literacy descriptions and background in health literacy, 

they proposed the following re-definition: 

Food literacy is the ability of an individual to understand food in a way that they develop 

 a positive relationship with it, including food skills and practices across the lifespan in 

 order to navigate, engage, and participate within a complex food system. It’s the ability to 

 make decisions to support the achievement of personal health and a sustainable food 

 system considering environmental, social, economic, cultural, and political components.

 (Cullen et al., 2015, p. 143) 

Overall, given the rapid evolution of food literacy definitions, future iterations of the term 

and its application within practice and evaluation, as suggested by Cullen et al. (2015) and 

Sumner (2013, 2015), might do best to focus on the collective elements that influence food 

literacy. Instead of emphasizing the role of individual behaviours, a perspective that emphasizes 

the systemic forces that mould an individual or community’s food behaviours and skills is a more 

appropriate course of action. Thus, for this study, the progression of food literacy, particularly the 

idea of food pedagogy, highlights how systems of power and privilege that affect individual food 

behaviours and skills (e.g., income inequity or the unjust dominance of settler food cultures 

within Canada) must be acknowledged in the future design and delivery of community food 

initiatives. 
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Food systems. Embedded within systems philosophy or thinking (see Laszlo & Clark, 

1972; Senge, 1990), an analytical lens and approach to knowledge creation that “perceives the 

world as a complex system and supports the understanding of its interconnectedness and 

interrelationships” (Sanneh, 2018, p. 7), a food system, in general terms, consists of “all the 

components involved in providing food to a population” (MacDonald & Reitmeier, 2017, p. 2). 

However, a food system is much more than the elements that bring food to a people. Instead, a 

food system is perhaps best described as a non-linear, social-ecological system (Tendall et al., 

2015, p. 18) that consists of: 

An interconnected web of activities, resources and people that extends across all domains 

 involved in providing human nourishment and sustaining health, including production, 

 processing, packaging, distribution, marketing, consumption and disposal of food. The 

 organization of food systems reflects and responds to social, cultural, political, economic, 

 health and environmental conditions and can be identified at multiple scales, from a 

 household kitchen to a city, county, state or nation. (Grubinger et al., 2010, p. 2) 

Although complex, Grubinger et al.’s (2010) definition hints at the many qualities foundational to 

systems thinking and food systems discourse. These qualities include: (a) boundaries (e.g., local 

to global levels of analysis); (b) hierarchies of interacting sub-systems (e.g., aquatic versus 

terrestrial systems, or economic versus political systems); (c) inputs (e.g., capital, energy, labour, 

or water); (d) outputs (e.g., capital, food, or waste); (e) externalities (e.g., emissions, soil erosion, 

or waste); and (f) feedback loops (e.g., outputs that return to the system as inputs, whether 

negative or positive) (Chase & Grubinger, 2014, p. 14). At a minimum, a food system consists of 

the chain of processes and actors that bring food from the site of production or harvest to the 

consumption site. Yet, more holistic food systems definitions recognize the interactions and 

relationships required to generate and bring food to a people, including the vast array of sub-
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systems that cooperate with the system and the corresponding impacts that food systems have 

upon the entire ecosystem. Informed by critical systems theory, a school of thought that “focuses 

on the antinomies of societal structures” (Fisher-Lescano, 2012, p. 4), food systems, as an 

analytic framework: 

  Is a way of thinking and doing that considers the food system in its totality, taking into 

 account all the elements, their relationships and related effects. It is not confined to one 

 single sector, sub-system (e.g. value chain, market) or discipline, and thus broadens the 

 framing and analysis of a particular issue as the result of an intricate web of interlinked 

 activities and feedbacks. It considers all relevant causal variables of a problem and all 

 social, environmental, and economic impacts of the solutions to achieve transformational 

 systemic changes. (FAO, 2018, p. 2) 

In other terms, food systems offer an approach to perceiving the complex interactions and 

relationships between food and human society.  

 Since the 1980s, food systems definitions have grown and multiplied (see Ericksen, 2008, 

p. 235; Kneen, 1993, pp. 11–12; Sobal, Khan, & Bisogni, 1998, pp. 853–856), many of which are 

tied to specific food systems or as noted by Chase and Grubinger (2014), are related “in terms of 

desired outcomes for a healthy community” (p. 8). For example, Kuhnlein and Receveur (1996) 

framed traditional food systems as “all food within a particular culture available from local 

natural resources and culturally accepted. It also includes the sociocultural meanings, acquisition/ 

processing techniques, use, composition, and nutritional consequences for the people using the 

food” (p. 418). Sobal et al. (1998) outlined a food and nutrition system “as the set of operations 

and processes involved in transforming raw materials into foods and transforming nutrients into 

health outcomes, all of which functions as a system within biophysical and sociocultural 

contexts” (p. 853). Chase and Grubinger (2014) depicted a local food system as “one level in the 
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overall food system hierarchy” that “interact[s] with the smaller individual and household levels 

as well as the larger regional, national, and global levels” (p. 20). Toth, Rendall, and Reitsma 

(2016) outlined a resilient food system to be “a socio-ecological system that has the social 

mechanisms of management that can recognise and positively respond to shocks or threats to the 

system in order to survive” (p. 20). Lastly, the FAO (2018) described a sustainable food system 

as one “that delivers food security and nutrition for all in such a way that the economic, social 

and environmental bases to generate food security and nutrition for future generations are not 

compromised” (p. 1). This framing of food systems relative to outcomes, as described by Chase 

and Grubinger (2014, p. 8), demonstrates the nuances of how individuals and communities 

experience both food and food-producing systems. This framing also illuminates the breadth of 

sub-systems that transform food from raw material to consumable goods and what barriers hinder 

the acquisition of resilient and just local food systems. 

 In addition to these definitions, scholars and practitioners have developed food systems 

maps and diagrams that conceptualize the interactions, sub-systems, and relationships within a 

food system. For example, Chase and Grubinger (2014) presented two distinct visualizations of 

food systems. First, their “Market Levels of a Food System” diagram (see Figure 2), although a 

generalized representation, highlighted the sub-system of markets (e.g., informal and formal, and 

local to global) that exist and interact within a more expansive (e.g., national) food system (Chase 

& Grubinger, 2014, p. 7). Second, the authors outlined a “Human Health and Food Systems” 

diagram (see Figure 3) that illustrated the interactions and influences between food, humans, and 

the environment, and the systems’ associated hierarchy, inputs, and outputs (Chase & Grubinger, 

2014, p. 8). 
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 Figure 2. Market Levels of a Food System 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Market Levels of a Food Systems. From “Food, Farms, and Community: Exploring Food Systems,” by L. Chase & V. 
Grubinger, 2014, p. 7. Copyright 2014 by the University of New Hampshire Press, granted by the University of Massachusetts 
Press. Reprinted with permission. 



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

80 

 

Overall, the diversity of definitions and visual representations provide food systems with a degree 

of neutrality not identified by the other terms reviewed. As supported by the findings outlined in 

Chapter 5, this suggested to the research team that designing the evaluation framework from a 

food systems perspective could result in a framework capable of reflecting the diversity of terms 

and perspectives while not marginalizing future terms and their definitions. In other words, by 

opening this study’s evaluation framework to food systems and systems thinking (over food 

security), the evaluation could better support our research team to see the inherent complexities, 

 Figure 3. Human Health and Food Systems 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 Figure 3. Human Health and Food Systems diagram. From “Food, Farms, and Community:     
 Exploring Food Systems,” by L. Chase & V. Grubinger, 2014, p. 8. Copyright 2014 by the     
 University of New Hampshire Press, granted by the University of Massachusetts Press.  
 Reprinted with permission. 
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relationships, and interactions of not just our food systems but of our broader societal system and 

sub-systems. Thus, the critical lesson from Section 1 of this literature review is the need for 

flexibility and agility in terms of how this study viewed the work of community food initiatives 

and articulated its evaluation. 

Summary. Although this review of food discourses only identified a sub-sect of the food-

related terms relevant to this project and the literature (e.g., this chapter does not address food 

democracy), this conversation outlined the historical processes that led to the emergence of some 

of the key terms and conceptual frameworks used to draw attention to the underlying issues 

within food systems and mobilize people and resources to affect change. This historical context is 

critical to understanding the impetus and continued momentum that supports food movements in 

Canada and their various actors, including community food organizations. This context is equally 

critical for comprehending how these competing terms can confuse the future direction and 

priorities of food movements. Although a complicated situation, this is the landscape within 

which community food organizations operate. Despite the argument that universal definitions for 

these terms would help increase clarity, this diversity gives voice to the multitude of ways that 

people, across the levels of analysis, experience food—an attribute, ultimately, demanded of 

contemporary community food organizations and food systems stakeholders. 

Section 2: Critiques 

Within the literature, as in practice, the merits of community food initiatives are 

contested. Despite their growth in popularity and the accolades obtained, research indicates that 

food insecurity remains a pervasive issue on Vancouver Island and across Canada (CGC, 2014b, 

paras. 2–4; Food Banks Canada, 2019, pp. 4–27; Food Banks Canada, 2021, pp. 2–6). In BC, the 

cost of healthy (whole) food increases at a rate disproportionate to income (BC Centre for 

Disease Control, PHSA, 2018, p. 2). In Canada, as of 2020, one in eight households is food 
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insecure—a circumstance that affects Indigenous, Black, and People of Colour disproportionately 

(Tarasuk & Mitchell, 2020, p. 13) and worsens as the COVID-19 pandemic exacerbates 

economic and social inequities (Harris, 2020, paras. 4–5). Simultaneously, system-wide barriers 

confront and inhibit efforts to foster resilient and just local food systems. For instance, 

prohibitive operational and land costs limit new entrant and existing food producers from 

engaging and/or thriving in the sector—a concerning trend given that the average age of farmers 

in Canada rose from 54 to 55 between the 2011 and 2016 Agricultural Censuses (Statistics 

Canada, 2017, p. 3). In response, stakeholders continue to challenge community food 

organizations to provide evidence of how their initiatives affect food systems. From academics, 

community members, and donors to funding agencies and those within the organizations, there is 

growing interest to demonstrate the impacts of community food initiatives and to develop 

frameworks to evaluate their outcomes in relation to their intended goals, whether that be food 

security, food sovereignty, food justice, among others (Barton et al., 2011, pp. 588–589; Public 

Health Agency of Canada, 2012, p. 5). Although, as underlined by Cerrada-Serra et al. (2018), 

few academic studies have assessed how community food initiatives “contribute to delivering 

healthy, culturally appropriate food for all in discursive, political and material terms” (p. 1372). 

Instead, as presented in this review, extant literature often speaks to the shortcomings of 

community food initiatives or misalignments between their intended goals and perceived impacts 

(see Langer, 2017). Accordingly, this literature review summarizes some of the critiques of 

community food initiatives to elucidate some of the assumptions and gaps in service that 

evaluation may resolve.  

 The first critique defended that community food initiatives have little or no effect on 

income insecurity, a known root cause of food insecurity. As cautioned in Tarasuk’s (2001) 

research on the Community Kitchen program, whereby a group of participants learn to plan, 
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budget, shop, and prepare meals together, framing solutions to food insecurity as matters of 

education depoliticizes the structural root causes of food insecurity (p. 494)—a concern that 

resonates with Sumner’s (2013) critique of food literacy definitions. Therefore, despite the many 

merits of participating in a Community Kitchen, such as access to healthy food, skill 

development, and social connections (Engler-Stringer & Berenbaum, 2005, p. 247), their failure 

to address income insecurity means that Community Kitchens offer participants an avenue for 

adapting to the constraints of poverty, but not a solution to poverty (Tarasuk, 2001, pp. 493–494). 

This concern, although raised two decades ago, remains true. As advised by Tarasuk and Mitchell 

in 2020: 

Food banks, charitable meal programs, and other community food initiatives cannot be 

expected to solve this problem. Tackling the conditions that give rise to food insecurity 

means re-evaluating the income supports and protections that are currently provided to 

very low-income, working-aged Canadians and their families. (p. 17)  

For Tarasuk and Mitchell (2020), actions taken to address food insecurity need to be evidence-

based and target its root causes (p. 17). As documented within the food security and the right to 

food literature, the failure to approach food insecurity with appropriate policy interventions for 

issues including minimum wages and affordable housing will ultimately result in adverse health 

and wellbeing outcomes for millions of Canadians (Tarasuk & Mitchell, 2020, pp. 17–18).  

 The second critique cautioned that local food, and the local food systems touted by many 

community food organizations, are not inherently better or more environmentally or socially just 

than their industrial counterparts. Rather, in many cases, community food initiatives are argued to 

reproduce the same systems of exclusion based on ability, age, class, ethnicity, gender, identity, 

or sexuality that the industrial food system perpetuates. To this concern, DuPuis and Goodman 

(2005) termed an unreflexive localism in which individuals and communities assume local food is 
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more superior or ethical than regionally or globally sourced foods. A staunch commitment to 

local, from their perspective, acts to “deny the politics of the local, with potentially problematic 

social justice consequences” as they reinforce unequal power structures and give unwarranted 

preference to the food cultures of local elites (pp. 360, 365). Guthman (2008a), whose writing on 

food movements in California echoed concerns within Canada, argued that local food movements 

privilege affluent, white consumers and their food histories (p. 434). As a result, these 

movements have failed to acknowledge the racial undertones in the discourses of ‘“putting one’s 

hands in the soil”’ or ‘“getting your hands dirty”’ that “seems insensitive to a racialized history of 

agrarian land and labour relations in the US” (Guthman, 2008a, p. 435). In addition, Martin 

(2018, p. 116), Roncarolo et al. (2015, p. 204), and Tarasuk (2001, p. 494) observed that the 

activities of community food organizations are often inaccessible to vulnerable and low-income 

individuals who may lack the financial resources, information, or time to participate—a situation 

that further concentrates the benefits of local food movements to an already privileged 

community.  

 The third critique suggested that several market-based alternatives (e.g., community-

supported agriculture programs, farmers’ markets, food cooperatives, as well as local, fair trade, 

or organic certification initiatives) replicate the very neoliberal economic structures indicative of 

the industrial food system. Several scholars have addressed this apparent contradiction. For 

example, Hinrichs (2000) queried the difference between “alternative markets” and an 

“alternative to the market” (pp. 298–299), questioning if these perceived substitutes represent 

new processes or just a re-branding of neoliberalism. Similarly, Guthman (2008b) asked how is it 

that “current arenas of activism around food and agriculture seem to produce and reproduce 

neoliberal forms and spaces of governance, at the same time they oppose neoliberalism writ 

large?” (p. 1172). As well, Moragues-Faus (2017), argued that market-based alternatives “may 
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also be fostering an infertile consumer politics by deepening individualist practices and 

reproducing neoliberal configurations that hinder social change” (p. 456). In other words, these 

alternatives are but an extension of the industrial food system, for they fail to challenge the 

economic model that many community food initiatives and food movements globally refute. 

Thus, the literature proposed that solutions to food insecurity reside not in advocacy, alternatives, 

or food education but in a radical shift to the dominant social-economic frameworks within which 

contemporary human societies operate. 

 Related to Moragues-Faus’ 2017 argument, the fourth critique proposed that market-

driven solutions offered by community food initiatives “have contributed to the production of 

consumer subjects” (Levkoe, 2011, p. 688) by, in part, ignoring the non-market avenues where 

food is sourced and shared. By situating solutions to the industrial food system’s failings within 

the neoliberal economy, an act that defines citizens’ relationship to food as transactional, food 

systems actors may overlook valid and essential solutions to food insecurity. As acknowledged in 

Section 1 of this literature review, this perspective does not account for Indigenous communities’ 

right to access their traditional food systems/sources or the role of self-sufficiency practices and 

networks, including fishing, gardening, gathering, hunting, processing, sharing, and wildcrafting. 

Finally, this perspective does not account for the cultural and social elements of food, nor the 

critical role of food in defining and fostering human relationships and traditions.  

 The fifth critique stipulated that community food initiatives and their associated food 

movements perpetuate a binary discourse of local versus industrial food systems. Moragues-Faus 

(2017), in an exploration of local buying groups in Valencia, Spain, contended that a local food 

movement’s focus on the polarities of good and bad negates the “hybrid spaces (Ilbery and Maye 

2005)” of these systems (p. 458). In other words, as quoted by Hinrichs (2003), the binary 

approach overlooks the important ‘“relations between global restructuring and local change 
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(Ward and Almås, 1997, p. 619)”’ (pp. 34–35). Therefore, by positioning local food systems in 

opposition to or incongruent with the industrial food system, loyal commitments to local may 

other non-local food systems, diminishing the significance of regional and global food systems 

within the modern-day context (Hinrichs, 2003, p. 37). Likewise, the language of alternatives 

that supports this binary discourse can exclude participation. As described by Guthman (2008a), 

the “counterculture coding” (p. 436) messaging present within the “back to the land movements” 

(p. 435) of the 1960s reinforces a dominant white food culture while masking the injustices 

Indigenous, Black, and People of Colour experience through these movements.   

 The sixth critique contended that some community food initiatives and associated food 

movements possess a proselytizing or patronizing quality (Guthman, 2008a, p. 436). In 

particular, calls to educate others and transform food systems are questioned. This critique raised 

concerns over who holds power to educate and whose vision are food movements enacted. As 

noted by Guthman (2008a), who challenged the paternalizing tone of celebrity food authors such 

as Michael Pollan, the “intention to do good on behalf of those deemed other has the markings of 

colonial projects, in that it seeks to improve the other while eliding the historical developments 

that produced these material and cultural distinctions in the first place” (p. 436). Similarly, as 

DuPuis and Goodman (2005) wrote, the localization of food has the markings of a “counter-

hegemon” (p. 361)—a situation seemingly antithetical to the mission of organizations such as 

CGC and NFS.   

 Lastly, the seventh critique of community food initiatives and their associated food 

movements asserted that they might leave communities more food insecure than secure. This 

concern rests upon the argument that local food systems lack the efficiencies (e.g., specialization, 

technology, or vast distribution networks) and economies of scale characteristic of the industrial 

food system (Scharber & Dancs, 2016, pp. 121–122). From this perspective, a resolutely local 
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food system will result in higher food prices that could make local food financially inaccessible 

for those vulnerable to income and food insecurity. Critiques in this vein caution that local-only 

food systems may: (a) decrease food choices; (b) decrease the diversity and quality of food in 

shoulder seasons; and (c) increase carbon emissions as local consumers would spend more time 

driving between farm stands and farmers’ markets as opposed to making fewer, and larger, trips 

to robust grocery stores (Scharber & Dancs, 2016, pp. 125–127). Although these arguments 

within the literature remain contested (Donaher & Lynes, 2017, p. 760), Hinrichs (2013) 

proposed that a shift from local food systems to regional food systems could resolve some of 

these concerns as stakeholders could capitalize upon regional production, transportation, and 

retail efficiencies (p. 10). 

 Summary. These critiques suggested that, despite good intentions, community food 

initiatives and their associated food movements fail on several fronts to foster resilient and just 

solutions to the industrial food system. Whether due to a lack of an alternate model to capitalism, 

the continued suppression of diverse food cultures, or concerns that local food systems cannot 

adequately nourish their populations, these debates both within the literature and practice 

necessitate additional research to inform evidence-based solutions. More specifically, this calls 

for ongoing applied, transdisciplinary research and/or practice focused on generating evaluation 

frameworks and resources that will equip community food organizations with the tools to analyze 

and reflect upon their system-wide impacts. 

Section 3: Evaluation  

The literature review confirmed that there are limited examples to support community 

food organizations to evaluate their work’s impacts from a food-focused perspective. Aside from 

two evaluative studies from the fields of health and nutrition and four community-derived 

evaluation reports, Section 3 of the literature review identified few relevant publications in the 
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English language. Instead, despite several authors and publications applying evaluation language, 

most of the academic studies and community-driven reports retrieved did not address the practice 

of evaluation. Rather, they spoke to other food-based measures or concepts, including: 

• The validity and reliability of food consumption adequacy measures, including the 

Prevalence of Undernourishment, Dietary Diversity, and Food Consumption scores used 

to monitor and evaluate the propensity for undernutrition/food insecurity within 

households or a population (see Cafiero, Melgar-Quiñonez, Ballard, & Kepple, 2014; de 

Haen, Klasen, & Qaim, 2011; Leroy, Ruel, Frongillo, Harris, & Ballard, 2015; Pérez-

Escamilla, Gubert, Rogers, & Hromi-Fiedler, 2017; Smith, 1998). 

• The validity and reliability of experience-based food security scales that assess a 

household’s experiences and behaviours in accessing food, such as the Household Food 

Security Survey Module (see Cafiero et al., 2014; Jones, Ngure, Pelto, & Young, 2013). 

• The implementation of community food assessments (food security or food system) that 

gauge a community’s food assets and deficits to inform regional food initiatives and 

planning (see Cohen, 2002; PHSA, 2008b; PHSA, 2009; Pothukuchi, 2004). 

• The development of regional food report cards (food security or food system) to 

document the state of a food system (see Levkoe, Lefebvre, & Blay-Palmer, 2017; 

Thunder Bay + Area Food Strategy, 2015). 

• Research (i.e., not evaluation) studies on the effects of community food initiatives (see 

Carney et al., 2012; Knight, 2013). 

• Frameworks for evaluating the economic impacts or contributions made by local food 

systems and markets (see Christensen, Jablonski, Stephens, & Joshi, 2018; Wolnik, 

Cheek, & Weaver, 2018).  
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This outcome revealed a lack of clarity in the literature regarding what constitutes evaluation 

within food studies research and practice. For the CBR Team and me, this indicated an 

opportunity for scholars and practitioners to co-investigate how evaluation can support 

community food organizations to design and deliver future initiatives more effectively. To 

highlight these learning outcomes, the remainder of this chapter reviews a small sample (see 

Literature Review Methodology for the sampling methodology) of studies and reports that 

informed our research team’s general understanding of community food initiative evaluations. 

Evaluative studies. Within academia, a limited number of studies in the English language 

document the development and application of food-based evaluation frameworks in situ. Those 

identified by this literature review, although food-based, were designed for specific types of 

community food initiatives, namely food literacy programs (i.e., Stage 2 Programs, as identified 

in Section 1 of the Literature Review). Although distinct from the evaluation focus on this study, 

they were included in this chapter because they offered insight into best practices for the 

collaborative development of a food-focused evaluation framework for a community food 

organization, and the operational barriers such evaluations may face. 

First, in 2011, Barton, Wrieden, and Anderson published an article that reviewed the 

development and validation of an evaluation framework for CookWell, a food literacy program 

for adults in the United Kingdom that aspired to “contribute to an increase in consumption of 

starchy foods, fish, vegetables and fruits, and a decrease in consumption of fat in adults living in 

areas of deprivation” (Barton, Wrieden, & Anderson, 2011, p. 589). Developed and validated 

through a collaborative five-stage multi-stakeholder review process that included both 

community and academic partners, the evaluation team created a standardized 19-question 

quantitative survey focused on five knowledge domains including “meal preparation; confidence 

in cooking and tasting; usual food consumption patterns; knowledge about fruit and vegetables; 
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and knowledge of good practices” (Barton et al., 2011, p. 593). In this framework’s development, 

a panel of dieticians and nutritionists assessed the 19 questions for clarity, content, and relevance, 

and a panel of community stakeholders amended and reviewed the questions. Once completed, 

the evaluation team ran a series of three tests of the questionnaire to review the questions for face 

validity (i.e., the target population comprehended the questions as anticipated), reliability (i.e., 

the questions were replicable across various audiences, including the target and non-target 

populations), and feasibility (i.e., the target population completed the questionnaire at the start 

and end of the cooking program). Lastly, the evaluation team analyzed the data collected and 

updated the final questionnaire for future use (Barton et al., 2011, pp. 589–592). 

At the conclusion of this study, the authors described the evaluation questionnaire as 

brief, easy to complete, and simple to administer. They also confirmed that the questionnaire 

reliably assessed the impacts CookWell had upon participants’ five knowledge domains and 

recommended it may be replicable across diverse populations in the United Kingdom. Still, 

Barton et al. (2011) cautioned that the process to develop the evaluation tool was time-consuming 

and expensive and may not be feasible or appropriate for other community organizations to 

repeat on their own (p. 593)—a theme that emerged in this study’s findings (see Chapter 5). More 

specifically, this theme reflects the need for organizations to develop practical evaluation tools 

for their community food initiatives while contending the conflicting desire for these initiatives to 

be “designed hand in hand with evaluation procedures so that, at each stage of the process, 

relevant evaluation is applied to collect robust evidence to support continuing and further work in 

the area (Anderson, 2004)” (Barton et al., 2011, p. 593). In other terms, standardized processes 

would facilitate quick and easy-to-deliver evaluations and possibly lead to the collation of 

regionally consistent data sets on food behaviours. However, localized evaluation processes 

would facilitate more robust, context-specific results and potentially better organizational 
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planning (Barton et al., 2011, pp. 589–593). Thus, in weighing the opportunities and challenges 

of both processes, our research team reflected upon the type of evaluation data CGC and NFS 

imagined obtaining from a food-focused evaluation. Since each initiative is unique to the 

organization, community engaged, and language ascribed, the recommendations from this study 

suggested an easy-to-replicate evaluation framework that users can adapt to suit local and 

initiative-specific needs and outcomes would be preferred. 

 Second, in 2014, an evaluation framework was designed and tested for FoodMate by 

SecondBite™, a food literacy program in Melbourne, Australia (Barbour, Ho, Davidson, & 

Palmero, 2016, p. 123). The study’s goal was to test-pilot a tool for evaluating the impacts of an 

eight-week nutrition education program on the dietary intake, dietary quality, cooking 

confidence, and food independence of 21 youth experiencing homelessness. The study was 

conducted in partnership with one youth education and two housing organizations responsible for 

recruiting participants and engaging them in three-hour group cooking and education sessions, 

and an independent researcher responsible for selecting participants and analysis. The data 

collection relied on questionnaires and 24-hour recall surveys delivered at three stages of the 

program, including the first session, last session, and program conclusion. In total, of the 21 

participants initially engaged, 11 completed the program. Of the 11 participants who completed 

the program, eight finished the questionnaire, and five finished the 24-hour recall survey. 

Accordingly, the sample size was too small to determine if the food literacy program positively 

affected the participant’s level of food security (Barbour et al., 2016, pp. 123–126). To this, the 

study’s authors noted that the high attrition rate was linked to the transient nature of participants 

(Barbour et al., 2016, p. 126). As well, they highlighted several interpersonal and operational 

barriers that problematized data collection, including: 
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 Misplaced questionnaires; the inability to answer a specific question; the host agency not 

 holding an introductory FoodMate by SecondBite™ session meaning that the researcher 

 had to complete all pre-programme measures during the first cooking session; insufficient 

 time during the sessions to collect the data; and concerns from caseworkers that collecting 

 too much data at the beginning of the programme might overwhelm some participants 

 when trust was being built. (Barbour  et al., 2016, p. 127) 

 Overall, this study recommended that, despite the limitations, subsequent community-

university research collaborations on this topic would help refine understandings of how food 

literacy programs affect food security at the individual level. Additionally, this study concluded 

that for the participation of community partners to be secured, such collaborations must offer 

supports in the form of adequate expertise, funding, and staff (Barbour et al., 2016, p. 128). As 

experienced by CGC and NFS (J. Stafford, personal communication, February 8, 2017; J. Cody, 

personal communication, September 18, 2017), and as confirmed in this study’s findings reported 

in Chapter 5, community food organizations often lack the means to conduct formal evaluations 

outside the scope of funder requirements. However, in providing support, it may be possible for 

evaluation to become part of a community food organization’s work culture and for deeper 

insights into this field of inquiry and practice to emerge. 

Evaluation toolkits. In addition to academic publications, a handful of evaluation toolkits 

exist for community food organizations. These toolkits, published by governing bodies and not-

for-profit organizations, offer more realistic and affordable evaluation approaches for diverse 

initiative types. Some frameworks, as exemplified below, even contextualized evaluation within a 

food security or food systems perspective. As such, this review outlines each toolkit’s purpose 
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and merits, and specifies how they informed the development of this study’s evaluation 

framework.  

A first example identified by this literature review was the Community Food Project 

Evaluation Handbook (2004) and its companion Community Food Project Evaluation Toolkit 

(2006), authored by the National Research Center. The handbook introduced users to the 

essentials of program evaluation and guided community food organizations to deliver systematic 

and rigorous evaluations that “develop the kind of information about their program that will be 

compelling not only to fellow staff and board members but to funders, participants and 

community residents” (National Research Center, 2004, p. i). Through plain language and step-

by-step instructions, this resource directed users through evaluation planning (e.g., establishing 

an environment conducive to evaluation, engaging stakeholders, identifying outcomes, and 

designing evaluation tools and data collection methods), collecting data, analyzing data, and 

reporting and mobilizing evaluation results. By drawing attention to the monitoring of outcomes 

(e.g., indicators of success and/or performance measures of a community food initiative) 

experienced by program participants and/or a community, the handbook encouraged 

organizations to evaluate beyond their quantifiable outputs, such as participation rates, number of 

meals served, or number of community garden beds built. Instead, the National Research Center 

recommended measuring shifts in food-related attitudes, behaviours, or knowledge over time. 

Although the author recognized that it could be costly to evaluate outcomes over outputs, the 

National Research Center affirmed that outcomes are more demonstrative of an organization’s 

accountability to their initiatives’ goals. Furthermore, the author contended that through a focus 

on what is working and how well and the improvements needed, initiatives would become more 

effective (National Research Center, 2004, pp. 29–35). Overall, this handbook’s clear articulation 

of an evaluation practice for community food initiatives breaks down the steps required of a 
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formal evaluation within a food context. Although, despite it lacking a food systems lens, the 

National Research Center’s attention to outcomes instead of outputs showcased how evaluation 

can unearth the less tangible impacts of the work conducted by community food organizations.   

 Second, in 2009, the Centre for Whole Communities published Whole Measures for 

Community Food Systems: Values-Based Planning and Evaluation. Described as “a values-

based, community-oriented tool for evaluation, planning, and dialogue geared toward 

organizational and community change,” this framework was written to support community food 

organizations to evaluate the interconnected, big picture impacts their communities and food 

systems experience because of their outputs and outcomes (Centre for Whole Communities, 

2009, p. 7). The guide’s author introduced users to a values-based framework that consisted of 

“six fields of practices that reflect a vision for whole communities seen through the lens of 

community food system development” (p. 8). The fields include: (a) justice and fairness; (b) 

strong communities; (c) vibrant farms; (d) healthy people; (e) sustainable ecosystems; and (f) 

thriving local economies (p. 8). Users are also presented with an outline of an evaluation process 

that consisted of forming the evaluation team, ensuring all stakeholders are familiar with the six 

fields of practice and the evaluation framework, selecting the intended outcomes, completing the 

evaluation, engaging in dialogue, and reporting and sharing the results. Paramount to this outline 

was an overview of the Whole Measures evaluation framework that consisted of a self-scoring 

rubric that guided an evaluation team to score their outputs and outcomes on a five-point Likert 

scale (from negative impact to highest impact) and to rank the success of their initiative relative 

to its’ outcomes defined under each of the six fields of practice (Centre for Whole Communities, 

2009, pp. 7–12).  

 Overall, although this framework exemplified how community food organizations could 

start to evaluate their intangible impacts, it possessed several limitations that reduced its 
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applicability to this project. First, it focused on agrarian production systems over the various 

means of food provisioning relevant to this study and contemporary food systems. Second, 

though reflective of the goals of a healthy food system, the six fields of practice did not speak to 

several of the systematic challenges present within a food system, including food and income 

insecurity, or a lack of infrastructure or market opportunities for local food producers. In practice, 

this is of concern as these limitations would direct the types of outcomes and data to emerge from 

the whole measures process, data that might overlook or overshadow important food systems 

elements. Third, the guide did not specify how the outcomes would capture the interconnected 

domains that make for a healthy food system—domains, as discussed in Section 1 of this 

literature review, required to understand the diverse modes by which individuals, households, and 

communities experience food. Fourth, while easy to administer, the self-scoring rubric did not 

lend the element of credibility, as the recommendation to self-score perceived impacts appeared 

subjective and, potentially, self-serving.  

 A third evaluation toolkit relevant to this study, published by the Public Health Agency of 

Canada, is entitled, Evaluating Outcomes of Community Food Actions: A Guide (2012). Designed 

to support program evaluation for community food actions (CFAs), this how-to guide walked 

users through a four-step, participatory evaluation cycle that included: (a) outlining what the 

project is trying to achieve; (b) “gaining participation and asking evaluation questions”; (c) 

“gathering evidence about outcomes”; and (d) “analysis, communication, and use” (Public Health 

Agency of Canada, 2012, p. 6). More specifically, it reviewed the foundational elements of 

evaluation design, reporting, and action, offering step-by-step instructions to direct users to 

identify their activities and outcomes (e.g., short, intermediate, and long-term), design a logic 

model, and draft an evaluation matrix. Premised on the idea that there is no one correct definition 

of food security, organizations that apply this guide will develop evaluations specific to their 
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initiatives’ unique goals. As the author advocated, “There is no such thing as a standard list of 

specific food security indicators and tools that can be used across any given CFA” (2012, p. 35). 

Instead, the guide recommended that CFAs conduct collaborative evaluations by first defining 

relevant and achievable project-specific indicators. Instead, as suggested by the Public Health 

Agency of Canada: 

 The most promising indicators and tools depend on the specific outcome that is being 

 examined as well as the nature of the CFA. To give a quick and obvious example, 

 household income is often a pretty good indicator of the extent to which an individual or 

 family is food secure, even though it is indirect. However, most CFAs do not attempt to 

 change income, so very little information about the influence of your CFA is gained by 

 measuring it. The lesson is to select indicators that will be sensitive to change as [a] 

 consequence of your CFA. (2012, p. 35) 

Guided by principles of participatory evaluation (see Cousins & Chouinard, 2012), this 

guide is for organizations intent to collaboratively develop and identify tangible policy and social 

recommendations for CFAs—with the added advantage that the framework contextualized 

Canadian experiences of food security, including the foodways and food security experiences of 

Indigenous communities, and identified systems-related outcomes of CFA’s relevant to this study 

(i.e., policy directives that affect how a food system operates) (Public Health Agency of Canada, 

2012, pp. 62–70). Yet, for this research project, the emphasis on food security alone proved to be 

a limiting factor because it excluded meaningful conversations of justice, the right to food, food 

sovereignty, or Indigenous food sovereignty. Further, the guide’s recommendation to only select 

indicators sensitive to the change that initiatives seek to bring about raised questions over the 

types of data this evaluation would generate. Though evaluation indicators need to align with an 

initiative’s intended outputs, outcomes, and/or impacts, this research team desired an evaluation 
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framework capable of also revealing the unanticipated impacts and limitations (i.e., critiques) of 

community food initiatives. 

Fourth, in 2015, the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs published 

Evaluating Community Food Hubs: A Practical Guide, a document designed to support 

community food hubs to evaluate the impacts of their regional food aggregation and distribution 

work (Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs, 2015, p. 1). In contrast to the 

Public Health Agency of Canada’s 2012 publication, this guide challenged users to integrate 

evaluation into the program planning process, apply Utilization-Focused Evaluation (U-FE) (see 

Patton, 2012), and review sample theories of change specific to the needs and activities of 

community food hubs. The goal of this guide was to instill organizational readiness for 

evaluation. Whether that be preparing for stakeholder engagement, data collection, analysis, 

reporting, or ensuring an organizational mindset primed to put action behind recommendations 

and conclusions (Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs, 2015, pp. 1–9), the 

author emphasized the importance of understanding the fundamentals of evaluation and putting 

into place the necessary steps to prepare food hubs and their stakeholders to evaluate. 

Interestingly, the guide briefly outlined the idea of evaluating the systems changes that many 

food hubs aspire to fulfil. However, contrary to the goals of this project, they noted that 

community food hubs: 

May have a big picture vision that includes increasing food system sustainability and 

 contributing to the development of more vibrant, resilient communities. These kinds of 

 targets are not only difficult to achieve, but it can be almost impossible to prove that your 

 work is directly responsible for progress towards them. (Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, 

 Food and Rural Affairs, 2015, p. 19)  
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Technically, this perspective is correct as correlating systems change to the work of one 

organization is an unrealistic objective. Still, the CBR Team and I questioned this outlook to ask 

how evaluation can support community food initiatives to understand better where and how their 

work intersects or, hopefully, impacts within the food system.   

Summary. In addition to calling for more research in this field, the highlights that 

emerged from this review of community food initiative evaluations identified several critical 

insights. First, the literature indicated that future studies in this field might be best suited to 

collaborative partnerships between academic and community partners. Such collaborations would 

allow for the sharing of evaluation expertise, knowledge, and resources (Barbour et al., 2016, p. 

128; Barton et al., 2011, p. 593), and tailoring of evaluation processes to each initiative and the 

population or system they propose to impact (Public Health Agency of Canada, 2012, p. 35). 

Second, the literature encouraged evaluators of community food initiatives to look beyond 

necessary measures of food accessibility and, where possible, investigate the broad arenas of food 

acceptability, adequacy, agency, and availability. As such, evaluations would need to frame food 

systems beyond agrarian terms, be sensitive to the terminology used, and reflect the diverse and 

intersectional root causes of food insecurity. Third, the literature identified that lengthy and 

complex evaluations could prove too challenging, financially taxing, and time-consuming for 

community food organizations to conduct independently. As revealed in this study’s findings (see 

Chapter 5), community food organizations are asked to evaluate their impacts more broadly. 

However, the costs associated with such evaluations can be beyond their means. This situation, as 

the CBR Team and I feared, would reinforce existing ad hoc evaluation practices. Fourth, a 

portion of the literature called for more standardized evaluation methods (Barton et al., 2011, p. 

593; Christensen et al., 2018, p. 2; Wolnik et al., 2018, p. 2). Yet, the creation of standardized 

evaluation methods appears to conflict with the trajectory and goals of both food studies and food 
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movements in Canada. Since standardized methods risk users filtering the impacts of community 

food initiatives through prescriptive lenses, such as dominant food security or food systems 

norms, the future success of food studies and food movements rests upon the ability of food 

systems actors, including community food initiatives, to apply a broader scope. To the CBR 

Team and I, this suggested that future evaluations would benefit from an open or a customizable 

approach where users can adapt evaluations to best suit their audience and the initiative’s 

intended participants, community, or food systems, and intended impacts. 

Conclusion 

 This literature review outlined a foundational understanding of the environment 

community food initiatives operate, their limitations and critiques as food systems stakeholders, 

and how academic, community-based, and government actors have begun to unravel the impacts 

of their work through measures, assessments, and evaluation. Section 1, Discourse, 

acknowledged the importance of diverse food systems terms and definitions in describing the 

scope of work of community food organizations and the evaluation of their initiatives. Section 2, 

Critiques, demonstrated the importance of evaluation to determine if initiatives are in line with 

their anticipated food-based goals and whether they do contribute to food justice, food literacy, 

food security, food sovereignty, Indigenous food sovereignty, the right to food, and/or resilient 

and just local food systems. Finally, Section 3 offered examples of how community food 

initiatives have approached evaluation and where a systems lens complements such practices. 

Accumulatively, these three sections, derived from academic and community-based literature, 

offered valuable insight throughout the project. Specifically, the literature highlighted challenges 

our research team would face in developing a food-focused evaluation framework, proved 

instrumental in contextualizing this study’s findings and the design of this study’s resulting 

evaluation framework (see Chapters 5 and 6), and indicated where food studies literature on the 
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topic of evaluation needs to move. Finally, beyond suggesting the need for additional research 

collaborations, the literature called for ongoing practical evaluation endeavours that will inform 

how community food initiative evaluations can conveniently acknowledge the interconnected 

domains of food while simultaneously framing the gaps in service the literature critiques 

(Goodall & Etmanski, 2017, pp. 143–148). Thus, future food studies and food movement work 

will require practitioners and scholars to actively deconstruct barriers to the food movement 

through critical dialogue, reflection, and action that, in some cases, will be supported through 

evaluation.
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

Prior to selecting a research methodology, I commenced this study with the development 

of the research collaboration. As this project sought to generate an applied solution to CGC’s 

evaluation concerns, I entered RRU’s doctoral program knowing that CGC would directly 

participate in the research process, and we would routinely consult with the CFSC to ground this 

study in the knowledge held within our community of practice. However, it was not until we 

commenced planning that I learned of CGC’s desire for NFS to join the research collaboration (J. 

Stafford, personal communication, February 8, 2017). From CGC’s perspective, a second 

research partner would allow for greater discussion and our team to test the evaluation framework 

within two like organizations. Enthused by their proposal, I met with NFS’s staff and Executive 

Director to discuss their organization’s interest in the project. Through this conversation, NFS 

revealed that they also faced evaluation barriers like CGC and that its staff, too, were looking for 

a new approach to evaluating the impacts of their community food initiatives (J. Cody, personal 

communication, September 18, 2017). At the conclusion of our conversation, NFS agreed to 

participate in this project as a research partner and, in the fall of 2017, CGC, NFS, and I began 

meeting monthly to discuss each organization’s evaluation needs and research expectations.  

From these early conversations, we identified eight interconnected requirements that 

informed our methodological selection. These requirements included:  

(a) the interdisciplinary trajectory of food studies and food systems research in Canada 

 (Koç, Bancerz, & Speakman, 2017, pp. 3–6); (b) the growing body of literature calling for 

 greater community-university research collaborations in the area of food systems and 

 evaluation (Barbour et al., 2016, p. 128; Barton et al., 2011, p. 593); (c) the inter/trans-

 disciplinary focus of RRU’s DSocSci program (RRU, 2014, pp. 3–4); (d) my axiological 

 and epistemological perspectives which favoured applied, inter/trans-disciplinary research 
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 that fosters relationship-building, reciprocity, an equitable sharing of power; (e) the 

 expectations and boundaries of doctoral-level research; (f) the collaborative nature of this 

 study; (g) CGC and NFS’s need for flexible participation levels; and (h) CGC and NFS’s 

 desire for action-oriented results. (Daether, 2021, p. 5)  

Thus, in searching for a methodology capable of meeting these requirements, I undertook a 

review of participatory research methodologies within the social sciences. With CGC and NFS’s 

consent, I assessed the application, goals, histories, limitations, and merits of action research 

(AR), participatory research (PR), and community-based research (CBR) in relation to this 

study’s methodological needs and our collective and individual research goals. Accordingly, 

Chapter 3 opens with an overview of the methodological review that led to the selection of CBR 

and an explanation of how the research team implemented this methodology to inform the 

development of a food-focused evaluation framework for CGC and NFS. Next, this chapter 

outlines how this community-based study was designed, including the methods of data collection 

employed, the study’s conduct and analysis procedures, and an overview of the inductive 

thematic analysis plan. Finally, Chapter 3 concludes with an acknowledgment of the study’s 

ethical and validity considerations, as well as its limitations. In total, this methodological review 

demonstrates how the intent of the CBR methodology was woven throughout the various stages 

of this project and specifies the constraints and opportunities I faced in fully integrating CBR into 

a doctoral-level research project.  

Participatory and Collaborative Research: A Methodological Review 

Action research. Lewin founded AR in the 1940s (Dickens & Watkins, 1999, p. 127) as 

a means for social science researchers to “improve intergroup relations” between and within 

minority and majority populations in the post-World War II era (Lewin, 1946, p. 36). Through 

their writing, Lewin countered positivist approaches to scientific research and knowledge 
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generation by suggesting that the social sciences could bridge theory-building with research into 

real-world issues. In brief, Lewin described a scientific process for democratizing research, 

whereby participants are engaged not as subjects but as active stakeholders in a collaborative 

endeavour of action and research. By positioning research participants as partners, Lewin’s work, 

in part, inspired a family of participatory and collaborative research methodologies linked to the 

epistemological perspective he first espoused (Dickens & Watkins, 1999, p. 128). 

 Since its establishment, AR has found relevance within a diversity of health, natural, and 

social science fields and evolved through the influence and works of Freire (critical pedagogy), 

Hall (adult educator and leader in the field of PR) (Wicks, Reason, & Bradbury, 2008, p. 8), and 

the philosophical perspectives of a plethora of AR practitioners and scholars (Coghlan & 

Brannick, 2014, pp. 49–50). As a result of its broad foundation, AR lacks a unifying definition, a 

trait that is an asset to the methodology’s exploratory nature (Altrichter, Kemmis, McTaggart, & 

Zuber-Skerritt, 2002, p. 130) and potential liability for those new to AR. For this research team, 

in acquainting ourselves with the methodology’s scope, AR was perceived as a democratic 

process whereby researchers and organizational members work collaboratively to put “research in 

action” (Coghlan & Brannick, 2014, p. 6) to, as written by Shani and Pasmore (2010), “solve real 

organizational problems” (p. 259). 

 In application, AR is less prescriptive than other social science research fields, such as 

ethnography, where data collection methods are more concretely defined. Instead, researchers 

enact the process of AR through the Action Research Cycle (AR Cycle), an iterative, cyclical 

process designed to make “action more effective” (Coghlan & Brannick, 2014, p. 6). This 

process, akin to AR definitions, is not uniformly described within the literature (Coghlan & 

Brannick, 2014, p. 9), leaving it open to various interpretations. For example, Lewin (1946) 

described the AR Cycle as “a spiral of steps each of which is composed of a circle of planning, 
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action, and fact-finding about the result of the action” (p. 38). Further, as demonstrated by Figure 

4, Coghlan and Brannick (2014) described an AR Cycle as consisting of constructing, planning 

action, taking action, and evaluating action phases, of which a pre-step phase precedes to define 

the research context and purpose (p. 9).  

 

Lastly, Kemmis, McTaggart, and Nixon (2014), in an explanation of Critical Participatory 

Action Research, a branch of AR, offered a spiral of planning, action, observation, and reflection 

that, as they cautioned, is often messier in application than in theory (pp. 18–19). Yet, 

irrespective of interpretations, the AR Cycle is intended to structure a process of research and 

action that will lead to change within an organization and contribute to theory. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Action Research Cycle  

 

 
Figure 4. Action research cycle. Adapted from “Doing Action Research in Your Own 
Organization” (4th ed.), by D. Coghlan & T. Brannick, 2014, p. 9. Copyright 2014 by SAGE. 
Reprinted with permission. 
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  Figure 5. Action Research Spiral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  Figure 5. Action research spiral. From “The Action Research Planner: Doing Critical                    
  Participatory Action Research,” by S. Kemmis, R. McTaggart, & R. Nixon, 2014, p. 19.  
  Copyright 2014 by Springer. Reprinted with permission. 

 

For this study, the appeal of AR resided in its resolve to situate research within the 

organizational experience and to generate both knowledge and action—qualities that met my 

axiological and epistemological interests as well as CGC and NFS’s applied needs. Still, despite 

AR’s alignment with some of this research project’s methodological requirements, many  

structural limitations impeded our selection of this methodology. First, AR asks for the full  

participation of partner organizations (Coghlan & Brannick, 2014, p. 6). Although a coherent 

approach, the CBR Team and I were concerned that this level of commitment would be a barrier 

to their involvement in the project. Instead, this study required a methodology that would allow 

both organizations to independently define their engagement level as the project unfolded, 

recognizing that their commitment over a four-year research lifecycle (2017–2021) would be 

more successful if we built flexibility into how we defined participation. Second, due to this 
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study’s engagement with two distinct organizations, concerns arose regarding the size and 

complexity of the project’s scope. As we failed to find literature demonstrative of how AR could 

produce an evaluation framework for two separate organizations, we were hesitant to apply this 

methodology. Third, and perhaps most importantly, this study’s research objective sought to 

solve an internal operational problem CGC and NFS faced by looking outwards for data, 

examples, and direction. Accordingly, CGC and NFS aspired to co-lead a research project to 

collect data from their broader, external operational landscape and did not express an interest to 

collect data from within their organizations. This outward focus, from our understanding, proved 

a misalignment between AR and our research intention. However, regardless of our decision not 

to select AR, its epistemological foundation and AR Cycle greatly influenced how we 

implemented the study’s methodology and how I conducted myself as a student throughout the 

project. 

Participatory research. Unlike AR, PR was founded in the majority world, having 

emerged within Tanzania and South America during the 1970s (Hall, 2005, p. 2; Selener, 1997, 

p. 8). In Tanzania, Hall, a research fellow working at the Institute of Adult Education of the 

University of Dar es Salaam, was challenged by the limitations of “orthodox” research methods, 

such as surveys, to accurately convey social realities (Hall, 1975, p. 24). For Hall, the survey 

method relied on question techniques that forced answers, generated oversimplified results, failed 

to engage the social experiences of participants, and lacked a connection to the action orientation 

and principles of adult education that centred the needs and learning realities of adults (Hall, 

1975, pp. 25–27). Accordingly, as Hall sought alternative research approaches and other scholars 

and practitioners similarly engaged, they wrote about this struggle and published, in 1975, an 

emergent list of “Principles of Participatory Research.” These Principles emphasized that 

research is value-laden and that it needs to: (a) benefit those involved or affected; (b) engage 
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stakeholders throughout the entire project’s lifecycle; (c) provide space for those involved or 

affected to co-lead the research; (d) exist as part of a community’s larger planning or education 

practices; (e) serve as a “dialectic process” that operates over longer arcs of time; and (f) should 

liberate marginalized or vulnerable peoples (Hall, 1975, pp. 28–30). At the time of this 

publication, Hall’s principles strongly conflicted with scientific research norms that valued 

objectivity and experimental research design, and it would take decades of perseverance before 

the academy would begin to acknowledge the merits and validity of PR (Hall, 1992, p. 25; Hall, 

2005, pp. 18–20). 

Within this timeframe, parallel to the work of scholars and practitioners in Tanzania, 

Borda, a Colombian sociologist, among several others in South America engaged as scholar-

activists, utilized a PR approach (Borda initially described the methodology as AR and is cited by 

Hall as the first to use “participatory action research” [Hall, 2005, p. 11]) within political and 

liberation movements (Hall, 2005, p. 10). Borda and their colleagues were inspired to address the 

chasm between the scientific community and practical fields to bring about research that 

possessed a “moral conscious” (Borda, 2001, p. 29). Fortuitously, in 1977, Hall and Borda’s 

work converged at a global AR conference in Colombia where they solidified an intention to 

jointly establish the International Participatory Research Network, an egalitarian network of 

regionally associated, yet autonomous, practitioners of PR within Africa, Asia, Europe, Latin 

America, and North America who sought to generate emancipatory social change through 

research (Hall, 2005, pp. 11–12). Over decades, network members evolved PR in their countries 

of work, resulting in the methodology finding relevance within a diversity of academic 

disciplines and applied fields. From its roots within education, international development, and 

politics, into the fields of nursing (Kelly, 2005), feminist and LGBTQ2+ studies (Singh, 

Richmond, & Burnes, 2013), and Indigenous research (Datta et al., 2015), the many foci and 
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research landscapes inherently shaped and evolved PR—a reality described by Borda (2006) as 

“praxis in the field” (p. 31).  

As a result of its iterative development and PR’s emphasis that “knowledge is constructed 

socially” (Hall, 1992, p. 20), it too lacks a unifying definition. This situation offers researchers 

and practitioners an opportunity to innovate and explore the potentials of the methodology. As 

Hall wrote, “there are no methodological orthodoxies, no cookbook approach to follow” (Hall, 

1992, p. 20). Simultaneously, this presents a challenge. Due to the array of definitions ascribed to 

PR, understandings or interpretations can overlap or become confused with other methodologies, 

including participatory action research (PAR) (Balakrishnan & Claiborne, 2017, p. 198). Despite 

this propensity for confusion, PR brings knowledge and solutions to issues of social relevance. 

By centring those who would be most affected by the results as stewards of research, PR’s key 

outcomes include the empowerment and/or liberation of participants and society through 

meaningful research collaborations. Ultimately, PR offers a pathway to dismantle systems of 

power that privilege academic institutions and trained researchers above the public sphere and 

experimental learning and knowledge generation. 

In practical terms, PR does not require the use of specific research methods, and, like AR, 

it is open to the use of a spectrum of qualitative, quantitative, and mixed-method approaches. 

Instead, the process of enacting this methodology differs between fields of inquiry, participant 

needs, and practitioners. For example, since Hall’s early writings on PR, numerous scholars have 

outlined distinct principles or tenets to PR (as well as PAR) (see McTaggart, 1991; Selener, 

1997; Stringer, 2007; White, Suchowierska, & Campbell, 2004), with some scholars even 

drawing attention to the use of a cyclical process (similar to the AR Cycle) that maps the steps of 

a PR (and PAR) study. For example, Seymour-Rolls and Hughes outlined four moments of PAR, 

including reflecting, planning, acting, and observing (as cited in Olshansky et al., 2005, p. 122), 
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and Kelly (2005) prescribed a four-stage process of initial steps (e.g., engaging community 

partners and establishing the research relationships, and obtaining ethical approval), planning, 

acting, and reviewing (pp. 67–71). These distinctions, accordingly, instructed the CBR Team and 

me that PR and its numerous branches (e.g., PAR, CBR, and community-based participatory 

research [CBPR]) are collaborative approaches to research used to facilitate an equitable 

engagement of all participants or stakeholders throughout the entire process (Breckwich Vásquez 

et al., 2007, p. 342). Thus, the appeal of PR to this study was its internal and external focus. 

Unlike AR, PR research can engage beyond the organization, broadening a study’s scope and 

allowing for engagement across sectors and between larger stakeholder groups. 

Nevertheless, despite PR’s merits, two barriers pertinent to this methodology’s 

implementation prevented its application within this study. First, the partner organizations did not 

expressly come to this project from a place of oppression. While their work, in part, serves and at 

times advocates on behalf of those with lived experience, including individuals and households 

who identify as food insecure, we did not initially see this study’s research question as 

emancipatory. Further, neither CGC nor NFS articulated a desire to be engaged through an 

empowerment lens. Although aspects of this study critically addressed the uneven power 

relationships that community food organizations can perpetuate (see Chapter 2), we feared that 

the methodology’s liberating element would overshadow the project’s objectives. Second, akin to 

AR, concerns arose over PR’s definition of participation (for CGC and NFS). Within the 

literature, PR theorists and practitioners have written extensively and passionately about what 

defines participation. For Selener (1997), PR requires full engagement, from the definition of 

research needs to the mobilization of the results (p. 12). However, as previously identified, CGC 

and NFS’s engagement in this project depended upon our ability to augment their participation 

levels as the project unfolded. In line with Greenwood, Whyte, and Harkavy’s (1993) perspective 
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of participation in PAR studies, “To view participation as something that can be imposed is both 

naïve and morally suspect” (p. 175), it appeared unrealistic to enforce equal or prescriptive levels 

of participation upon the CBR Team members. Thus, due to these limitations, we did not select 

the PR methodology. Nevertheless, the process of exploring PR informed how we undertook the 

review of CBR. Beyond challenging the research team to explore CBR’s participatory demands, 

the PR review demonstrated the adaptability of participatory and collaborative research 

methodologies, suggesting how our research team could adopt and contribute to CBR instead of 

conforming to how other research teams described or previously implemented the methodology. 

Community-based research. Rooted in the tenets of action and participatory research7 

and applying a “constructivist and critical theoretical perspectives that address some of the 

criticisms of positivist science” (Israel, Schulz, Parker, & Becker, 1998, p. 176), CBR’s 

epistemological foundation “draws from traditions ranging from popular education (e.g., Freire, 

1970; Horton, 1989), to participatory research (PR) (e.g., Hall, 2005; 2001; Tandon, 2002), and 

to action research (AR) (e.g., Lewin, 1948; Reason & Bradbury, 2001; Stringer, 1996)” 

(Etmanski, Dawson, & Hall, 2014, p. 6), as well as feminist-AR/PR (e.g., Frisby, Maguire, & 

Reid, 2009; Maguire, 1987), Indigenous research (e.g., Smith, 2008), and youth-PAR (e.g., 

Cammarota & Fine, 2008), CBR is informed by a rich milieu of methodological backgrounds that 

counter positivist perspectives of knowledge creation. At times referred to as community-campus 

engagement (Andrée et al., 2014, p. 29), community-engaged scholarship (Warren, Calderón, 

Kupscznk, Squires, & Su, 2018, p. 445), or community-involved research (Israel et al., 1998, p. 

 
7 Within the literature and practice, there exists an epistemological debate around CBR’s relationship to the 

broader body of action-oriented and participatory research approaches (Etmanski, Hall, & Dawson, 2014). For some, 

CBR is an umbrella methodology for AR and PR. For others, AR is the umbrella methodology that houses other 

modes of action-oriented and participatory research (Reason & Bradbury, 2008). For this study, while both 

epistemological perspectives are acknowledged, CBR was recognized as having drawn influence from AR and PR, 

both in terms of its philosophical origins and practical applications. 
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177), descriptions of CBR do not offer clear or concise definitions, a circumstance, in part, due to 

the emergent and evolving state of the methodology’s tenets. Conversely, within the literature, 

contributors recognize CBR as a collaborative orientation to research designed to transcend the 

academic environment. CBR scholars posit that, as a methodology, it demands a re-

conceptualization of traditional research hierarchies to allow for the sharing of power amongst all 

stakeholders, particularly individuals and communities historically marginalized by research 

and/or who stand to be affected by research outcomes. In practice, CBR studies uphold the 

expertise of community partners and recognize the validity of the knowledge they hold (Israel et 

al., 1998, pp. 178–179; Ochocka & Janzen, 2014, pp. 19–21; Worthington, Ibáñez-Carrasco, 

Rourke, & Bacon, 2014, p. 188). As emphasized by Hall (2014), “Community-based research 

allows, no, requires us to remain open to choosing ways of doing research that draw on ways of 

knowing / doing / being / perceiving that those communities and those people who we are 

supporting and working with value and respect” (p. 162). For practitioners of CBR, Hall’s words 

stand as a reminder that social science research is not an isolated endeavour without impact and 

that scholastic efforts need not be limited to academic institutions.  

 In articulating these goals, some scholars and practitioners of CBR have put forth 

principles or tenets to help guide CBR studies. For example, Israel et al. (1998), within a health 

context, identified eight principles of CBR, including: (a) “recognizes community as a unit of 

identity”; (b) “builds on strengths and resources within the community”; (c) “facilitates 

collaborative partnerships in all phases of the research”; (d) “integrates knowledge and action for 

the mutual benefit of all partners”; (e) “promotes a co-learning and empowering process that 

attends to social inequalities”; (f) “involves a cyclical and iterative process”; (g) “addresses 

health from both positive and ecological perspectives”; and (h) “disseminates findings and 

knowledge gained to all parties” (pp. 178–180). In addition, Ochocka and Janzen (2014) outlined 
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a CBR typology to assist users in designing and conducting CBR studies (pp. 19–21). Founded in 

the expertise of the Centre for Community-Based Research in Canada, the authors described 

three CBR “hallmarks, or guiding principles,” (p. 19) (e.g., “community relevance, equitable 

participation, and action and change”) (p. 21) and three “functions of research” (e.g., “knowledge 

production, knowledge mobilisation, and community mobilisation”) (p. 20). They also identified 

four “phases of research,” consisting of: “(1) laying the foundations; (2) research planning; (3) 

information gathering and analysis; and (4) acting on findings” that translate the theoretical 

principles of CBR into actionable steps and priorities (Ochocka & Janzen, 2014, pp. 20–21).  

 From an applied perspective, CBR researchers can apply a wide array of qualitative, 

quantitative, and mixed-methods approaches (Worthington, Ibáñez-Carrasco, Rourke, & Bacon, 

2014, p. 188). Evident by the growing body of literature on CBR within community-based 

mapping (see Corbett & Lydon, 2014), health studies (see Israel et al., 1998), Indigenous-centred 

research (see Corntassel & Gaudry, 2014), and municipal policy development (see Hayhurst, 

Dietrich-O’connor, Hazen, & Landman, 2013), CBR’s broad scope leaves it amenable to a 

diversity of research designs best “determined by the purpose of the study, how the information is 

to be used, the context and setting, the theoretical perspectives—including ‘local’ theory, the 

applicability of measurement tools, and the input of community participants” (Israel et al., 1998, 

pp. 176–177). As demonstrated by the use of CBR (and its methodological branches including 

CBPR) in food studies and food systems research in Canada (Andrée et al., 2014, pp. 27–29), 

academics, community stakeholders, and research bodies continue to adopt and evolve CBR as it 

is applied to address critical food issues within this country. For example, the City of Guelph, the 

Guelph-Wellington Food Roundtable, and researchers from the University of Guelph’s Institute 

for Community Engaged Scholarship embarked on a CBR project in 2011 to design and 

implement a healthy eating and sustainable food production policy within the City’s Official Plan 
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(Hayhurst et al., 2013, p. 606). The study, which applied CBR to increase public participation in 

developing food plans and policies, consisted of qualitative data collection methods such as a 

review of the City of Guelph’s official community plan and stakeholder engagement. 

Additionally, in Vancouver, a six-year (2010-2016) collaborative study of the 

Think&EatGreen@School project applied community-based action research (a branch of CBR) 

and community-engaged scholarship to “[implement] diverse programmatic and monitoring 

activities to provide students and teachers with hands-on food cycle education, in order to influence 

policy, and to encourage university students to engage actively with the food system” (Rojas, Black, 

Orrego, Chapman, & Valley, 2017, p. 26). Facilitated by a team of academic, community, health, 

and public-school members, this study followed a cyclical process of “planning, acting, 

observing and reflecting” that supported those engaged to “learn from each other, agree on 

possible actions, access their impacts, then document lessons learned, creating a ‘spiral’ of 

learning” (p. 29). These two examples demonstrated the varied community settings CBR (and its 

branches) might be applied, the spectrum of data collection methods available to a CBR project, 

and how this methodology is amenable to adopting tenets from other frameworks (such as a 

modified AR Cycle). 

 For this study, CBR offered an epistemological framework and process congruent to our 

eight methodological requirements, including CGC and NFS’s need for a flexible definition of 

participation and interest in action-oriented results. Still, despite the principles and hallmarks of 

CBR outlined in the literature, we were concerned by the methodology’s perceived lack of 

structure and felt unclear regarding how CBR would shape our research relationship and our 

conduct in this study. As a doctoral student new to the application of participatory research 

methodologies, I was concerned that my inexperience would result in unreliable findings and 

recommendations. Consequently, the CBR Team and I agreed upon two solutions. First, in 
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selecting CBR, we would apply the AR Cycle of planning, acting, observing, and reflecting as 

articulated by Kemmis, McTaggart, and Nixon (2014, p. 18) as part of our methodology. This 

decision instilled a process where we routinely assessed our actions along each stage of the 

project and carefully planned the next steps. Second, we agreed to formalize the relationship 

between CGC, NFS, and me through an MOU. This document defined our research team’s 

working norms relevant to communication, document and resource sharing, inducements, 

meeting schedules, project scope, and responsibilities, as well as policies and procedures 

pertaining to anonymity and information use, confidentiality, conflicts of interest, conflict 

resolution, disclosure and retention of information, intellectual property, knowledge mobilization, 

possible negative effects, the right to withdraw, and our shared accountabilities to research ethics. 

While labour intensive to produce, the drafting of the MOU required our team to discuss the 

minutia of our collaboration and define how we would operationalize CBR within the context of 

a doctoral study. As a result, the MOU served as a reference point to steer decision-making 

protocols and hold accountable each member to our individual and organizational 

responsibilities.  

Data Collection Methods 

 As per our methodology, the CBR Team and I worked from January 1, 2018, to May 15, 

2018, to develop the research plan and timeline, draft the ethics applications for RRU’s Research 

Ethics Board (approved on April 16, 2018) and Island Health’s Health Research Ethics Board 

(approved on June 18, 2018), and finalize the research methods. Due to the large scope of our 

study, we divided data collection into two phases. The first phase of data collection (June 1, 

2018–December 31, 2018) consisted of semi-structured interviews, a qualitative document 

analysis, an online survey, an analysis of food systems definitions, and the collection of field 

notes. However, due to a low survey response rate (the survey launched at the onset of summer, a 
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time known to be busy for community food initiatives), the survey data were excluded from this 

study and replaced by the analysis of online food definitions. Therefore, within this dissertation, I 

omitted the details of the survey’s conduct and analysis. Yet, for posterity, the survey procedures 

and documentation are included in Appendices 4, 5, and 6. As a result, I analyzed the interview, 

document, and definition data sets to provide answers to this study’s primary research question 

and two sub-research questions and relied upon the field notes to reflect and critically examine 

the research process, data sets, and analysis procedures. Ultimately, the CBR Team and I used 

these processes to guide the development of a food-focused evaluation framework for CGC and 

NFS.  

 The second phase (scheduled for January 1, 2019–September 30, 2019) consisted of 

testing the evaluation framework. Unfortunately, due to conflicting schedules and a lack of 

funding in 2019, and the emergence of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, the second phase of 

data collection was not achieved within my doctoral program’s timeframe. Hence, the following 

section addresses the data collection methods and analysis relevant to phase one of our data 

collection. 

Semi-structured interviews. The CBR Team and I conducted semi-structured interviews 

with leaders of community food organizations from Vancouver Island and Coast to understand 

each organization’s experience in evaluating their community food initiatives’ impacts. The 

research team selected this interview approach over structured or unstructured interviews for 

three reasons. First, the research project’s exploratory nature demanded an interview method to 

elicit in-depth descriptions above concise, quantifiable responses. Although semi-structured 

interviews follow a pre-defined list of questions, the CBR Team and I preferred this approach as 

it allowed the interviewer and interviewee to explore additional questions and themes as they 

emerged (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006, p. 315). Second, both Cody, of NFS, and I 
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conducted the interviews. Given that, as described by Devotta et al. (2016), “Interviewers will 

develop their personal style which includes situated personal judgement when positing questions” 

(p. 669), we required an approach adaptive to our unique interview styles, and that would lend 

credibility to our approach. Third, NFS saw the interviews as an opportunity to build 

relationships with the participating individuals and organizations—relationships that would grow 

beyond this study’s scope. Accordingly, our selection of the semi-structured interview method 

supported our intention to stimulate dialogue, trust, and, where appropriate, comradery through  

the interview processes. 

Qualitative document analysis. I conducted an analytically filtered qualitative document 

analysis of academic journals, community-based reports, and government publications (see 

Appendix 3 for a list of the documents reviewed) that detailed the evaluation of community food 

initiatives. The goal of this method of data collection was to identify evaluation approaches and 

indicators other organizations and governing bodies in North America used previously to 

evaluate community food initiatives. Document analysis, as outlined by Gibson and Brown 

(2009), is a “process of using documents as a means of social investigation and involves 

exploring the records that individuals and organizations produce” (Chapter 5, p. 3). Unlike 

quantitative document analysis, a method associated with the generation of “frequencies and 

statistically inferred relationships” (Altheide, Coyle, DeVriese & Schneider, 2008, p. 128), 

qualitative document analyses elicit “discovery and description, including searching for context, 

underlying meanings, patterns, and processes” (Altheide et al., 2008, p. 128). Alternatively, as 

written by Bowen (2009), qualitative document analysis “entails finding, selecting, appraising 

(making sense of), and synthesizing data contained in documents” (p. 28). In practice, researchers 

will use an analytically focused process of qualitative document analysis to produce new data 

applicable to a research question or an analytically filtered process to select existing data 
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applicable to the research problem (Gibson & Brown, 2009, Chapter 5, p. 3). Often used in 

tandem with other research methods, document analysis has proven helpful within case study 

research and ethnography, and can support researchers to obtain contextual information, define 

further research questions, and confirm or triangulate findings. In specific contexts, researchers 

deem qualitative document analysis a quick, financially accessible, and non-intrusive data 

collection method. Nevertheless, it is prone to selection bias, dependent on data produced for 

purposes outside the research context that may or may not contain a level of organizational bias 

or inaccuracy, and confused with other distinct text-based methods of data collection (including 

content analysis) employed as part of a document analysis (Bowen, 2009, pp. 29–33; Mackieson, 

Shlonsky, & Connolly, 2019, pp. 968–969). Although of concern, the CBR Team and I felt these 

limitations were surmountable and a necessary risk considering how little was known about the 

evaluation of community food initiatives before this study. For posterity, as with any other 

research method, we established rigorous sampling protocols and analysis procedures (see 

Analysis Plan) to minimize these risks. 

Qualitative analysis of online food systems definitions. To identify evaluation 

indicators relevant to a food-focused evaluation framework, we analyzed food-based definitions 

used by community food organizations in BC. As outlined in this dissertation’s Literature 

Review, these food-based terms and their definitions often frame the goals and intended impacts 

of community food organizations. Accordingly, we elected to employ an analysis of online food 

systems definitions (henceforth termed definition analysis) under the assumption that the unique 

definitions utilized and/or written by community food organizations would help us ascertain how 

they perceived their work, proposed impacts, and intended outcomes. Initially, the research team 

hoped to collect this datum through an online qualitative survey (see Appendices 4 to 6) that 

asked staff members of community food organizations from across BC to define food security. 
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Unfortunately, due to the survey’s low participation rate, the CBR Team and I elected to re-orient 

this method of data collection and obtain the food-based definitions through a scan of the public 

websites and social media channels (e.g., Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter) of BC-based 

community food organizations. To inform this method of data collection, we drew from 

qualitative document analysis (Mackieson, Shlonsky, & Connolly, 2019, pp. 968–969) and used 

an analytically-filtered approach to collect new data relevant to answering this study’s second 

sub-research question. Although the literature lacked significant examples to support our 

adaptation of qualitative document analysis, scholars acknowledged that with the growing role of 

online sources in documenting and communicating the contemporary world, the transference of 

text-based qualitative document analysis protocols to online sources is acceptable (Gibson & 

Brown, 2011, Chapter 5, pp. 26–27). 

Field notes. Although excluded from the formal inductive thematic analysis, I used field 

notes to reflect on this project, propel the project’s AR Cycle forward, and document the research 

process from my perspective. In defining my approach to field note construction, I sourced 

protocols from ethnographic research (see Wolfinger, 2002) and geographic fieldwork (see 

Drummer, Cook, Parker, Barrett, & Hull, 2008) to inform my use of both descriptive and 

reflective field notes. In writing field notes, my intention was to, first, document the day-to-day 

experience of collaboratively developing and implementing the project’s ethics agreement, 

methodology, methods of data collection, theoretical frameworks, analysis, and reporting. 

Second, I used the field notes to observe and reflect on the project, outline preliminary ideas 

relevant to knowledge mobilization, and perpetuate the iterative AR Cycle. Third, I used field 

notes to engage this dissertation with food studies literature and discourse, including reflections 

on food studies conference proceedings that I attended, as well as recent publications in this area 

of research. This format allowed me to reflect critically on my role as a scholar-practitioner, 
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assess my experiences and biases, and examine what this study could offer the academic and 

community fields.  

Data Collection 

 This section outlines the sequence of data collection procedures. For each method, the 

sampling technique is described, including an outline of the inclusion and exclusion variables 

used to determine the sampled populations or units (where applicable) and how we tested each 

method (where applicable) and applied them in situ.  

Semi-structured interviews. We selected leaders of community food organizations from 

Vancouver Island and Coast for interviews, as we understood they had more significant grant 

writing and evaluation roles within the organizations they led. The CBR Team and I anticipated 

completing 15 to 30 semi-structured interviews, spanning 45-minutes to one hour in duration.  

Sampling method. The research team selected a non-probability, purposive expert 

sampling method (i.e., a non-randomized sample of a pre-defined group of experts) to obtain a 

reasonably homogenous sample of interviewees. We chose this sampling method as the number 

of community food organizations on Vancouver Island and Coast was not well documented 

online at the time of the study (e.g., several organizations existed as informal networks or 

neighbourhood associations, were situated in rural-remote regions, and/or were in development 

and had yet to establish a web presence or strong regional networks). Due to this emergent 

situation, it was impossible to calculate the sample size or desired response rate accurately. 

Instead, we commenced data collection with an a priori list of interviewees, intending to conduct 

at least 15 interviews. As well, mid-way through data collection, we used a theoretical sampling 

method (i.e., selecting participants based on specific attributes that are “guided by emerging 

theory”) (Draucker, Martsolf, Ross, & Rusk, 2007, p. 1137) because several interviewees 
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recommended individuals we should interview and/or shared our electronic Letter of Invitation 

with their colleagues who requested to participate in this study.  

Data collection. Before the interviews commenced, the CBR Team and I developed a 

Semi-Structured Interview Guide (see Appendix 9) that outlined the questions and the interview 

process that NFS and I would follow. Based on the peer-interviewer training model drawn by 

Devotta et al. (2016, pp. 663–666), Cody, NFS staff, and I met at NFS’s office in the spring of 

2018 for an interview training workshop. At this workshop, we reviewed the Semi-Structured 

Interview Guide, and I presented NFS with a supplementary Semi-Structured Interview Protocol 

Guide (see Appendix 10) that summarized our approach to participant recruitment, scheduling 

interviews, interview preparations and follow-up, and informed consent and confidentiality. In 

addition, we addressed various ethical scenarios that could emerge during an interview to ensure 

that we had the resources necessary to manage unexpected situations. Finally, subjects, such as 

biases and neutrality within interviews, were reviewed. With the interview procedures outlined, 

interviewee recruitment commenced on June 1, 2018, and interviews were hosted over the phone 

and/or in-person (based on the participants’ preference) between June 18, 2018, and September 

15, 2018. In total, in the role of a peer-interviewer, Cody hosted four in-person interviews within 

the Regional District of Nanaimo, and I hosted 13 interviews across the other communities of 

Vancouver Island and Coast. 

Sample size. As data collection commenced at the onset of summer, a busy season for 

community food organizations, we contacted 40 organizations from Vancouver Island and Coast, 

expecting less than half to respond to our request. In total, 22 organizations responded to our 

request, and 17 participated in an interview. At the time of the final interview, we felt we had 
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reached a satisfactory saturation point (i.e., no new themes emerged after interview 15), and 

further interview data collection ceased. 

Transcription. Cody and I recorded each interview on our password-protected 

smartphones. To avoid contravening our interview data management policies (see Appendix 7 

and 8), NFS delivered their audio files to me on a USB stick or over “AirDrop” between 

password-protected devices. Next, I transcribed the interviews using the Clean (also known as 

Edited) Verbatim transcription method, a process that excludes false starts, repetitions, slang 

words, and speech errors such as stutters from transcriptions, and records in shorthand symbols 

(see Appendix 11) significant pauses, non-verbal language (for in-person interviews only), 

interruptions, utterances, and abrupt changes in the conversation (NVivo, 2021, Clean Verbatim 

Transcription section, paras. 1–4). Finally, to maintain the dialogue’s clarity, without 

compromising the speaker’s intent or voice, I removed repetitive or excess social pauses (e.g., 

“like,” “you know,” “yeah,” “umm,” “er,” “so,” and “ahh”) that failed to add value or meaning to 

the conversation. 

Qualitative document analysis. The CBR Team and I collected evaluation guides, how-

to guides, journals, and reports from academic and community-based sources, and I analyzed 

each document to identify methods previously used to evaluate community food initiatives. We 

anticipated collecting at least 50 documents from which we would select our final sample. 

Sampling method. As our initial literature review identified few academic, community, or 

government documents related to the evaluation of community food initiatives, the CBR Team 

and I selected the documents for analysis through a non-probability, purposive sampling method. 

In identifying the sample of documents, we received contributions from CFSC members and 

interviewees who shared sample methods of evaluation from their places of work. While it was 

impossible for the CBR Team and I to collect all relevant documents through an internet search, 
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word of mouth, or chance, we collected documents until we had achieved a satisfactory saturation 

point and no new themes emerged. 

Data collection process. I initially searched for academic documents within RRU’s 

“Summon” search engine and Google Scholar, with the top thirty articles per search reviewed for 

relevance. The key search terms included:

• Community Food Assessment 

• Evaluation of Community Food 

Program/s 

• Evaluation of Community Food Project/s 

• Evaluation of Food Security 

• Food + Program Evaluation/s 

• Food Program + Evaluation/s 

• Food Assessment/s 

• Food Evaluation/s 

• Food Indicator/s 

• Food Justice + Evaluation/s 

• Food Justice + Indicator/s 

• Food Literacy + Evaluation/s 

• Food Literacy + Indicator/s 

• Food Security + Assessment/s 

• Food Security + Evaluation/s 

• Food Security + Indicator/s 

• Food Sovereignty + Evaluation/s 

• Food Sovereignty + Indicator/s 

• Food System/s + Assessment/s 

• Food System/s + Evaluation/s 

• Food System/s + Indicator/s

I assessed both peer-reviewed and non-peer-reviewed documents. Additionally, I reviewed the 

reference list enclosed within each academic document for other relevant titles (e.g., journals and 

books) and authors.  

With the CBR Team’s support, I searched for community-based documents with the 

Google search engine using the keywords listed above. I also search for community-based 

documents within online public databases, including the PHSA’s BC Food Security Gateway 

(PHSA, 2021) and Sustain Ontario’s Greenhouse of food initiative resources (Sustain Ontario, 



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

123 

2021). For each document retrieved, I reviewed the reference lists (when available) to identify 

additional authors, organizations, or publishers who have contributed to the subject. Partway 

through data collection, the CBR Team and I applied a theoretical sampling method as several 

interviewees recommended documents to review, the research team learned of other evaluation 

methods and examples through referrals from colleagues, and I attended academic conferences 

where the theme of evaluating community food initiatives emerged. 

Sample size. The preliminary sample for analysis included 45 academic and 104 

community-based documents. However, considering that this was too large a body of data to 

analyze within the project timeframe, I established inclusion criteria to determine which 

documents to incorporate into the final sample. As supported by Bowen (2009, pp. 33–36), I 

assessed the audience, completeness, fit, relevance, and validity of each document to narrow the 

final sample of documents to those that possessed (a) a clear focus on the evaluation of 

community food initiatives and (b) an explicit evaluation methodology. In total, the final sample 

for analysis included six academic and 19 community-based documents.  

Definition analysis. We first searched the websites of community food organizations in 

BC within the Google search engine with the following key phrases: (a) community food 

organizations in BC/British Columbia; (b) food organizations in BC/British Columbia; (c) food 

security organizations in BC/British Columbia; and (d) food sovereignty organizations in 

BC/British Columbia. Although these searches produced hundreds of results, this proved 

ineffective for identifying community food organizations in BC for four reasons. First, the names 

of community food organizations are often place-based and not captured with the above-noted 

search terms. Second, many community food organizations in the province of BC (during the 

time of this study) existed as informal networks or neighbourhood associations, and/or were 

emergent and had yet to establish an online presence or regional ties, making them difficult to 
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trace online. Third, the results identified several organizations that predominantly operated Stage 

1 and Stage 3 programs (see Chapter 1, Study Context and Site for a description) as opposed to 

Stage 2 (i.e., capacity-building) programs. Fourth, the results identified more regional and 

provincial networking, public health, and service organizations that possessed databases of 

community food organizations in BC, instead of the names of individual organizations that 

operated community food initiatives in the province. Alternatively, the CBR Team and I sourced 

the names of organizations that run community food initiatives in BC through publicly accessible 

online databases and food systems-mapping tools (not identified here to maintain organizational 

anonymity). As per the document analysis method, we collated the organizations’ names onto a 

spreadsheet and scanned the “About Us” sections of their websites or social media channels (for 

those that lacked a website) for food-related definitions. 

Sampling method. The research team initially selected a non-probability, purposive 

sampling method. Yet, due to the above-noted circumstance, a theoretical sampling method was 

employed later in data collection as we learned of other organizations through word of mouth and 

interviews.  

Data collection process. Data collection took place on August 13, 2018, with the support 

of two CGC summer students, Laurence Malouin and Chantal Arnold. Together, we retrieved the 

names of community food organizations operating in BC and reviewed their websites and/or 

social media channels for food-based definitions with an a priori list of food terms (i.e., codes)  

(see Appendix 2). 

Sample size. The final sample included 101 community food organizations. Of these, 27  

organizations featured at least one food-based definition on their website or social media 

channel(s). In total, we identified 45 definitions for analysis.  
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Field notes. Between April 3, 2018, and December 31, 2018, I documented the study 

design and data collection and analysis processes through detailed descriptive and reflective field 

notes. Based on Wolfinger’s (2002) process, the descriptive field notes summarized the research 

details, settings, and timelines I needed to write this dissertation (pp. 90–91). These notes were 

systematic and void of personal interpretations or thoughts on the note’s theme. Each field note 

entry was tagged with keywords for future reference and described the following: (a) the physical 

setting including the date, time, and place; (b) the social setting (for interviews only) such as a 

description of participants, their role, and how participants interacted in the research setting; (c) 

the order of events including specific facts, numbers, details of what happened during the 

research phase; and (d) the vernacular used such as specific words, phrases, summaries of 

conversations, and insider language. Next, as supported by Drummer et al.’s (2008) work on 

fieldwork diaries, I wrote reflective field notes consisting of unstructured, thick descriptions of 

the research project and my experience participating in a CBR study as a doctoral student. 

Although I did not analyze the field note data with the semi-structured interview, qualitative 

document analysis, or definition analysis data sets, the notes collected served as a repository of 

the study’s conduct and a reference for the analysis and dissertation. In total, I made 48 entries, 

resulting in 55 pages of written text.  

Analysis Plan 

 With the CBR Team’s consent, I completed an inductive thematic analysis of the raw data 

to generate themes and answers relevant to this study’s primary and sub-research questions and 

inform the development of a food-focused evaluation framework for CGC and NFS. Two 

approaches guided the analysis. Specifically, I analyzed the data sets through an inductive 

thematic analysis informed by Braun and Clarke (2006) and structured the thematic analysis’ 

coding procedures as per the processes outlined by Johnny Saldaña in The Coding Manual for 
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Qualitative Researchers (2016). For this study, the thematic analysis referred to a flexible 

“method for identifying, analysing, and reporting patterns (themes) within data” (Braun & 

Clarke, 2006, p. 79) that follows a six-step analysis plan of: (a) “familiarizing yourself with your 

data”; (b) “generating initial codes”; (c) “searching for themes”; (d) “reviewing themes”; (e) 

“defining and naming themes”; and (f) “producing the report” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, pp. 87–

93). As further detailed below, I developed the initial codes (i.e., first cycle coding) using 

structural coding, a “question-based coding” method (Saldaña, 2016, p. 98) that “applies a 

content-based or conceptual phrase representing a topic of inquiry to a segment of data that 

relates to a specific research question” (p. 98). Although structural coding may blur nuances 

better captured with open coding, I selected structural coding to focus the analysis on the 

project’s primary question and its two sub-research questions. Next, I applied pattern coding to 

define and name the themes (i.e., second cycle coding). Described by Saldaña as a means to 

group first cycle codes “into a smaller number of categories, themes, or concepts” (2016, p. 236), 

the use of pattern coding resulted in the clustering of the initial codes into overarching themes. 

Finally, through the AR Cycle, I documented each of the six stages of analysis and reflected on 

the “coding process and code choices; how the process of inquiry [took] shape; and the emergent 

patterns, categories and subcategories, themes, and concepts in [the] data” through analytic 

memos (Saldaña, 2016, p. 44). The analytic memos were an invaluable resource for tracking the 

coding process as it evolved and a repository of ideas for writing this dissertation and outlining 

opportunities for future exploration and collaboration.  

Analysis 

The following section outlines the six stages of the inductive thematic analysis, as 

informed by Braun and Clarke (2006) and Saldaña (2016), and documents how I wove CBR and 

AR into this process. 
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Step 1: Familiarizing yourself with the data. I reviewed hard copies of each data set 

twice, including the interview transcripts, documents for analysis, and food definitions, and 

highlighted critical points and emergent themes. Additionally, I wrote analytic memos to 

document potential themes and patterns.  

Step 2: Generating initial codes (first cycle coding/structural coding). I used NVivo, a 

qualitative data analysis software, to generate the initial structural codes. To do so, I uploaded  

each data set to NVivo and filtered the data into three question-based categories, including: 

• Category one (sub-research question one/evaluation methods) contained open codes 

from the interviews and document analysis that described the evaluation methods used 

by other organizations to evaluate their community food initiatives.  

• Category two (sub-research question two/evaluation indicators) contained open codes 

from all three data collection methods that described the criteria or indicators 

applicable to the evaluation of community food initiatives.  

• Category three (primary research question/interview questions) contained open codes 

derived from the interview transcripts that I sub-categorized per interview question.  

Once divided into the three question-based categories, I assigned each open code an initial 

structural code (first cycle) and exported those codes from NVivo into three separate Excel 

spreadsheets to prepare for the reviewing of themes (second cycle coding/pattern coding).  

Step 3: Search for themes. After the initial codes were assigned, I traced themes within 

the three categories and recorded preliminary second cycle codes and themes in analytic memos. 

Step 4a: Reviewing themes (second cycle coding/pattern coding). I applied pattern 

coding to create second cycle codes for each of the three categories of structural codes (Saldaña, 

2016, pp. 236–239). However, for data category two (evaluation indicators), due to the large 
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volume of second cycle codes identified (2, 291 codes in total), each second cycle code was 

analyzed a third time and issued a tertiary (pattern) code. As demonstrated in Table 2, the tertiary 

codes captured the broad essence of the open codes. In total, as outlined in Table 3, the analysis 

of data category two revealed 66 tertiary codes, which I further sub-categorized into food and 

system evaluation indicator categories.  

Table 2 

Inductive Thematic Analysis – Thematic Coding Process for Evaluation Indicators (Data 

Category Two)   

Open Code First Cycle 

(Structural) Code 

Second Cycle 

(Pattern) Code 

Tertiary 

(Pattern) Code 

Capacity to be able to get on a 

bus or a car or whatever to go 

get the food.      

                            –Interviewee K 

Capacity to access 

transportation to 

access food 

Physical food 

access 

Accessibility 

Sufficient quantities of food 

available on a consistent basis.  

                               –Definition 1 

Food is available 

consistently 

Consistent 

availability  

Availability 

How food secure are we if there 

is an emergency and we are cut 

off?       

                            –Interviewee D 

Facilitate 

emergency food 

preparedness at 

community level 

Emergency food 

preparedness 

Emergency 

Preparedness 

Creates opportunities for low-

income and communities of 

colour to move toward food 

health and self-sufficiency.  

                              – Document 1 

Support health and 

food sufficiency for 

low-income and 

communities of 

colour 

Equitable food 

access for self-

sufficiency 

Food Justice 

That we all have the skills, the 

time, and the tools to make 

healthy choices and nutritious 

meals.                

                           –Interviewee M 

Personal capacity 

to make nutritious 

meal/healthy food 

choices 

Ability to make 

healthy meals/food 

choices 

Food Literacy 

More direct sales happening in 

local communities.                                      

                             –Interviewee J 

Increase direct 

local food sales  
 

Increase local food 

sales 
 

Local Food 

Economy 

On Vancouver Island, we would 

be self-sufficient in terms of 

food.                   

                            –Interviewee C 

Food production 

for self-sufficiency 

 

Food self-

sufficiency 

 

Self- 

Sufficiency 
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Table 3 

Preliminary Food and System Indicator Categories 

 Food Evaluation Indicator Categories System Evaluation Indicator Categories 

1 Accessibility Actionable results 

2 Availability Affordability of housing 

3 Adequacy Build community/connections/relationships 

4 Acceptability Budget/budgeting skills (personal or 

organizational) 

5 Agency Capacity building (of an organization) 

6 Behaviour change (food literacy and 

skills) 

Collaboration skills  

7 Business supports  Communication skills 

8 Capacity building (of food system) Community awareness 

9 Connection to food Community development 

10 Culture Community resources 

11 Decolonize food system Confidence (interpersonal) 

12 Dignified food access Confidence in leadership skills 

13 Emergency preparedness Cooperation skills 

14 Environment (physical & health of) Cost-effective 

15 Food economy Cross-sector collaboration 

16 Food insecurity Cultural awareness 

17 Food justice Decolonization 

18 Food leadership Diversity 

19 Food literacy/skills Engages community 

20 Food resources/assets Environment 

18 Food sovereignty Financial viability of programs 

19 Food system Funder impacts 

20 Food waste Health (personal) 

21 Health (of food system) Leadership role/skills 

22 Hunger Leverage community resources 

23 Income-related food insecurity Leverage funding 

24 Indigenous food systems Partnerships 

25 Land and waterways Power 

26 Marketing Quality of life 

27 Philanthropy Program design 

28 Production/processing/procurement Responds to community 

29 Resiliency School attendance rates 

30 Self-sufficiency School curriculum/PLOs 

31 Sustainability Skill-building 

32 - Social connections/socialization  

33 - Social justice 

34 - Trust in the organization 

35 - Youth engagement 
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Step 4b: Consult CBR Team. Before proceeding to the final stage of analysis, I 

consulted with the CBR Team to discuss the preliminary results and provide feedback. Although 

not an analytic procedure identified by Braun and Clarke (2006), or Saldaña (2016), I deemed 

this step as necessary to maintain congruency with the CBR methodology. Accordingly, on 

November 6, 2018, during a research workshop that I hosted for the CBR Team, we reviewed the 

three data sets to confirm that the results would answer the project’s two sub-research questions. 

As a result, drawing from the research results, we began to draft our food-focused evaluation 

framework. Together, we outlined a logic model and evaluation matrix that would become the 

foundation of the evaluation framework presented in this dissertation. Further, we discussed how 

to manage the long list of evaluation indicator categories within an evaluation framework. As 66 

indicator categories would prove too cumbersome to include in an evaluation (a situation that 

conflicted with one of our first findings listed in Chapter 5), our solution consisted of re-coding 

the indicator categories into a more concise list of broader meta-indicators. With these elements 

of the analysis and evaluation framework approved, I obtained consent from the CBR Team to 

conclude the final two stages of analysis, prepare a research brief for the CBR Team detailing the 

findings of my analysis, and draft their evaluation plans.  

Step 5: Defining and naming themes. This stage of analysis aimed to define each 

theme’s essence or story (Braun & Clarke, 1996, p. 92). For all three data categories, I assessed 

how each second cycle code related to the research project’s primary and sub-research questions 

and how they would inform the development of the evaluation framework for CGC and NFS. 

From this, I identified the final themes outlined in Chapter 5. Further, for data category two 

(evaluation indicators), I clustered the preliminary indicator categories into meta-indicator 

categories. This process helped reduce redundancies within and between indicator categories and 

ensure that the evaluation framework was concise. In total, this stage of the analysis revealed 12 



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

131 

meta-food system indicator categories and 11 meta-system indicator categories. As detailed in 

Tables 5 and 6 (see Chapter 5), I allocated definitions to each meta-indicator category to 

contextualize and bring nuance to the breadth of specific indicators that each meta-category 

represents. 

Step 6: Producing the report. The cumulative stage of analysis consisted of reporting 

and disseminating the knowledge generated by this study. The CBR Team and I planned to share 

our findings through four channels. First, I drafted a research brief for CGC and NFS, as well as 

this dissertation. Second, I shared the results through applicable academic and community-based 

presentations and publications, including presenting this study’s preliminary results at the BC 

PHSA’s annual conference on November 15, 2019, and presenting this study’s final results at 

CGC staff meeting on April 9, 2021, the Cowichan Food Security Task Force meeting on May 

13, 20218, and RRU’s 2021 Doctoral Conference on August 22, 2021. Third, as per our 

methodology, we informed each interviewee of the results through a public report authored by me 

and published by CGC and NFS that detailed how to use our evaluation framework (see 

Appendix 16). Fourth, I drafted evaluation plans for both CBR Team members (see Appendices 

14 and 15). Even though this study did not result in the testing of the evaluation framework, I 

wanted to guarantee that each CBR Team member had the resources needed to test the evaluation 

framework in the future. Thus, in partnership with each CBR Team member, I drafted evaluation 

plans that walked each organization through the stages of designing, testing, and reporting on the 

pilot test of this study’s resulting evaluation framework. 

 

 
8  Due to scheduling conflicts, a final presentation was not delivered to NFS during this project’s timeframe. 

However, the Executive Director and Board of Directors were consulted throughout the final phases of this project 

and were informed of this study’s results. 
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Ethics 

 Ethical considerations for this project were informed and guided by RRU’s Research  

Ethics Policy, a framework that adheres to the Tri-Council of Canada’s Policy Statement: Ethical 

Conduct for Research Involving Humans (TCPS 2), the Tri-Agency Framework: Responsible 

Conduct of Research, and the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Legislation 

(RRU, 2020, Policy Statement section, para. 1). The TCPS 2’s core principles, including respect 

for persons, concern for welfare, and justice (Canadian Institutes of Health Research, Natural 

Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada, and Social Sciences and Humanities 

Research Council, 2018, p. 6), were paramount to this study, specifically related to protecting the 

individuals and organizations who participated in the semi-structured interviews. Throughout my 

RRU Ethics Application, the CBR Team and I developed policies to safeguard the autonomy and 

welfare of all interviewees and procedures to ensure their engagement in a “fair and equitable” 

manner (Canadian Institutes of Health Research, Natural Sciences and Engineering Research 

Council of Canada, and Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council, 2018. p. 8). 

Accordingly, we recruited neither minors nor vulnerable populations to participate in this study. 

Cody and I initially engaged prospective interviewees over email and provided each with a Letter 

of Invitation (see Appendix 7) that outlined how interviewees could participate over the phone or 

in-person (where geographically feasible) at a location they deemed safe and appropriate. Each 

interviewee was informed of their right to withdraw within the Letter of Invitation (see Appendix 

7), the Letter of Consent Form (see Appendix 8), and verbally at the start of each interview, and 

was provided ample time throughout the interview to ask questions or to clarify their responses 

(see Appendix 9). After the interview, participants were emailed a copy of their interview 

transcript and allowed 30-days to review the transcript and request its removal from the study (no 

participant chose to withdraw their data). Finally, we handled all interview data in a manner that 
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protected participant identity. As the network of community food organizations on Vancouver 

Island and Coast is small, it was my and the CBR Team’s duty to ensure that none of the 

interviewees or organizations were identifiable. Therefore, all transcripts were anonymized to 

remove geographic, organizational, or personal references. Further, publications and 

presentations associated with this research have not nor will disclose personally identifiable data, 

and the CBR Team and I stored all audio recordings and transcripts on password-protected 

servers in Canada. 

 In addition to protecting the interviewees, the collaborative nature of this study 

necessitated an ethics framework that would protect my intellectual property rights as the primary 

investigator and clarify the roles and responsibilities to research between myself and the CBR 

Team (e.g., I would be the sole author of this dissertation) to protect each CBR Team’s 

participation in the project and their right to the knowledge generated. Although, at the time of 

this study, RRU lacked an ethics review process tailored to the community-based research 

methodology, the CBR Team and I drafted an MOU (see Appendix 1), as detailed above (see 

Community-based research sub-section), we also used the MOU to inform the CBR Team of the 

TCPS 2 ethical requirements they would be subject to under this research process. 

 Finally, considering my role as an insider-outsider (see Chapter 1), I established protocols 

to avoid conflicts of interest. As a former employee of CGC, where I worked as a Food Security 

Coordinator from June 2011 to June 2016, I recognized that NFS, survey participants, and 

interviewees might have perceived my past association with CGC as a conflict of interest. To 

avoid a perceived or real conflict of interest, as outlined in the MOU and this study’s RRU and 

Island Health ethics applications, I disclosed my past employment with CGC in the survey’s 

Information Letter and Consent Form (see Appendix 4) and the semi-structured interview’s 

Letter of Informed Consent (see Appendix 8), and I elected to not take on paid work with either 
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CGC or NFS during this project’s timeframe (2016-2020). Throughout this study, we identified 

no other conflicts of interest.  

Validity 

 As noted by Israel et al. (1998), “Community-based research is continually challenged by 

questions raised regarding its validity, reliability, and objectivity for both basic research and 

evaluation research” (pp. 187–188). While the CBR Team and I acknowledge the need for 

researchers to convey the credibility of the data collected and their results, we sought a process to 

determine the reliability of this study that would recognize, as Hall (1992) wrote, that 

“knowledge is constructed socially” (p. 20). Moved by writings on Indigenous-centered research 

methodologies that challenged imperial and positivist constructs of “truth” (see Smith, 2008), as 

well as feminist and post-structural critiques of objectivity and validity within social science 

research (see Haraway, 1988; Lather, 1993), we established procedures before data collection to 

produce reliable results rooted in CBR’s epistemology and the critique of positivist constructs of 

knowledge creation. For example, in designing the semi-structured interviews, qualitative 

document analysis, and definition analysis procedures, I drew upon the literature to establish 

protocols for gathering reliable sample sizes (see Data Collection). Additionally, I established 

practices to manage the interview datum in adherence to our ethics framework. For example, 

after each interview (or listening to each audio file from Cody), I reflected on the interview 

through five post-interview questions composed by Gibson and Brown (2009) in their book 

Working with Qualitative Data to reflect on the experience and determine if we needed to adjust 

our interview guide for subsequent interviews. These questions included the following: 

• Any problems faced in the interview (e.g. the intelligibility of particular questions, the 

length of the interview, the focus of the discussion, keeping the discussion on track, 

etc.) 
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• Any particularly useful aspects of the interview (questions that worked well, or 

answers that were especially valuable) 

• Any points that were similar to points made in other interviews that have been 

conducted 

• Any points that were different from points made in other interviews that have been 

conducted 

• How the interview process may be developed on the basis of the experience of 

conducting that interview. (Chapter 6, pp. 16–17)  

As well, to maintain the accuracy of the interview transcription files, I reviewed each audio file 

three times, and a copy of the clean verbatim transcript was shared electronically with the 

interviewees. I did not ask the interviewees to approve the transcripts; however, I asked each to 

review their interview transcript to confirm any unclear dialogue when necessary. 

 Lastly, the CBR Team and I subscribed to the community-based research protocols 

developed by the Oakland Community-Based Public Health Initiative in 1994 to gauge this 

study’s compliance with the CBR methodology. These protocols included a list of eight questions 

that we held the research project and our findings accountable to: 

1. How will research processes and outcomes serve the community? 

 Will community people be hired? 

 

 Will community people be trained? 

 

 Will the research build on community assets and enhance them? 

  

 Will there be continuity over time? 
 

2. How will the community be involved in defining the objectives of the research? 

3. Are researchers committed to doing the follow-up necessary to implement larger 

applications? 
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4. How will the community be involved in the analysis of the data? 

 What are the hypotheses? 

 

 What are the biases? 
 

5. What perceptions about the community are likely to be created or persist as a result 

of analysis and publication of the results? Will the spirit of confidentiality be violated 

as a result of making public the research findings? 

6. How, when, and by whom should findings be released? 

7. What is the focus on the research vis-à-vis addressing long-term community needs? 

8. Are the research methods sufficiently rigorous yet true to community-based 

principles that incorporate perspectives and beliefs of community residents? (as cited 

by Brown & Vega, 2008, p. 396) 

As evident in this study’s conclusions and recommendations, in measuring our study’s outcomes 

against the questions offered by Brown and Vega (2008), I felt that the CBR Team and I 

completed the following: (a) collaboratively defining the research objectives and including the 

voices of additional stakeholders (such as the CFSC) (question 2); (b) maintaining our 

commitment to the research project and knowledge mobilization plan (question 3); (c) holding 

ourselves accountable to how the results may affect CGC and NFS in their community and our 

responsibility to maintain participant confidentiality (question 5); (d) identifying and defining our 

timeframe for knowledge mobilization (question 6); (e) addressing how this study supports a 

long-term need of both CGC and NFS (question 7); and (f) ensuring that research methods were 

rigorous and aligned with CBR practices (questions 8). However, I am hesitant to claim that we 

successfully fulfilled the requirements expressed by the Oakland Community-Based Public 

Health Initiative’s (as cited in Brown & Vega, 2008, p. 396) first question. Although I am 

confident that this project will impact CGC and NFS, I cannot speak for them or their future 
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experiences. I recognize that we did our best to involve CGC and NFS at all stages of this study, 

root this study and the evaluation framework within their operational context, and use this as an 

opportunity to shift their evaluation practices (i.e., as demonstrated by NFS’s inclusion of 

evaluation budget lines in their grant applications as a result of this study) we have yet to test this 

evaluation framework and assess its full, long-term utility to either CGC or NFS.  

Limitations 

 There are three limitations to this study. First, the definition analysis’ sampling method 

was subject to bias. Although the CBR Team and I established procedures to generate a rigorous 

sampling method, numerous community food organizations and initiatives operating in BC 

function in an ad hoc manner, likely resulting in their exclusion from the final sample. 

Accordingly, the sample represents those organizations and/or initiatives with public websites or 

a social media presence. Should we have applied a different research methodology, such as PR, 

we may have shifted our definitions for participation and research participant and, as a result, 

might have ascertained this information through other channels. Second, the CBR Team and I did 

not test the evaluation framework developed within this project’s timeframe. For this reason, the 

limits, opportunities, and validity of the evaluation framework remain unknown and unreported 

within this dissertation. Although the CBR Team members hope to test the framework once our 

schedules and budgets align, this will occur outside my dissertation timeline. Third, while CGC 

and NFS reviewed and provided feedback on the evaluation framework and this dissertation, 

neither document includes their organization’s autonomous analysis or perspectives. Instead, both 

are reliant upon my interpretation of our research results and collaboration. Had elements of the 

analysis been conducted more collaboratively, the evaluation framework may look and function 

differently.   
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Conclusion 

This chapter demonstrates how the CBR Team and I, to the best of our capacities, wove 

the collaborative principles of CBR throughout this project. From how we formed the CBR Team 

to the study’s design, conduct, analysis, reporting, and knowledge mobilization plan, my personal 

goal was to stand accountable to the research question and processes that, in many ways, strived 

to break down the temporal barrier between academic and community stakeholders within 

doctoral-level studies. Thus, despite the limits to this study, the challenges the project faced in 

collecting data (e.g., the poor survey response rate and the decision not to test the evaluation 

framework) and implementing our vision of CBR within a doctoral-level study, the CBR Team 

and I diligently worked to uphold the tenets of CBR, demonstrating both the value and limits of 

participatory research within the field of food studies. Nevertheless, with the advantage of time, I 

reflect on this experience and wonder if we could have drawn more from the collaborative 

expertise of the community food initiatives engaged in this study and less from the food studies, 

methodological, and theoretical literature I reviewed. While I concede that research calls for 

posterity and accuracy in procedures and that a doctoral study necessitates the publication of 

original work, I cannot disregard the feeling that the design, delivery, and (most significantly) the 

analysis and reporting of this study failed to uphold the extensive expertise of CGC and NFS. As 

alluded to in Chapter 5 and recommended in Chapter 6, this experience has not swayed my 

interest in collaborative research. However, this circumstance has left me questioning if 

collaborative research approaches, including CBR, require distinct approaches within doctoral-

level studies (see Chapter 6, Implications for Future Inquiry).
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Chapter 4: Theoretical Framework 

 Powers (2010), who stated that theory serves three roles within scientific research, 

informed the selection of this study’s theoretical framework (p. 5). First, theory outlines what 

society currently knows of a phenomenon. Second, it elicits questions for future inquiry. Third, 

theory changes and advances, indicating a progression in what is known (p. 5). In applying 

Powers’ explanation, this study required a theoretical framework capable of: (a) documenting 

both the historical processes that led to the flourishment of community food initiatives in Canada 

and contextualizing the cultural, economic, environmental, geographic, health, political, and 

social landscapes they currently operate within; (b) querying the trajectory of community food 

initiatives and their capacity to generate resilient and just local food systems; and (c) guiding 

where evaluation can support community food organizations to best design and deliver their 

initiatives. Although vast expectations, Power’s articulation helped to focus my application of 

theory within this study’s findings, conclusions, and recommendations and ensure my analysis 

was considerate of the CBR Team’s operational context and the food movement at large. 

Fortuitously, the pairing of food regime analysis and food sovereignty, two political-economic 

lenses that frame the evolution and future of market-based food systems, fulfilled these demands. 

With food regime analysis focused on the global, industrial food system and food sovereignty 

offering a critique of this same food system from the lens of small-scale food producers and (to 

some degree) consumers, this study’s theoretical lens offered a means to analyze the work of 

community food initiatives and this study’s findings from a scaled perspective. This viewpoint 

was, at once, historical yet contemporary and framed the local to global food systems that 

community food initiatives directly and indirectly intersect. Thus, the remainder of this chapter 

outlines each theory’s history and intent and identifies their limitations and application to this 

project and the CBR Team. 
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Food Regime Analysis 

 Friedmann’s contribution to the book Peasants and Peasant Societies (1987), which 

assessed a historical link between the rise of industrial agriculture, state systems, and political-

economic powers (pp. 251–254), is credited for leading to the development of food regime 

analysis, an achievement Friedmann shares with McMichael (Friedmann & McMichael, 1989, p. 

94; McMichael, 2009b, pp. 139–140). Together, in their influential article “Agriculture and the 

State System: The Rise and Decline of National Agriculture, 1870 to the Present” (1989), 

Friedmann and McMichael reviewed “the role of agriculture in the development of the capitalist 

world economy, and in the trajectory of the state system” (p. 93). Their writing, which critiqued 

the USA’s food aid policy that resulted in the dumping of surplus, subsidized wheat on the 

markets of newly independent states after World War II, culminated in the articulation of periods 

of stable growth in capital accumulation, dietary consumption, and labour wages at the state level 

and the proliferation of world food markets dominated by a hegemonic power. They defined 

these periods of stability as food regimes and the successive periods of economic and political 

instability as transitional eras (Friedmann & McMichael, 1989, pp. 95, 104; Friedmann, 2009, p. 

336).  

 According to the literature, this theoretical framework drew influence from two different 

schools of political thought (Friedmann, 2009, p. 335; McMichael, 2009b, p. 144). Firstly, 

according to its key authors, they applied Wallerstein’s world-systems analysis, “a heterodox 

Marxian approach” (Babones, 2015, p. 3) used to trace the modern capitalist economy’s 

development through a division of labour between states and the rise and fall of hegemonic 

powers. This framework posits that countries participate in a world economy along a stratum of 

core states, peripheral and semi-peripheral zones, and external areas not integrated into the world 

system. Each states’ level of economic specialization and productivity, and its governing 



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

141 

institutions’ strength and independence, determine its position within the hierarchy (Babones, 

2015, pp. 8–10; Straussfogel, 1997, pp. 120–127). Regrettably myopic in its focus on economic 

processes, over culture, and limited by its failure to adequately address the role of colonization in 

reinforcing such a global order, Friedmann and McMichael turned to world-systems analysis to 

give shape to food regime analysis’ focus on the historical development of the global economy 

(McMichael, 2009b, pp. 144–148). Secondly, they sought influence from French regulation 

theory, developed by Boyer (2002), an area of Marxist political-economic study applied to assess 

the processes of accumulation during distinct periods of historic stability in relation to the 

regulations (e.g., legal, political, social, and state) that facilitated such accrual (Boyer, 2002, pp. 

13–17; McMichael, 2013, p. 11). This theory’s focus on the process of periods of accumulation 

and transition and their associated systems of power is reflected in food regime analysis’ cyclical 

pattern of regimes and succeeding transitional eras (McMichael, 2013, p. 11). Together, world-

systems analysis and French regulation theory provided the theoretical rationale needed to 

identify the food regimes that operated between the late 19th-century and the economic crisis of 

the early 1970s and describe their role in the development of the contemporary global food 

market and the neoliberal (Western) capitalist economic system. These regimes included the 

British Empire-Centered Imperial Food Regime (approximately 1870–1914) and the US-

Centered Intensive Food Regime (approximately 1947–the 1970s). As well, Friedmann and 

McMichael outlined a contested, corporate third food regime (the 1980s–late 2000s) whose 

boundaries and legitimacy remain unresolved within the literature (Friedmann & McMichael, 

1989, p. 95; McMichael, 2013, pp. 5–6, 26–41). The following section outlines each regime and 

its contestations. 

First food regime. Throughout the first food regime, the British Empire drew in 

consumable goods from tropical colonies and settler states, including coffee, fruit, livestock, 
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palm oil, sugar, tea, and wheat. At the same time, it exported “manufactured goods, labour, and 

capital” to those regions it had colonized (Friedmann & McMichael, 1989, p. 96). As a result of 

these processes, the development of trade relations and systems of exchange during this period 

gave way to the “creation of a system of national economies governed by independent states” and 

laid the basis for what would later become the transnational market that food movements critique 

today (Friedmann & McMichael, 1989, p. 96). While the preliminary food regime literature 

glosses over the unjust and exploitative colonial system, whose impacts reverberate worldwide 

today (see critique below), the first food regime is described to have witnessed the culmination of 

the colonial era, along with the authority and legitimacy of the colonizing states as custodians of 

the global economic and political order. It also gave way to the rise of nation-state systems in the 

Americas, Africa, Asia, and Oceania, where newly independent countries grew to enact their 

terms of trade (McMichael, 2013, pp. 26–32). 

Second food regime. The end of the first food regime was followed by a period of 

transition in global power (approximately 1914–1947), an era marked by the upheaval of World 

War I, the Great Depression, and World War II. After the Second World War, the USA ascended 

to the role of global hegemon, shaping the course of the second food regime. According to 

McMichael (2009b), this regime “re-routed flows of (surplus) food from the United States to its 

informal empire of postcolonial states on strategic perimeters of the Cold War” (p. 141). During 

this time, the USA developed, implemented, and disseminated Green Revolution technologies 

such as agrochemicals, pursued domestic and international developments in land reform and 

agribusiness, and furthered the transnationalization of the global food system (McMichael, 

2009b, p. 141). At the same time, through the post-war recovery Bretton Woods Institutions, the 

priorities and interests of the global financial and agricultural systems coalesced through 

multilateral and intergovernmental agreements such as the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
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Trade (later replaced by the World Trade Organization [WTO]) that came to govern international 

trade relationships. As this regime unfolded, agriculture within the newly independent states 

shifted from primary (raw) food production to food manufacturing (durable goods). 

Accumulatively, these changes, among others, not only distanced consumers from their food 

sources but dramatically affected food consumption habits, production patterns, and livelihoods 

globally (Friedmann & McMichael, 1989, p. 108)—impacts that community food initiatives are 

critical of and working to address today.  

A contested third food regime. Early food regime analysis literature proposed that the 

second food regime came to an end during the 1970s at the height of that era’s economic crisis 

and that, after a period of transition, a third food regime would succeed (McMichael, 2009b, p. 

148). However, in the three decades since the founding of food regime analysis, a consensus 

within the academic community has not been reached to define the subsequent period. Although 

scholars agree that the global economy and industrial food system that emerged after the 1970s 

was unique, particularly regarding the role of non-state actors (e.g., transnational corporations) 

who grew to possess significant power and influence over the economy and the production and 

distribution of food, the existence of a third food regime remains contested territory (Burch & 

Lawrence, 2009, pp. 275–277; McMichael, 2009b, pp. 148–154).  

 In 2007, a panel of scholars took up this debate in Victoria, BC, at the Joint Annual 

Meetings of the Agriculture, Food, and Human Values Society and the Association for the Study 

of Food and Society (Association for the Study of Food and Society, 2007, p. 1). Through a panel 

presentation entitled Updating Food Regime Analysis for the 21st Century, scholars debated “the 

contemporary relevance and productivity of the food regimes perspectives” (Campbell & Dixon, 

2009, p. 261). Inspired to deepen this conversation, the panel of scholars published “The 

Symposium on Food Regime Analysis” in the Journal of Agriculture and Human Values (2009), 
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engaging each other and readers in a rigorous conversation on the theory’s merits and future. 

From this Symposium, a rich discussion on the legitimacy of a third food regime emerged, 

centred upon individual conceptualizations of what constituted a regime. For example, Burch and 

Lawrence (2009) and McMichael (2009a) expressed more amenable perspectives to the existence 

of a third corporate food regime where its power, they defended, resided within the 

transformation of food supply chains (i.e., supermarkets) and the transnational financial 

institutions that regulated the markets (Burch & Lawrence, 2009, p. 268; Friedmann, 2009, pp. 

336–339; McMichael, 2009b, p. 142). From their perspective, the third food regime hinged upon 

access to global supplies of fossil fuel. Characterized by the privatization of agricultural research, 

the development of institutions to govern global trade (e.g., the WTO), the signing of bilateral or 

multilateral trade agreements (Pritchard, 2009, p. 304), and the dominance of “large global 

supermarket chains such as Wal-Mart, Tesco and Carrefour” (Burch & Lawrence, 2009, p. 268), 

this compelling argument situated the legitimacy and power source of the third food regime 

within the global financial institutions that grew to influence the world’s economy and industrial 

food system.  

 Conversely, Friedmann (1993), who previously reasoned that a food regime consisted of a 

“rule-governed structure of production and consumption of food on a world scale” (pp. 29–30), 

specified that regulations and a hegemonic state that can maintain stability over the accumulation 

of capital, dominant currency, flow of goods through the world market, and wage labour rates 

defined a food regime. Friedmann reasoned that the international market’s vast power did not 

indicate a novel food regime as they are defined and controlled by a central state power 

(Friedmann, 2009, p. 336; McMichael, 2013, pp. 41–43). Pritchard (2009), whose contribution to 

the Symposium argued that the inability of the WTO to effectively lead multilateralism and 

develop a new stabilizing food regime (as exemplified by the breakdown of the WTO, Doha 
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Round talks in 2008) signified that a third food regime did not yet exist, supported this 

perspective (pp. 298–303). For Pritchard (2009), “a food regime represents a stabilized set of 

relations between the establishment and evolution of nation states on the one hand, and the 

international political economy of food on the other” (p. 304). Thus, the intergovernmental 

system’s failure to exert power and mediate global stability denoted a hangover or vestige from 

the second food regime (Pritchard, 2009, p. 305). From Pritchard’s analysis, the period following 

the second food regime represents not a distinct third food regime but a transitional phase of 

instability. 

 This latter perspective is supported when viewed through the lens of financialization, a 

process that Epstein (2005) termed “the increasing role of financial motives, financial markets, 

financial actors and financial institutions in the operation of the domestic and international 

economies” (p. 3). Friedmann (2009) articulated that the predatory nature of the financialized 

food system (whereby financial institutions and key actors have “embraced a growing belief that 

their primary function is to provide profit for shareholders, rather than to serve society’s wider 

interest to provide nutritious food that is universally accessible as well as decent livelihoods” 

[Clapp & Isakson, 2018, p. 14]), generates instability more characteristic of transition periods, 

not food regimes (Friedman, 2009, p. 337). Given that financialization’s impacts are known to 

entrench inequalities between actors and states, leaving global food markets vulnerable to 

disruptions and civic actors excluded from engaging and changing the system (Clapp & Isakson, 

2018, p. 3), this lens could support Friedmann’s position. Accordingly, despite counterarguments 

that transnational financial institutions exert a stabilizing power over the global economy, an 

argument tacitly addressed in Burch and Lawrence’s (2009) Symposium article, agreement over 

the ability of the neoliberal financial system to facilitate the level of stability characteristic of a 

state-centric food regime remains debated.  
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Strengths and limits of food regime analysis. Although some scholars contest the 

actuality of a third food regime, there exists consensus around several defining characteristics of 

food regimes. First, as McMichael (2009b) shared, food regime analysis “offers a unique 

comparative-historical lens on the political and ecological relations of modern capitalism writ 

large” (p. 142). Bestowed with the capacity to “explain the strategic role of agriculture and food 

in the construction of the world capitalist economy” (McMichael, 2009b, p. 139), food regime 

analysis as a theoretical framework offers scholars a structure to understand the historical 

development of the industrial food system and analyze the relational systems that have and 

continue to produce both capital and food (McMichael, 2009a, p. 281). Second, the theoretical 

foundations of this framework allow for food regime analysis’ utility within multidisciplinary 

settings. As illustrated by Dixon (2009), whose Symposium article addressed the 20th-century 

nutrition transition that led to the modern diet and the associated challenges of both overnutrition 

and undernutrition, food regime analysis’ “trump card lies in its theoretically grounded series of 

interlinked concepts and therefore a capacity to deal simultaneously with the interrelationships 

between political order and ontological and material crisis” (p. 331). This characteristic has 

afforded food regime analysis’ utility within studies as broad as capitalism (see Belesky & 

Lawrence, 2018), fisheries (see Foley & Mather, 2018), and nutrition (see Dixon, 2009). 

 Parallel to its merits, the breadth of projects brought under the food regime analysis lens 

and academic resources dedicated to the theory have generated critiques of the framework. First, 

Araghi’s 2003 article, “Food Regimes and the Production of Value: Some Methodological 

Issues,” argued that the lens lacks a “value relations” perspective (e.g., “the politics of state 

relations, the world market, colonization and imperialism, and the [often geographically 

segregated] labour regimes of production of relative and absolute surplus value” [p. 41]), an 

omission that masks the role of labourers in reproducing capital (Araghi, 2003, pp. 50–52). 



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

147 

Although several scholars have acknowledged classist systems within food regimes, such as 

Campbell (2009), who noted two separate food systems within food regimes (one of high-quality, 

often fresh food for wealthy consumers and one of low-quality, processed foods accessible to 

labourers, disenfranchised peoples, and low-income consumers (pp. 315–316)), Araghi’s critique 

brought attention to the uneven power dynamics between food regime hegemons and the 

individuals who, under duress and subjugation, facilitated the day-to-day reproduction of food 

and capital that fed the colonizing nations and allowed for their unjust accumulation of wealth. 

Akin to its theoretical lineage, food regime analysis’ focus on hegemonic powers can mask the 

colonial regimes responsible for the horrific outcomes of colonization and their classist, 

gendered, and racist histories (Araghi, 2003, pp. 58–61; Campbell, 2009, pp. 312–316). This 

critique (echoed by the backlash to economic globalization described in Chapter 2), the 

terminology used to frame food movements, and the pressure community food initiatives face in 

holding themselves accountable to their implicit biases and role in perpetuating racist structures 

and exclusionary food systems, suggests a need to reflect and refine food regime analysis 

critically for future application. 

 Second, scholars have noted that food regime analysis overlooks specific food systems’ 

features. For example, Dixon’s (2009) analysis of the nutrition transition brought attention to “the 

role of socio-technical systems in shaping a set of value relations that are central to class 

relations” (p. 321). Dixon argued that the food regime literature had overlooked the social and 

health policies that evolved parallel with the global economy and industrial agriculture. 

Additionally, Foley and Mather’s (2018) chapter “Bringing Seafood into Food Regime Analysis: 

The Global Political Economy of Newfoundland and Labrador Fisheries,” similarly brought to 

light how food regime analysis’ narrow focus on the agricultural sector as a driver of the global 

economic system failed to address the role of fisheries in the development of the global economy 
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and domestic food sectors. Despite this omission, they defended that aquatic food systems are 

incredibly relevant to the food regime conversation, citing that the fisheries sector played a 

dominant role in facilitating colonial exports of fish to Europe and establishing a settler society in 

Newfoundland and Labrador (first food regime) (Foley & Mather, 2018, pp. 246–257). Aquatic 

food systems were also crucial, they continued, to the development of a ‘“national-provincial 

fisheries’ driven by demands from the US food sector” (second food regime) (Foley & Mather, 

2018, p. 262) and to the current corporate-led fisheries and aquaculture sectors that are widely 

integrated into the global economy (contested third food regime or transition period). Although 

Foley and Mather (2018) cautioned that their “argument is not that food regime analysis perfectly 

explains Newfoundland and Labrador fisheries or that the periodization of food regime analysis 

corresponds neatly with provincial fisheries” (p. 262), they recommended that the lens is a 

resource for analyzing the history of the province’s fisheries’ economy and encouraged other 

scholars to contribute to this theory (p. 262). 

 Notwithstanding these weighted critiques, one common thread within scholarly 

discussions of food regime analysis contends that the theory holds relevance as it is in 

development. As Friedmann’s (2009, p. 264) and McMichael’s (2009b, p. 144) writings posited, 

food regime analysis is not a conclusive theory. It is subject to interpretation and new 

influences—processes that will make for a richer and more effective lens for future scholars. In 

line with this perspective, this study approached food regime analysis as a theory in progress, 

applied to ground this study’s analysis, findings, conclusions, and recommendations in the 

historical processes, contradictions, and failings that shaped the industrial food system and its 

subsequent (and continued) resistance. However, due to the theory’s limitations and the 

ambiguity surrounding the third food regime, this study required a second theoretical framework 

to situate modern-day food systems and food movements, as well as their subsequent backlashes 
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or discontents. The lens selected to meet these requirements was food sovereignty, a goal, 

practice, and theory representing the local to regional levels of analysis and offering a vision for 

the generation of resilient and just food systems.  

Food Sovereignty  

 Although food sovereignty emerged first as a movement, not an analytic lens, the concept, 

as an objective and practice, holds that neoliberalism and the industrialized food system do not 

represent a sustainable or equitable food future. Instead, food sovereignty calls for the right of 

food producers and consumers to define their food systems and safeguard all peoples’ rights to 

sustainable environments, food cultures, and livelihoods. This conviction has allowed food 

sovereignty to become a powerful vehicle for advocating, constructing, and theorizing alternative 

food systems’ visions. Still, even with a clear end goal, food sovereignty is critiqued for its 

apparent “conceptual ambiguities” (Gürcan, 2018, p. 320). Scholars have questioned how to 

realistically operationalize food sovereignty, asking if it is perhaps too lofty in its aspirations. 

This section, correspondingly, builds upon the description of food sovereignty commenced in 

Chapter 2 to outline five questions from the literature that asked how to implement food 

sovereignty as a theoretical construct and real-world practice. The conclusion, thus, amounts to a 

deeper understanding of not only food sovereignty’s limits but its potential as a theoretical lens 

within this study. 

Querying food sovereignty.  

Who is the sovereign? In adopting sovereignty, La Via Campesina and the food 

sovereignty movement challenged conventional power and rights norms. Described by Iles and 

Montenegro de Wit (2015) as “a social construction that can be challenged and remade” (p. 484), 

many unique expressions of sovereignty existed throughout history. For example, while 

sovereignty can refer to a level of political and economic power held by a state or governing 
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body, food sovereignty practitioners and scholars, including Coté (see Chapter 2), challenged 

such definitions by situating the term “within Indigenous people’s struggle for autonomy, self-

sufficiency, and self-determination rather than within assertions of domination, control, and 

authority over ancestral homelands” (Coté, 2016, p. 9). Therefore, from models that demanded a 

“surrender of power and autonomy to whatever entity is regarded as sovereign” to sovereigns that 

“existed in relation to each other” (Iles & Montenegro de Wit, 2015, p. 484), the concept of 

sovereignty is generally not fixed. 

 Consequently, the application of sovereignty from one of hard power to soft power has 

allowed food sovereignty to come forth “as an idea and practice that could transform current agri-

food systems to far more democratic, decentralized, and ecologically sustainable forms” (Ilse & 

Montenegro de Wit, 2015, p. 481). Yet, even with this recognition, scholars examined who is 

sovereign when operationalizing food sovereignty as a rights-based framework. Patel (2009) 

described an inherent contradiction within the architecture of food sovereignty, stating that “For 

rights to mean anything at all, they need a guarantor, responsible for implementing a concomitant 

system of duties and obligations” (p. 668). From this viewpoint, a “declaration of a right” (Patel, 

2009, p. 668) does not entitle one to that right; instead, rights are the obligation of a state or 

political body to define and guarantee. As such, for the food sovereignty movement, the question 

of who has the legal authority to draft and guarantee the rights of food producers and consumers 

to define their food systems across multiple scales of analysis presents a challenge. 

How does food sovereignty perceive long-distance and international trade? Food 

sovereignty is falsely assumed to oppose trade, whether regional or international (Edelman et al., 

2014, pp. 915–917). Although foundational texts, such as the Declaration of Nyéléni, outlined La 

Via Campesina’s position against “imperialism, neo-liberalism, neo-colonialism and patriarchy, 

and all systems that impoverish life, resources and eco-systems” (Nyéléni , 2007, p. 2) and its 
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support for “transparent trade that guarantees just income to all peoples and the rights of 

consumers to control their food and nutrition” (p. 1), gaps in these statements raised several 

concerns. For example, Burnett and Murphy’s article (2014) questioned what role fair-trade 

export markets, such as coffee and cacao, had within a food sovereignty model. Given that fair-

trade programs and markets aspire to create more equitable systems of trade for small-scale, rural 

food producers, Burnett and Murphy cautioned that the food sovereignty movement “should 

strive for a clearer and more considered stance on international trade” so as not to alienate 

millions of primary producers whose livelihoods, not to mention food security, are contingent 

upon export markets (2014, p. 1066). This lack of clarity on international trade failed to account 

for the nuances of localized production and export markets and recognize the rights of primary 

producers to remain in export markets and food consumers’ rights to access cultural foods (p. 

1080)—a conundrum that resonates with Hinrichs (2003) and Moragues-Faus’ (2017) caution 

over the use of a binary discourse of local versus global (see Chapter 2).  

Where do urban agriculture and non-agrarian food systems fit into a food sovereignty 

model? The literature recognized that the food sovereignty movement possesses an agrarian 

foundation and focus, whereby food production is the domain of the rural landscape (Alonso-

Fradejas, Borras, Holmes, Holt-Giménez, & Robbins, 2015, p. 434; Figueroa, 2015, p. 499). As 

such, the language of farming, land, and peasants that frame the movement can skew food 

sovereignty’s focus towards cultivated, land-based food systems at the expense of the aquatic, 

country, Indigenous and/or wild food systems. Nevertheless, as implicit in the work of CGC and 

NFS, and supported by the food studies literature, fisheries and aquaculture, hunting, Indigenous 

food systems, and urban systems of food production (e.g., animal husbandry, aquaculture, 

beekeeping, food forests, gardens, orchards, and more) have a role within local economies and 

the day-to-day fulfillment of individual food needs (Rosan & Pearsall, 2017, pp. 10, 63). 
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Therefore, akin to Foley and Mather’s (2018) assessment of food regime analysis within fisheries 

research, food sovereignty in its genesis might not reflect non-agrarian food systems. 

Nevertheless, as scholars and practitioners continue to engage with this framework, it too can 

adapt and change. 

How is land managed or owned under a food sovereignty model? Borras, Franco, and 

Suárez (2015) contended that La Via Campesina “places land politics at the heart of the food 

sovereignty project . . . framed in relation to poor peasants’ struggles against large private 

landholdings (latifundia) and for equitable redistribution via land reform” (p. 603). Still, as 

Borras et al. (2015) continued, “land reforms, historically, have generally increased state control 

over peasant societies and spaces, whether intentionally or not” (p. 606). From this standpoint, 

the authors questioned how the food sovereignty movement could simultaneously demand 

autonomy for small-scale producers and advocate for conventional reform channels [i.e., 

“market-assisted land reform” (p. 604)] that threaten to restrict their autonomy? To address this, 

Borras et al. (2015) endorsed the adoption of “democratic land governance,” a situation “where 

access to, control over and use of land is categorically biased in favour of non-corporate and non-

elite social classes and groups” (p. 610). Nevertheless, this process would necessitate deeper 

state-civic relationships and rely on a state model to concentrate power—a vision that may align 

 with grassroots food sovereignty stakeholders but conflict with corporate or state priorities. 

How can food sovereignty be institutionalized? Within a food sovereignty model, 

Wittman (2015) clarified that the movement asks states to “play an active role in developing 

policies that ensure the right of small-scale farmers, fishers, and [I]ndigenous peoples to exist as 

food providers and guardians of the global social-ecological resource base” (p. 174). However, 

the implementation of food sovereignty legislation faced significant barriers, including existing 

priorities, trade agreements, and regulatory regimes that run counter to food sovereignty’s goals 
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by favouring export-oriented agriculture or public procurement agreements that discriminate 

against domestic foods (Wittman, 2015, pp. 176–179). Wittman cited the WTO’s Government 

Procurement Agreement, a framework that opened government procurement markets for parties 

to the agreement, as a barrier to the actualization of food sovereignty (2015, p. 178). 

Accordingly, barriers such as these would require a global paradigm shift in how power is issued 

and shared, calling for greater regional and local control, or more localized approaches such as  

differentiating domestic products from imported products with “qualitative criteria” denoting the 

distinct social or ecological values imbued in those products (Wittman, 2015, p, 178). 

 Overall, though many of these critiques remain unresolved in the literature and (as 

highlighted in Chapter 2) practice, their continued existence is a part of food sovereignty’s 

persona. A lack of a blueprint has allowed the framework’s vast applicability as a construct, 

objective, and practice across diverse cultural, economic, environmental, geographic, political, 

and social jurisdictions. This situation has resulted in a theory that derived insight from agrarian 

and non-agrarian citizenry and producers, allowing it to adapt as food production and experiences 

change over time. Despite this, at a practical level, questions surround how to operationalize food 

sovereignty and test its capacity to generate (or at least instigate) the sweeping economic and 

political reforms it espouses. 

Application of Theoretical Framework 

 Due to the complexity of applying two theoretical frameworks, I required a process to 

distill each theoretical framework’s essence to reflect on this study’s results through theory. To 

meet this need, I conducted a corpus analysis of primary texts that theorized or applied food 

regime analysis and food sovereignty as theoretical constructs to produce key word lists (see 

Appendices 12 and 13). Corpus analysis, derived from linguistics, is the analysis of a body of 

texts to assess for frequencies in themes, trends, and word use (Bowker, 2018, pp. 359–361). For 
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this project, I identified a corpus for each theoretical framework based upon each work’s 

engagement in critical dialogues on the theory’s history, limitations, merits, and scope. For food 

regime analysis, the corpus of texts included the foundational paper on food regime analysis 

(Friedmann & McMichael, 1989), a series of theoretical papers published in Agriculture and 

Human Values that emerged from the 2007 “Symposium of Food Regime Analysis,” and 

theoretical journal articles authored by contemporary food regime scholars (see Appendix 12 for 

a complete list of citations). For food sovereignty, the corpus of texts included a series of 

theoretical and reflective papers published in a special issue of Third World Quarterly (2015, 

Volume 3) on food sovereignty, as well as theoretical articles written by current Canadian and 

international food systems and food sovereignty scholars (see Appendix 13 for a complete list of 

citations). 

Next, I uploaded each corpus’ primary texts (excluding abstracts, citations, foot notes, and 

reference lists) to Voyant, an open-source, web-based text analytic application used to study texts 

(Voyant, 2021b, para. 1). Within Voyant, the platform removed functional stopwords such as a, 

and, in, or, and the, and the authors’ and theoretical frameworks’ names to prevent the cluttering 

of data (Voyant, 2021a, paras. 1–5). Voyant generated a report for each corpus, highlighting the 

key words used within that body of the text, and I selected the top 50 words per theory. The 

application of the corpus analysis results, as outlined above, were guided by Powers’ (2010) 

description of the use of theory. Thus, when I applied the results of corpus analysis as a lens to 

assess this study’s findings and evaluation framework, I contemplated how this study contributed 

to what is known about community food initiatives, elicited questions for future inquiry pertinent 

to the evaluation of community food initiatives, and outlined how this study furthered the 

progression of what is known of community food initiatives and their evaluation. In doing so, this 

process allowed me to reflect on this study’s findings and conclusions and evolve the data-driven 
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evaluation framework into one more reflective of the food systems within the Central Vancouver 

Island region, in general, and the operational context of community food organizations (see 

Chapters 5 and 6). 

The Relevance of Theory to the CBR Team 

Despite food regime analysis’ and food sovereignty’s framing of the historical 

circumstances that led to CGC and NFS’s emergence in modern society, the CBR Team found 

little applicability for theory within this study. It was not for lack of interest to engage with 

theoretical constructs on their part or a sense of a misalignment of theory to their organization’s 

work. Instead, a lack of time within the project scope to engage each other in theoretical 

conversations limited the relevance of theory to the CBR Team. As this project went unfunded, 

and we each faced restrictive schedules, our priorities as a collective were to design the study and 

implement the data collection methods. Subsequently, as the primary investigator, I was 

responsible for data analysis and situating this study within a theoretical lens, results which the 

CBR Team reviewed and discussed but were not responsible for generating. While this does not 

detract from the merits of this study’s results, this situation speaks to one of the challenges that 

collaborative doctoral-level studies can face. As so many elements of this study were defined by 

the academic process, from the study’s timeline to how we delineated the sharing of intellectual 

property over the resulting evaluation framework, this circumstance necessitated a reflection over 

how or where it is appropriate to engage busy community-based research partners in theory when 

research foci are applied, not conceptual.  

The literature, whether theory-based or methods-based, offered little clarity. Powers 

(2010), whose words opened this chapter, stated that at the conclusion of research, “the scientific 

method involves revisiting our body of theory for the purpose of trying to learn lessons that 

translate into more robust and powerful theoretical understanding” (p. 244). As a scholar, 
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Powers’ advice resonated with how I approached this research project. Equally, it is evident in 

how I reflected upon this study’s findings and refined the resulting evaluation framework (see 

Chapters 5 and 6). However, to have not engaged the CBR Team in the use of theory to reflect on 

this study’s findings and evaluation framework felt akin to a disservice to science, the CBR 

methodology, and the CBR Team. This experience suggests that there is room for further 

guidance and improvement to how students apply theory within collaborative studies. 

Conclusion 

 This assessment of the history and applicability of food regime analysis and food 

sovereignty as theoretical frameworks for a food studies doctoral-level research project revealed 

the dynamic nature of food studies research and the theoretical frameworks generated to 

contextualize this field. For this research project, food regime analysis and food sovereignty were 

well suited to meet the roles of a theoretical framework, as established by Powers (2010), and 

complemented a food systems perspective. Together, both theories amended some of each other’s 

shortcomings, with food regime analysis offering a global focus and food sovereignty 

contributing the local to regional foci. More critically, they exposed contradictions and issues 

inherent to food movements in Canada (see Chapter 2) and globally. From a myopic focus on 

agrarian food systems to the ambiguities related to the operationalization of a food movement 

agenda, the process of understanding each theory set the foundation to reflect how this study’s 

findings and evaluation framework could best support community food organizations to design, 

deliver, and evaluate their initiatives. 

 However, the experience of applying both food regime analysis and food sovereignty as 

theories within a food studies doctoral project raised an important question regarding the role of 

theory within this discipline. Namely, are there more appropriate theories to draw from in 

conducting food studies research? For example, what theories best emphasize the role of food 
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consumers in addition to food producers? Or what theories best reflect food systems beyond 

agrarian structures? In answering these questions, it is feasible to draw frameworks from the 

fields of nutrition and dietetics as it relates to food behaviours, or from sustainability and systems 

thinking. However, a more likely approach is the development of a new theory (or theories) that 

critically examines the historical circumstances that led to the industrial food system and the 

counter-demands of food movements. Such a framework, as supported by this study’s literature 

review, must embed food within an intersectional lens that bridges anti-racism, decolonization, 

and feminist perspectives to ensure that the experiences of the communities and individuals 

negatively impacted by the industrial food system and/or marginalized by contemporary food 

movements are central to food studies research.  
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Chapter 5: Findings and Conclusions 

 This chapter outlines the findings and conclusions derived from this study’s investigation 

into how community food initiatives on Central Vancouver Island can evaluate their impacts 

from a food security perspective. Section 1, Findings, presents the results of the inductive 

thematic analysis of the semi-structured interviews, qualitative document analysis, and analysis 

of definitions, including the resulting nine themes that answered this project’s two sub-research 

questions, including: 

• In evaluating local food initiatives from a food security perspective, what evaluation 

methods are important/relevant to the initiatives and/or the organizations that run them? 

• In evaluating local food initiatives from a food security perspective, what criteria or 

indicators are important/relevant to the initiatives and/or the organizations that run them?  

In describing the resulting themes, Section 1 outlines how the CBR Team and I applied these 

findings to develop a food-focused evaluation framework for community food initiatives and 

where these themes align and/or conflict with the literature. Section 2, Conclusions, presents an 

answer to this study’s primary research question. Here, the food-focused evaluation framework is 

presented and critiqued, including its three elements: (a) a logic model template for community 

food initiative and evaluation planning (see Table 7) that presents a theory of change for 

community food initiatives from a systems perspective; (b) an evaluation matrix template (see 

Table 8) that outlines the evaluation steps; and (c) evaluation plans for CGC and NFS to test the 

evaluation framework (see Appendices 14 and 15).  

Section 1: Findings  

Section 1, Findings, outlines the two findings and nine themes that emerged from the 

inductive thematic analysis of the semi-structured interview, qualitative document analysis, and 
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definition analysis’ data sets. As listed below, the CBR Team and I applied the findings and 

themes to define this study’s resulting food-focused evaluation framework. 

• Finding 1: Evaluation methods  

 

o Theme 1: The evaluation method should be cost-effective, accessible to a broad 

audience, quick to administer, and accompanied by supports. 

o Theme 2: The community evaluated should develop the evaluation method.  

o Theme 3: The evaluation method must be culturally safe.  

o Theme 4: The evaluation method should empower staff in their work.  

o Theme 5: The evaluation method should be adaptive to evolving food discourses. 

o Theme 6: The evaluation method should support organizations to evaluate the 

intangible system-level impacts of their work.  

o Theme 7: Evaluating from a food systems perspective is relatively unexplored but 

is of interest to community food organizations. 

• Finding 2: Evaluation indicators 

o Theme 8: Food-system indicators and system indicators are interdependent. 

o Theme 9: Evaluation indicators need to reflect the scaled impacts of community 

food initiatives.  

Finding 1: Evaluation methods. I first analyzed the raw interview and document 

analysis data sets to identify themes relevant to the first sub-research question (data category one, 

see Chapter 3 for further details). As exhibited in Section 2: Conclusions, I applied these themes 

to direct the evaluation framework’s method. For this study, the CBR Team and I defined an 

evaluation method as an approach to guide the evaluation’s conduct, inclusive of the level of: (a) 

collaboration between the evaluator(s) and evaluation stakeholders (e.g., empowerment versus 
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participatory); (b) determine the scope of the evaluation (e.g., developmental, formative, or 

summative); and (c) define the intent of the evaluation (e.g., impact versus outcomes). From this 

analysis, I identified six themes that challenged and broadened our research team’s notion of 

evaluation.  

Theme 1: The evaluation method should be cost-effective, accessible to a broad 

audience, quick to administer, and accompanied by supports. Most project interviewees and 

their organizations expressed having limited to some experience conducting evaluations. 

Although a few outliers had or were in the process of establishing rigorous evaluation protocols, 

most interviewees defined their organization’s evaluation practices as informal, funder-driven, 

and/or not an ingrained aspect of their work culture. For example, when asked to describe their 

organization’s evaluation procedures, Interviewee C lamented that “It’s an area for 

improvement.” Similarly, Interviewee N explained, “It’s been up and down over the last five 

years in terms of what kinds of evaluation happen,” and Interviewee R claimed that while they do 

evaluate as part of their job, “It’s not very rigorous.” This lack of a formal evaluation practice 

was particularly evident when interviewees specified the types of evaluations their organizations 

have or currently conduct. In response, as opposed to listing the evaluation methods(s) used (e.g., 

empowerment versus participatory), the purpose of evaluation (e.g., developmental, formative, or 

summative), or the types of results obtained or desired (e.g., impacts versus outcomes), most 

interviewees described the data collection methods they employ as part of an evaluation. 

Examples included environmental scans, informal conversations, interviews, observations, 

surveys, tally marks, and tracking program data (e.g., participation rates or program outputs). For 

instance, Interviewee A explained that “When you’re applying for funding, I’ve done the 

outcomes and the indicators,” and Interviewee M stated that “A lot of the evaluation is informal, 

and it would be verbally.” Additionally, many interviewees conflated the evaluation of 
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community food initiatives with community food assessments that, as reviewed in Chapter 2, 

possess approaches, foci, and indicators distinct from those of an evaluation.  

Subsequently, to better understand this phenomenon, Cody and I asked interviewees to 

explain why their organizations lacked structured evaluation procedures and/or why, at a personal 

level, they felt inhibited to evaluate. In response, they emphasized seven barriers (see Table 4) 

that closely reflected CGC, NFS, and my previous experiences evaluating community food 

initiatives (J. Cody, personal communications, September 18, 2017; J. Stafford, personal 

communications, October 26, 2017). Specifically, interviewees identified that a lack of expertise, 

funding, staffing, and time restricted the allocation of resources towards evaluation. 

Consequently, they reported either conducting evaluations in an ad hoc manner or, particularly 

within environments that lack evaluation supports, simply not conducting evaluations. 

 Based on the interviewees’ comments within this theme, the CBR Team and I determined 

that this study’s resulting evaluation framework needed to account for the operational context of 

community food organizations and their limited resources for evaluation (e.g., expertise, funding, 

staffing, and time). While we needed to be careful not to justify and reinforce the operational 

circumstances they are critiqued for within the literature (see Langer, 2017), a failure to account 

for their operational context would not support evaluation to become a part of these 

organization’s work culture or the completion of valid and safe evaluations. As advised by 

Barton et al. (2011), evaluation approaches, particularly those that require participant input:  

Should be easy to administer, short in length (should be completed in 10–15 min), have 

 simple questions allowing self-completion, be easy to check for completion, be easy to 

 analyse, have the capability to pool multicentre data, and be suitabile [sic] for use ‘pre’ 

 and ‘post’ intervention (i.e. to avoid use of retrospective questions and reliance on 

 memory). (p. 589)
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Table 4 

Evaluation Barriers Identified by Interviewees 

Open Code Evaluation Barriers Identified 

The resources required to do some of that evaluation sometimes can be 

overwhelming. 

 

 

–Interviewee A 

1. The structure or nature of non-profit work, 

namely a lack of evaluation expertise or funding, 

staffing, and time, or the precarious nature of 

funding cycles, makes allocating resources 

towards evaluation difficult. 

You need staff that’s going to be understanding [of] evaluation. It’s just having 

somebody whose job it is, I feel, to take that on at least part of their portfolio. 

But I don’t know there needs to be a re-evaluation of the structure of it all and 

how to incorporate things like that to make it actually work. Because if you’re 

just putting in on the side of somebody’s desk, which is the case, it’s on the 

side. It’s an after-thought on the side of all our desks and it’s not getting done 

this way. Somebody needs to make it easy and say here’s something to work 

with and then it will be incorporated right. 

–Interviewee B 

 

There wasn’t time in a given day to really sit down and sink your teeth into like, 

what does evaluation look like from this organization’s perspective? 

 

–Interviewee I 

 

None of us here are making, with the exception of the program coordinator, 

making what would be considered [a] living wage. 

–Interviewee K 

 

We’ve been too busy doing the doing, like most other organizations. 

 

–Interviewee P 

 

People don’t know where to start. 

 

–Interviewee B 

2. A lack of information, knowledge, or resources 

to effectively conduct an evaluation inhibits 

capacities and/or motivations to evaluate. 
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We don’t even have good language for it. 

–Interviewee I 

 

I’ve never figured out a way to do it formally. Though, I have been encouraged 

by my manager to do so. I just haven’t quite got it yet . . . if there was some 

templates or mentorship around it. 

– Interviewee O 

 

It’s hard, especially when you’re trying to work at a regional level and doing 

collaboration work. For example, the work that I do . . . takes years in order to 

have an impact. I think we’re still at the beginning stages of that. 

–Interviewee J 

3. A lack of information, knowledge, or resources 

to support organizations to evaluate the intangible 

(often long-term) impacts of community food 

initiatives. 

It’s very hard to evaluate and measure transformation in people’s worldview, 

right, and having people think differently. How do you evaluate that? 

 

–Interviewee N 

 

Impacts are so darn hard to measure. They’re really hard. They are really hard 

to know to see, never mind measure them unless you’ve got a twenty-year lens. 

 

–Interviewee P 

 

Hard to make the direct link between what the [Organization Name]9 has done 

and the changes that are happening on the ground. 

 

–Interviewee Q 

 

Sometimes I need that reminder that it’s, hey, it’s time to do that. 

 

–Interviewee A 

4. Personal barriers such as a lack of motivation to 

sit down and complete more paperwork when 

workloads are already burdensome. 

I think I am a little bit weak in that area. It’s not a strength. I’m a bit of a doer. I 

think it’s a personality thing. 

–Interviewee O 

 

 
9 As per this study’s ethical framework that guarantees the anonymity of all interviewees and their organizations and communities, identifiable 

information including the names of interviewees, organizations, personal contacts, places and geographic references, and program or initiatives are excluded from 

this dissertation. Instead, descriptors of the information omitted, such as “Community Name” or “Organization Name” are included in brackets. 
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Evaluation is something that is so complicated, and I think that it’s often out of 

a[n] individual organization’s scope to do thorough evaluations of food work 

that they are doing. 

–Interviewee F 

5. Inability to see the benefit of conducting 

evaluations due to a lack of resources to run 

effective evaluations and/or not seeing the need to 

evaluate beyond what funders require. 

We continually have those conversations, but in terms of formal evaluation we 

haven’t done that internally just because I feel that the funder evaluations kind 

of cover it, generally speaking. 

–Interviewee J 

 

We have no problem getting people to return the surveys, to answer the surveys. 

It’s just we sometimes would prefer a more fuller answer to the question. 

 

–Interviewee D 

 

I just feel like people are already having to jump through a lot of hoops. If 

we’re gonna ask evaluative questions, I want to really have a strong sense of 

why we’re doing that so I could communicate that. And people who have been 

through the ringer, are very sensitive to power. In fact, a lot of them would run. 

 

–Interviewee K 

 

It’s hard to do when you’re going to a remote community and maybe you’re not 

from that community and the people don’t know you, they don’t trust you, they 

don’t know what you’re capable of. And they’d often, they often have lots of 

people come into the community to come in for a day or two and tell them, 

“Oh, wouldn’t it be great to have this, this, and this? You guys should do that,” 

and then leave again, which I don’t find very helpful but it’s sort of the position 

we’ve been placed into through the [Organization’s] work. 

–Interviewee J 

 

I sometimes don’t know how to put evaluation in that’s culturally safe or fun. 

But I never really figured out a way to do it that it didn’t seem kind of formal or 

colonial. 

–Interviewee O 
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The National Research Center (2004), in reference to assessment outcomes, outlined that the 

process of evaluation is “not as smooth or direct as many non-profit organizations and 

community-based service providers would prefer,” confirming that a lack of resources, technical 

supports, time, and training may impede evaluation (p. 33). In exploring this theme, the CBR 

Team and I determined that a practical evaluation framework for CGC and NFS must be cost-

effective, accessible to a broad audience (e.g., void of complex processes and jargon), quick to 

administer, and accompanied by supports (e.g., mentors, resources guides, or tutorials). Yet, the 

emergence of this theme raised several questions for the CBR Team and me, notably why this 

theme consistently appeared within the interview data, given that organizations such as CGC and 

NFS have free, online access to numerous evaluation handbooks for community food 

organizations (see Chapter 2). In returning to the interview data, the interviewees affirmed that 

the organizational culture around evaluation needs to change as an evaluation framework is but 

one piece of an evaluation plan. As Patton (2012) illustrated, there needs to be a level of 

organizational readiness for evaluation whereby stakeholders place value in it (pp. 15–16) by 

establishing practices and resources to enable evaluation. For example, as a result of participating 

in this project, NFS now includes evaluation budget lines into its funding applications. This 

change in practice is a small step that requires a nominal investment of staff time. Nonetheless, 

the exercise alone allows evaluation to become part of planning conversations (both within the 

organization and amongst funders) and opens opportunities to eliminate organizational barriers to 

evaluation incrementally. 

Theme 2: The community evaluated should develop the evaluation method. Although 

Interviewees B and O called for the development of standardized evaluation frameworks, such as 

those explored in the literature review and document analysis (see Centre for Whole 

Communities, 2009; National Research Center, 2004, 2006; Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, 
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Food and Rural Affairs, 2015; Palmer & Calancie, 2017; Public Health Agency of Canada, 

2012), Interviewee K suggested that it is best practice to develop evaluation frameworks and 

practices with the community evaluated. Their suggestion rested upon the perception that 

including evaluation participants in the decision-making processes will increase their 

commitment to evaluation, making for more substantive results. Likewise, the stakeholders may 

be more inclined to use evaluation results. For the CBR Team and me, this indicated that the 

evaluation framework needed to be adaptive enough for evaluators (either external or internal) to 

apply the framework in a manner that is both participatory and suitable for all evaluation 

stakeholders (i.e., anyone participating in or impacted by an evaluation). As expressed by 

Interviewee O, “I think if you’re developing evaluation around food systems and food work in 

the region, wouldn’t it be great to have a group of people from [Community Name] that are doing 

food work?” As revealed in the literature review (see Chapter 2), this sentiment is foundational to 

numerous evaluation approaches, including: (a) empowerment evaluation whereby all evaluation 

stakeholders are engaged in “planning and designing the evaluation, formulating evaluation 

questions, decision-making throughout the evaluation process, data analysis and collection, and 

the interpretation of evaluation results” (Schones, Murphy-Berman, & Chambers, 2000, p. 55); 

(b) collaborative evaluation in which “evaluators are in charge of the evaluation, but they create 

an ongoing engagement between evaluators and stakeholders, contributing to stronger evaluation 

designs, enhanced data collection and analysis, and results stakeholders understand and use” 

(Fetterman, Rodríguez-Campos, Wandersman, & O’Sullivan, 2014, p. 145); and (c) participatory 

evaluation where “trained evaluators work in partnership with [program] stakeholders to produce 

evaluative knowledge (Cousins, 2003; Cousins & Earl, 1992, 1995; Cousins & Whitmore, 1998)” 

(Cousins & Chouinard, 2012, p. 10). Therefore, although the use of standardized evaluation 

indicators would support the achievement of Theme 1, my analysis directed our research team 
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away from a prescriptive approach or evaluation method that could result in rigid processes that 

may lack meaning and utility for those directly engaged or affected.   

Theme 3: The evaluation method must be culturally safe. Documented within the 

evaluation literature (see Blanchet-Cohen, Geoffroy, & Hoyos, 2018, pp. 21–29; Hanberger, 

2018, pp. 114–119; Patton, 2011, p. 247; Patton, 2012, p. 76), evaluations must be culturally safe. 

As cautioned by Patton (2012), “Everyone who comes to the evaluation table brings culture with 

them. To ignore it is to disrespect those present and imperil use” (p. 53). Thus, to guarantee 

respect for culture, evaluators and evaluation stakeholders must be cognizant of their implicit 

biases and how these may affect evaluations and those engaged. Unfortunately, according to this 

study’s interview data, Interviewees I and O felt they lacked the personal and/or organizational 

knowledge to conduct culturally safe evaluations. They expressed concern that evaluations 

conducted by their community food organizations, particularly those whose board of directors, 

membership, staff, and volunteers predominantly identified as white settlers, would inadequately 

confront the racialized history of food systems within Canada and give undue privilege to settler 

histories and food cultures. Accordingly, Interviewees I and O spoke to their need for additional 

training to support themselves and their organizations to conduct evaluations of initiatives that 

engage Indigenous, Black, and People of Colour safely. 

 As part of this conversation, several interviewees grew uneasy (e.g., restarted their 

answers several times, took long pauses, laughed awkwardly, or physically demonstrated their 

unease through facial expressions and fidgeting) in expressing the lack of engagement they felt 

their organizations have with the Indigenous communities whose unceded, stollen territories they 

work. Others identified discomfort in discussing how best to initiate evaluation within a cross-

cultural context. Specifically, Interviewees I and O labelled their lack of competency to build 

trust respectfully and safely across cultures and/or trepidation to initiate these conversations as 
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settlers prevented them from conducting evaluations. Interviewee O summarized these 

complexities:  

Sometimes I think that food security [work] needs to be broader so that all of us are 

healing our connection to where we are living and then we’ll be healthier if the land 

around us is healthier. That’s most importantly, I just don’t know if what I’m seeing lately 

around evaluation or metrics has the heart or the heartbeat grounding in land and it’s too 

heady. It’s just got too much thinking, numbers, and it’s it’s so I just don’t know the 

benefit of it. What I've been trying to encourage here . . . is how do we do this work and 

actually see what Indigenous people want to measure? 

Interviewee O continued in describing their desire to co-develop evaluation processes with local 

Indigenous stakeholders that would uphold Indigenous worldviews without appropriating 

traditional knowledge or practices: 

I can see that it’s lacking an Indigenous place-based foundation and approach, and I 

actually feel like I’d be so interested if we could have Indigenous people be part of the 

creation of these tools and ways of reflecting that we wouldn’t see the separation that we 

do . . . if you’re going to develop a framework of the land, make sure you talk to the 

people whose land you’re on. 

Interviewee O’s words echoed loudly in the literature critical of community food initiatives and 

contemporary food movements (see Chapter 2), as well as the calls to action expressed by anti-

racist, decolonization, food justice, and Indigenous food sovereignty movements in Canada and 

worldwide that are demanding dominant cultures to amend the discriminatory and oppressive 

systems (e.g., ableist, ageist, classist, homophobic, racist, sexist, and transphobic) they privilege 

and perpetuate (whether implicitly or explicitly). Accordingly, the data indicated that an 

evaluation framework designed with an anti-oppression approach rooted in an intersectional lens 
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might support some community food organizations to confront their colonial roots, positions of 

power and privilege, and racial biases with the appropriate knowledge. In doing so, they may 

identify the organizational actions and changes they need to undertake to reflect and support all 

members of their community. 

Theme 4: The evaluation method should empower staff in their work. Some of the 

interviewees, specifically Interviewees K and N, framed the evaluation process as an opportunity 

to deepen their staffs’ commitment to their work. As Interviewee K articulated, “If we’re all 

connected to our mission statements in a meaningful way and feel like an evaluative process is 

gonna embolden that and bring new ideas to the surface, then I think it’s about empowerment.” 

Through empowerment, as Interviewee N similarly explained, evaluations can create: 

  A culture of being open to looking at things and thinking about how things are going and 

 pivoting and changing and that that kind of those cultural aspects are, I think, really 

 important to the health of the organization and its evaluative process.  

Given that several interviewees grew uneasy or awkwardly laughed when asked to list their 

organization’s evaluation practices, the concept of evaluating from a place of positivity and 

inquiry might dissipate some of the tension or fears that staff and organizations have with 

evaluation. Acknowledged within the evaluation literature (see Patton, 2012, p. 23; Taut & 

Brauns, 2003, pp. 248–250), stakeholders’ disinterest or unwillingness to evaluate can reside in 

underlying psychological concerns of the process. These concerns can raise negative emotions 

and experiences from past evaluations. It may also raise fears of the results and their associated 

consequences, including a loss of power, lowered self-esteem, negative performance reviews, or 

the termination of employment (Taut & Brauns, 2003, pp. 248–250). Accordingly, this theme 

suggested that the method employed by this study’s resulting evaluation framework needed to 

start from a mindset of appreciative inquiry whereby evaluation is part of a continuum of learning 
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and improvement based on an organization’s strengths as opposed to deficits. Alternatively, as 

presented by Preskill and Torres (1999), organizations can adopt the practice of evaluative 

inquiry whereby evaluation is more than “a means of accumulating information for decision-

making and action (operational intelligence), but that it is equally concerned with questioning and 

debating the value of what we do in organizations” (p. 44). With either approach, the evaluation 

of a community food initiative would offer more than a confirmation of performance or 

achievement. Instead, it would determine how the initiative contributes to an organization’s 

broader food mandate or system(s).  

 Here it is necessary to pause and ask, why not empowerment evaluation? If the findings 

of this study revealed that the empowerment of staff could increase evaluation buy-in and utility, 

would empowerment evaluation be an appropriate method for our evaluation framework? The 

answer, in short, is no. Although empowerment evaluation instills strong stakeholder engagement 

and facilitates evaluation capacity-building (Patton, 2011, p. 187), values that strongly align with 

Themes 2 and 3 of this study’s first finding, our data highlighted that the most appropriate 

evaluation method is one that strikes a balance between this study’s nine themes. As explored 

below in Themes 5 to 8, the evaluation method selected needs to apply systems thinking, 

including a recognition of the complexity of terms used to describe the work of community food 

initiatives, the interdependencies between the variables that contribute and detract from the 

acquisition of food security or healthy and just local food systems, and the scales of analysis 

relevant to food systems. Thus, as reflected in Theme 6, a desirable evaluation approach is one 

that unites the participatory values of empowerment evaluation with a systems perspective. 

Theme 5: The evaluation method should be adaptive to evolving food discourses. The 

conclusion of the discourse review outlined in Chapter 2 called for community food 

organizations to be sensitive to the food terms used to conceive and define food movements and 
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the multitude of ways that food is experienced. Similarly, the interviewees’ feedback conveyed 

that this study’s resulting evaluation framework also needed to be responsive to how community 

food organizations, and their communities and partners, apply food terminology. For instance, 

when interviewees shared how they or their organizations defined food security, many, including 

Interviewees D, I, N, and Q, cited a variation of the FAO’s 2001 definition (see List of 

Definitions), each drawing attention to the term’s focus on access to nutritious food at all times. 

As Interviewee N stated, “Food security, you know, there’s the boiler-plate definition of having 

access to food that is culturally appropriate and safe and healthy and nourishing.” However, 

several interviewees, including K, O, and P, expressed a hesitancy or resistance to food security. 

Interviewee K felt the technocratic definition of food security disconnected the term from the 

grassroots nature of their work and the day-to-day realities their community and program 

participants experienced with discrimination, hunger, poor nutrition, poverty, and racism. They 

commented: 

 I know that food security has taken on—it has a political energy around it now and 

 definition . . . and it’s got a strong academic lineage. But I haven’t really thought about it 

 in terms of any of those things. We’re just so in the kitchen with our sleeves pushed up 

 and just dealing with people that even the word ‘food security’, we’ve adopted it because 

 that seems to be how people want to talk about it. But to be honest, I haven’t really given 

 a lot of thought about what food security is. 

Further, Interviewee O favoured other terms to food security, sharing that they “Like to broaden 

food security to food sovereignty and ensure that self-determination is a key part of it”; and 

Interviewee P, in describing why they shifted away from the use of food security for food 

sovereignty, framed food security as “Part of the neocolonial work that has gone on with food 

and associated with the green revolution.” This feedback from the interviewees highlighted that 



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

172 

despite the pervasiveness of the FAO definition, or how the term is re-defined by users within the 

local level of analysis, the term is not always appropriate, culturally safe, or relevant. Paralleled 

in this study’s literature review (see Chapter 2), if some perceive food security as outdated, 

reflective of the industrial food system, representative of a colonial-settler worldview, and 

incongruent with the overarching goals of Canadian food movements and grassroots food 

initiatives, the language of this research project’s resulting evaluation framework required a shift 

away from food security. Instead, while acknowledging that CGC and NFS will continue to use 

the term food security as their definitions or interpretations of the term acknowledge the broader 

demand and supply-drive variables of the concept, our data revealed that this study’s evaluation 

framework would serve its end-users better should it apply a food systems perspective. This 

decision, further, might assist CGC and NFS in maintaining the evaluation framework’s long-

term relevance as the definitions, frameworks, and terminology used by community food 

organizations and their stakeholders to define their work will inevitably change over time.  

Theme 6: The evaluation method should support organizations to evaluate the 

intangible system-level impacts of their work. When asked to identify what community food 

organizations are measuring in their evaluations, interviewee responses fell into one of five sub-

themes including (in descending order of frequency): (a) general statistical initiative outcomes 

such as attendance levels, initiative expenses or funding levels, and initiative inputs/outputs (e.g., 

number of meals cooked or gardens installed); (b) behavioural changes made as a result of 

participating in or running the initiative (e.g., participants self-report an increase in vegetable 

consumption or organizations change course curriculums in response to participant feedback); (c) 

engagement trends that measure whom the initiative connects to and the success of that 

engagement (e.g., community partners, funders, or volunteers); (d) food system impacts (e.g., an 

increase in community gardens/gardeners as a result of an initiative); and (e) community food 
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assessment trends that detail the status or health of a local food system (e.g., number of 

community or school gardens, community kitchen programs, farmers’ markets, food outlets, food 

producers, food service agencies, and more). As denoted by the first four sub-themes and the 

evaluation indicators specified in the food-based evaluation handbooks included in the literature 

review and document analysis (see National Research Center, 2004; Ontario Ministry of 

Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs, 2015), this study’s interviewees also reported more 

consistently evaluating the quantifiable outputs of their initiatives. For example, Interviewee A 

collected “How many sessions,” Interviewee N tracked statistics on the number of “Workshops 

delivered, kind of community engagement events, volunteers involved, numbers of schools 

visited, all that kind of stuff,” and Interviewee B collected data for funders who “Often want to 

know that people are participating.” Yet, although many interviewees reported tracking 

qualitative data, typically in the form of impact statements from community members or 

participants, several expressed a strong desire to evaluate their organization’s broader community 

impacts. Some even wished to identify correlations between the activities of their community 

food initiatives and changes made within their communities or participants. Others even sought 

(akin to this project) to evaluate the intangible, system-level impacts of community food 

initiatives. For instance, Interviewee I reported, “I don’t think there’s enough understanding or 

acknowledgment that a lot of the success of the work that we do is relational.” Their comment 

referred to the idea that food systems work and its evaluation relates to more than just the chains 

of food production, distribution, and consumption; it is equally (as expressed in Chapter 2) about 

the relationships within a food system that help to fuel food production, distribution, and 

consumption. Likewise, Interviewee J spoke to the long-term commitment required to make 
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changes in a food system, changes that in their experience happen over more extended time arcs 

than what funder-driven projects and their evaluation structures allow. They specified, 

 It just takes a long time, and the awareness-raising part is, you know, even just being 

 here and doing this, having a food security project, I mean, people . . . the vast majority of 

 people that I talk to have never heard of food security and don’t know what it is. Getting 

 to the point of actually doing something about it is challenging and it’s just gonna take 

 a long time. 

 Cumulatively, the interviewees’ remarks indicated that this study’s resulting evaluation 

framework needed to shift from food security to food systems. As a result, this finding, in part, 

not only led the CBR Team and me to orient the focus of the evaluation framework generated 

away from food security toward food systems but led us to conclude that the most appropriate 

method for evaluating the system-level impacts of community food initiatives was DE. A 

participatory process of evaluation that draws from systems thinking (a holistic approach to 

knowledge creation and analysis that recognizes the interdependent complexities of human 

existence) and complexity theory to support social innovators to assess systems change (Patton, 

2011, p. 36), DE was designed for those working within complex systems “Where predictability 

and control are relatively low, goals, strategies, and what gets done can be emergent and changing 

rather than predetermined and fixed” (Patton, 2011, p. 36). In applying a non-prescriptive 

evaluation approach, DE offers not a structure but “a mindset of inquiry into how to bring data to 

bear on what’s unfolding so as to guide and develop that unfolding” (Patton, 2011, p. 75). In 

doing so, DE creates space for “exploring the parameters of an innovation” (Patton, 2011, p. 39), 

bringing “feedback to those engaging in innovative systems change initiatives about how their 

efforts are being received, understood, and reacted to at multiple levels” (Patton, 2011, p. 121). 

To summarize, DE does not offer a replacement to formative or summative types of evaluation. 
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Rather, it offers a distinct evaluation approach responsive to adapting, emergent, non-linear, 

resilient, and/or uncertain situations in their immediacy, whether that be a new program, an 

existing program, or a state of crisis (Patton, 2011, p. 90). Thus, for this study, CGC, NFS, and I 

selected DE to drive the systems lens we embedded in our food-focused evaluation framework. 

 For a novice evaluator such as me, or for those community food organizations that 

continue to face barriers to evaluation, DE can feel abstract and lacking in the structure and 

boundaries required to propel evaluation forward. I acknowledged that these attributes conflict 

with this study’s first theme (e.g., quick and easy to administer evaluation approaches). 

Therefore, if our research team aspired for the evaluation framework to challenge the status quo 

of community food initiatives while respecting the limited time and resources organizations have 

for evaluation, we required an alternative process for applying this study’s findings. While the 

data collected did not specify what this alternative should be, this goal spurred further dialogue 

between the CBR Team and me around how else we could apply the data to support an 

alternative process, such as the development of food systems maps for community food initiative 

planning and evaluation (see Chapter 6: Recommendation 3).   

Theme 7: Evaluating from a food systems perspective is relatively unexplored but is of 

interest. At the conclusion of the inductive thematic analysis, one final theme emerged that 

provided the CBR Team and me a bit of hope that our research goals were on track and that our 

study’s findings may find utility outside the scope of this project. Although few of the 

interviewees reported having explored the idea of evaluating the impacts of their community food 

initiatives from a food perspective, whether that be food security, food systems, or food 

sovereignty, they demonstrated a keen interest in the idea. Interestingly, the very act of asking 

interviewees if they have evaluated program impacts from a food perspective instigated some to 

ponder this objective for the first time. For example, Interviewee K exclaimed that “We’re doing 
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all food and we’re like—we haven’t looked at it from a food lens, but we are doing food. Oh my 

gosh!” and Interviewee M noted, “No, but that would make so much sense to do that.” Likewise, 

when Cody and I asked interviewees to provide feedback on their experience of the interview or 

about the project, many expressed a desire to access the final project results and/or expressed that 

they saw value in this research project. Interviewee P noted,  

I’m very interested in seeing your work as it moves along because I think your questions 

 suggest that you have an idea about evaluation that I don’t often see. And I’ve done lots 

 of evaluation frameworks and I’ve looked at lots of evaluations and been involved in 

 doing lots of evaluations and I think you are on a really good track. 

Likewise, Interviewee R concluded the interview with, “I think it’s valuable that we are having 

this conversation ‘cause so often I find that evaluation is not an integral part of the work that 

we’re doing. We’re doing it and so often it feels reactive.” At a time in history when community 

food initiatives are taking a reflexive look at their goals, operations, and values, their interest and 

positivity in this research offered much-needed assurance and motivation that this study was 

worthwhile, and its intended results would be of use. 

Finding 2: Evaluation indicators. As summarized in Chapter 3, I conducted a separate 

inductive thematic analysis of the semi-structured interviews, document analysis, and definition 

analysis through the lens of the second sub-research question (data category two). As the impacts 

of community food initiatives are diverse (as exemplified by the long list of preliminary food and 

system indicators generated by this analysis outlined in Table 3), and as the CBR Team and I set 

out to design an evaluation framework adaptive to distinct initiatives and organizations, we felt it 

would be more appropriate to develop a list of meta-indicator categories to focus the system-level 

approach of this evaluation framework, as opposed to an extensive list of prescriptive, possibly 

irrelevant, evaluation indicators. Subsequently, for this study, the CBR Team and I defined
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Table 5 

Meta-Food System Evaluation Indicator Categories 

 Indicator 

Categories 

Indicator Category  

Definitions 

1 Acceptability “Access to culturally acceptable food, which is produced and obtained in ways that do not compromise 

people’s dignity, self-respect or human rights” (Centre for Studies in Food Security, 2021, Mandate section, 

para. 6) 

2 Accessibility “Physical and economic access to food for all at all times” (Centre for Studies in Food Security, 2021, 

Mandate section, para. 4) 

3 Adequacy “Access to food that is nutritious and safe, and produced in environmentally sustainable ways” (Centre for 

Studies in Food Security, 2021, Mandate section, para. 5) 

4 Agency “The policies and processes that enable the achievement of food security” (Centre for Studies in Food 

Security, 2021, Mandate section, para. 7), and the acquisition of the right to food 

5 Area Sufficient and safe space to grow, raise, harvest, catch, process, and/or store food for all people at all times  

6 Availability “Sufficient food for all people at all times” (Centre for Studies in Food Security, 2021, Mandate section, 

para. 3) 

7 Food and Culture “The practices, attitudes, and beliefs as well as the networks and institutions surrounding the production, 

distribution, and consumption of food (Eleuterio & Long, 2017, p. 2) 

8 Food Economy Sufficient processes and relationships that move food in a community or supply chain (e.g., from food jobs to 

food marketing). These processes or relationships are inclusive of the market and non-market-based 

infrastructures and the mechanisms that support the production, harvesting, distribution, and sharing/retail of 

food 

9 Food Justice An environmental and social justice movement for the dismantling of the institutionalized racism and class-

based discrimination that marginalizes the food histories, food systems, and means of food access 

experienced by Indigenous, Black, and People of Colour 

10 Food Literacy Acquisition of skills or changes made to how people source, prepare, cook, store, and/or preserve food in the 

home environment 

11 Food Sovereignty Autonomy to define one’s food system, whether as a consumer or producer, and role within that food system 

12 Indigenous Food 

Sovereignty 

“The present day strategies that enable and support the ability of Indigenous communities to sustain 

traditional hunting, fishing, gathering, farming and distribution practices (Morrison, 2006, 2008), the way we 

have done for thousands of years prior to contact with first European settlers” (Morrison, 2011, pp. 97–98) 
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Table 6 

Meta-System Evaluation Indicator Categories 

 Indicator  

Categories 

Indicator Category  

Definitions 

1 Administration Activities or processes that contribute to the financial viability of a program/ organization and or to the 

development of a food program 

2 Capacity Building Acquisition of the skills, knowledge, or resources that increase the effectiveness of a food program or 

organization 

3 Collaboration/ 

Teamwork 

Individual or group capacity/skill to effectively work towards a common end 

4 Communication Individual or group capacity/skill to effectively communicate their needs or meanings 

5 Community 

Building 

Fostering a sense of community within a defined geographic region or within a group of who shares a 

common interest/goal 

6 Decolonization “A process which engages with imperialism and colonialism at multiple levels. For researchers, one of 

those levels is concerned with having a more critical understanding of the underlying assumptions, 

motivations and values which inform research practices” (Smith, 2008, p. 20) 

7 Emergency 

Preparedness 

Steps taken, or resources required, to ensure community resilience in the face of a natural or human-led 

disaster 

8 Health Changes/modifications made to improve one’s health or the health of a community or geographic 

environment 

9 Personal 

Development 

Acquisition of or changes made to one’s talents, sense of self, personal awareness, or knowledgebase 

that supports an individual’s employability, contribution to a community/society, and self-confidence 

10 Social Connections Acts or processes that foster meaningful social interactions, relationship building, and a sense of trust 

between individuals and/or groups that contribute to one’s health, sense of belonging, and/or that reduce 

isolation 

11 Sustainability Acts or processes that contribute to the long-term health and vitality of the natural environment 
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evaluation indicators as measurable criteria of a community food initiative’s food system impacts 

and meta-indicator categories as themes developed to group or cluster the specific indicators. 

Thus, from this analysis, I identified 23 meta-indicator categories relevant to the proposed 

evaluation framework. These meta-indicator categories spoke to the intersection of food with 

other lived domains (e.g., class, culture, economy, environment, geography, health, housing, 

income, politics, social landscape, and more) and the need for the evaluation framework to 

account for the interconnected food and system-level impacts of community food initiatives. As 

detailed in Tables 5 and 6, the meta-indicator categories became the foundation of this study’s 

evaluation framework and are accompanied by definitions to provide context and nuance to each 

category’s meaning and scope. 

At the end of this stage of analysis, I identified three additional themes that informed the 

structure of the evaluation framework’s logic model template and evaluation matrix template and 

the systems-focus of the evaluation plans. 

Theme 8: Food-system indicators and system indicators are interdependent. The initial 

analysis produced more meta-system evaluation indicator categories than meta-food system 

indicator categories. Since the analysis plan did not anticipate generating the system meta-

indicator categories, the CBR Team and I were initially unsure how to incorporate these findings 

into this study. At first, we were concerned that the meta-system indicator categories would 

detract from creating a food-focused evaluation framework. Initially, we were more interested in 

understanding how a community food initiative affected participants’ food access or food literacy 

and not how it affected their social systems (among others). Even so, the closer I analyzed the 

data, the clearer it became that the meta-system indicator categories represented the 

interdependence of food with a community’s or individual’s broader lived circumstances and 

experiences. As acknowledged within the literature review’s discussion of food discourses (see 
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Chapter 2), a person’s experience of food, food justice, food literacy, food security, or food 

sovereignty does not occur in isolation from a range of other lived experiences. Therefore, should 

we have not incorporated the meta-system indicator categories into this project’s evaluation 

framework, our work would have not fully acknowledged the diverse impacts that community 

food initiatives can have, such as the creation of social spaces or community building, and the 

role that a persons’ lived reality has upon their relationship to food. To this, Interviewee N stated, 

What sorts of structures are influencing people’s food security is an interesting lens 

 and it draws in other things like housing and affordability and systemic racism, and 

 all of these other kinds of things that are actually really foundationally important to 

 peoples’ ability to have food security. 

Furthermore, if the CBR Team and I could not see how to include these meta-system indicator 

categories, we would likely have produced an evaluation framework incapable of meeting several 

of the evaluative methodological requirements outlined in this study’s findings. For example, the 

need for culturally safe evaluations (Theme 3) requires a direct response to systemic racism 

within Canada, a situation that cannot be understood or affected solely through a food systems 

lens. As per Theme 3, this requires an intersectional lens that draws the linkages between forms 

of discrimination and oppression and the systems of power that perpetuate such injustices. 

Moreover, the need for the evaluation framework to be adaptive to the evolving food discourses 

(Theme 5) too requires an intersectional lens as the very terms that have come forth to discuss 

food experiences and food systems (e.g., food justice, food literacy, and food sovereignty) speak 

to the cultural, economic, environmental, geographic, health, political, and social systems that 

affect how individuals and communities experience food.   

 Here, it is essential to reflect that some meta-system indicator categories, specifically 

emergency food preparedness and socialization, did not emerge from the document or definition 
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analysis—a trend that indicated either the on-the-ground food systems work is ahead of the 

literature or that academic fields outside of food studies are addressing these themes. Unlike the 

data from qualitative document and definition analyses, the interviewees’ comments revealed that 

community food initiatives have a powerful social role for communities and participants as they 

offered space to foster relationships and access additional resources (e.g., other service agencies) 

and social supports (e.g., friendships and mentors). In describing the outcomes of a cooking 

program, Interviewee A voiced,  

The social aspect is as important as the education or nutrition piece . . . I think it’s, you 

know, outcomes are generally the social aspect, being more connected to their 

community, you know, being more confident in cooking and just the knowledge of 

healthier cooking.   

Similarly, in outlining the invaluable social impacts of community kitchens, Interviewee K 

shared, “Once a month someone in our community feels great relief at having good nutritious 

food that she made with good support with her friends that she’s gotten to know over the years.”       

 Likewise, communities also benefit from the opportunities that community food 

initiatives create for critical conversations, networking, and partnership development between 

food and other stakeholders who work within food and across other sectors. Interviewee G 

articulated this when outlining the origins of the food organization they operate: 

It actually grew out of some fairly acrimonious political situations . . . the [Community 

Name] was incredibly divided, politically, and the idea of food sharing and food security 

was sort of a non-political, non-partisan way of bringing people together. So, that’s what 

started the idea of something to do with food. 

 In summary, the inductive thematic analysis that resulted in the identification of the 23 

meta-indicator categories reminded me, CGC, and NFS that an evaluation of a community food 
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initiative from a food systems perspective necessitates an intersectional lens to allow for 

evaluations sensitive and responsive to the totality of other systems that this work connects. From 

this standpoint, a food system is more than the set of processes that interact and bring food from 

aquatic or terrestrial environments to tables. Akin to the food system descriptions provided in 

Chapter 2, a food system equally consists of the broader interconnected systems and their 

relationships and hierarchies that define and enable food access (Grubinger et al., 2010, p. 2; 

MacDonald & Reitmeier, 2017, p. 2). Although this theme is by no means revolutionary (it is, in 

fact, quite apparent given the system’s focus of Theme 6), its occurrence within this study 

prompted me, CGC, and NFS to reflect on the importance of routinely assessing our 

contradictions and implicit biases to guarantee that our perspectives are not narrowing the scope 

of our work or limiting our intended impacts. 

Theme 9: Evaluation indicators need to reflect the scaled impacts of community food 

initiatives. Related to Theme 6, each of the 23 meta-indicator categories applies to a different 

scale of analysis. For example, several are specific to program participants’ experience of a 

community food initiative (e.g., communication or personal development). Conversely, others are 

relevant to the organizational level of analysis (e.g., capacity building) or to all levels of analysis 

(e.g., decolonization and emergency preparedness). This theme signalled that a successful food-

focused evaluation of a community food initiative would need to assess the impact(s) it has upon 

participants (e.g., food accessibility or personal development), on the organization’s capacity to 

run the initiative and to fulfill its mandate (e.g., administration or capacity building), on the 

community (e.g., community building or emergency preparedness), and on the food system (e.g., 

decolonization or sustainability). This finding suggested that a system’s focus could be brought 

not just to the evaluation framework’s indicators (see Table 8) but to the specific actors engaged 

through community food initiatives (see Table 7). As a result of this finding, we further 
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embedded a systems lens into the resulting evaluation framework by including the four levels of 

analysis in which community food initiatives interact within the evaluation framework’s logic 

model and matrix (Theme 6).  

Section 2: Conclusions  

 The totality of the inductive thematic analysis answered this project’s primary research 

question: how can the impacts of local food initiatives on Central Vancouver Island be evaluated 

from a food security perspective? The two findings and nine themes directed that our food-

focused evaluation framework needed to be: (a) cost-effective, accessible to a broad audience, 

quick to administer; and accompanied by supports; (b) developed with the community evaluated; 

(c) be culturally safe; d) empower staff; (e) reflect the evolving food discourses; (f) apply a 

systems’ focus that accounts for the interdependent food and system variables that influence food 

access; and (g) support a scaled evaluation of participant, organization, community, and food 

system impacts. Although complex demands, our research team applied these findings to guide 

the development of a food systems-focused evaluation framework for CGC and NFS. Overall, 

this study led to the development of an evaluation framework designed to: 

• Be scaled up or down to accommodate an organization’s availability of expertise, 

funding, staffing, and time for evaluation (Theme 1). For example, not all meta-indicator 

categories are relevant to each evaluation. Organizations are free to choose the meta-

indicator categories that match their initiative’s theory of change or align with what they 

hope to learn from their initiative. 

• Use language that creates spaces for the multiple and complex food-based definitions 

utilized by community food initiatives (Theme 5). Exhibited by the program logic model 

template’s Indicator Categories column (see Table 7), the meta-indicator categories bring 
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focus to the food terms relevant to community food initiatives. These terms and 

definitions can be changed/adapted as needed by the users of the evaluation framework. 

• Support an evaluation of a community food initiative’s system-level impacts (Themes 6 to 

8). Outlined by the program logic model template’s four indicator category columns (see 

Table 7), the experiences/perspectives of the participant, organization, community, and 

food system (Theme 9) are incorporated. 

• Apply a systems approach to uncover the bigger picture impacts of programs across 

multiple scales of analysis (Themes 6 and 9). When applied, the evaluation should 

facilitate a process focused on how the initiative or organization contributed to its food 

system, instead of focusing on program outputs (although the logic model template also 

captures this data). This process is to be defined by the types of indicatory categories 

selected and indicators users define. 

• Be imbued with the language and focus reflective of the specific mechanisms that 

facilitate meaningful participation (Theme 2), cultural safety (Theme 3), and the 

empowerment of staff (Theme 4). Neither the specific evaluation plans drafted for CGC 

and NFS (see Appendices 14 and 15), nor the Public Report that the CBR Team and I 

drafted as a means of support (Theme 1) for other community food organizations (see 

Appendix 16), can facilitate the cultural shifts within community food initiatives that this 

study’s literature review and findings demand. In its place, the engine to facilitate such 

change, in this case, consists of the users of the evaluation framework and how they see 

their work operating within the modern context.
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Table 7 

Logic Model Template 

Initiative’s Purpose: 

Initiative’s Outputs: 

Inputs / Activities / Participants: 

Selected Indicator  

Categories 

Participant Level 

Indicators 

Organization Level 

Indicators 

Community              

Level Indicators 

System 

Level Indicators 
(i.e., availability) 

 

    

(i.e., health) 

 

     

 

Table 8 

Evaluation Matrix Template 

Selected 

Indicator 

Categories 

Participant 

Level 

Indicators 

Organization   

Level 

Indicators 

Community              

Level 

Indicators 

System 

Level 

Indicators 

Data  

Source(s) 

Data 

Collection 

Method(s) 

Analysis 

Procedures 

(i.e., 

availability) 
 

 

 

      

(i.e., health) 
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Conclusion 

The findings of this project informed not only the method that this study’s evaluation 

framework for community food initiatives required but the types of indicators relevant to a food-

focused evaluation. As a result, this study concluded with the development of a draft evaluation 

framework for CGC and NFS that should help each organization to design and evaluate their 

work in a manner that reflects how these initiatives will or will not affect the various domains 

that intersect food, the levels of analysis pertinent to their work, and the various stakeholders 

engaged. Although this evaluative inquiry did not conclude, as intended, with the testing of the 

evaluation framework, the work that led to the drafting of the evaluation framework was 

instrumental in starting a conversation around the evaluation of community food initiatives 

amongst the CBR Team members, those engaged in this study’s interviews, and those we have 

shared our findings. This discussion alone is a success. Yet, outside of this project’s planned 

outputs, the research conducted helped build relationships amongst the research team and 

relevant stakeholders, ignite interest within the CBR Team to look at their internal evaluation 

practices, and contribute insights to this study’s theoretical and methodological frameworks.  

Thus, at the end of this project, the CBR Team and I acknowledge that more work outside 

this study’s scope remains. From sharing the project results with interested stakeholders to testing 

the evaluation framework, this study has opened opportunities for future collaboration between 

the entire project team. For myself, it has also inspired research ideas that I hope to explore 

through continued study (see Chapter 6). Finally, for those similarly engaged in food movement 

work or the food studies field, our findings offer a platform for others to launch new 

investigations into this area of study.
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Chapter 6: Recommendations 

In total, this qualitative, community-based research project’s investigation into how 

community food organizations on Central Vancouver Island can evaluate the food security 

impacts of their initiatives resulted in the development of a food systems-focused evaluation 

framework (inclusive of an evaluation logic model, evaluation matrix, and evaluation plans for 

CGC and NFS). The CBR Team and I designed this evaluation framework to: (a) be cost-

effective, accessible to a broad audience, quick to administer, and accompanied by supports; (b) 

be developed with the community evaluated; (c) be culturally safe; d) empower staff; (e) reflect 

the evolving food discourses; (f) apply a systems’ focus that accounts for the interdependent food 

and systems variables that influence food access; and (g) support a scaled evaluation of 

participant, organization, community, and food system impacts. Ultimately, we intended the 

evaluation framework to support community food organizations, such as CGC and NFS, to 

capture the nuances and often intangible impacts of their work, share these impacts with their 

stakeholders, and, where necessary, improve the design and delivery of community food 

initiatives. Accordingly, while elated to have identified an evaluation process for a seemingly 

impossible task (many, including ourselves, doubted whether our research aspirations were 

achievable), the CBR Team and I recognize that more work remains. As such, this final chapter 

synthesizes this project’s findings and conclusions into actionable recommendations for the CBR 

Team and me to implement as part of our knowledge mobilization plan and our commitment to 

testing the evaluation framework’s efficacy. Further, to conclude the dissertation, this chapter 

closes with a reflection of the study’s implications for the CBR Team and offers suggestions for 

enhancing the delivery of CBR research and social sciences at the graduate level. 
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Recommendation 1: Refine the Evaluation Framework 

 Akin to this study’s literature review of the ever-changing nature of food systems’ 

lexicon, this project’s resulting evaluation framework is a document in evolution. Thus, to 

maintain its ongoing relevance to CGC, NFS, and any other stakeholders who may use the 

framework, its users must adapt it to the changing, often emergent, landscape in which 

community food organizations operate. As highlighted by other food systems practitioners 

connected to the research and this study’s theoretical framework, the evaluation meta-indicator 

categories (see Tables 5 and 6) are data-driven and possess gaps. For example, as I reviewed the 

evaluation framework, specifically the meta-indicator categories and evaluation questions, 

through the lens of the theoretical corpus, issues of power surfaced. Furthermore, as I began to 

share this project’s results with other stakeholders, I was reminded that the evaluation framework 

is missing critical perspectives, such as gender, the climate crisis, among others. Accordingly, the 

remainder of this section outlines how the CBR Team and I planned to address these limitations.  

 As identified in Chapter 4, each theoretical corpus illuminated the issue of power. 

Specifically, food regime analysis’ political-economic framework articulates how specific states 

and global actors, such as transnational corporations, have come to ascertain and exert power 

over the global economy and food systems. From the rise and fall of the British and American 

empires to the transnational political and economic order of the 21st-century, food regime 

analysis links the historical political and economic processes with the longstanding economic, 

environmental, geographic, health, political, and/or social issues facing the world today that, in 

part, manifest as food insecurity (see Jarosz, 2011; Maxwell, 1996; Sen, 1999; Tarasuk & 

Mitchell, 2020). As discussed in Chapter 2’s review of food terms, including food literacy, these 

challenges are often rooted in the inequitable distribution of power. Conversely, food sovereignty 

demands an equitable distribution of power (i.e., rights) amongst all actors and scales of analysis 
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invested in bringing food to markets and tables. For food sovereignty advocates, power is not just 

an entity held by states; it is a right to be shared with all stakeholders so that those actors 

colonized, disenfranchised, ignored, or subsumed by contemporary food regimes—namely the 

small-scale individual producers as well as consumers—can have an equal opportunity to the 

power held by the Minority World10 (Gürcan, 2018, p. 324). This revelation suggested that our 

evaluation framework should maintain sensitivity to and/or hold community food organizations 

accountable to the power systems that intersect community food initiatives. Whether that be 

hierarchies within the community food organizations themselves that influence and define goals 

and priorities (e.g., practices that do not centre participants or a community’s needs, participation, 

or voices, such as that addressed in Chapter 2’s review of food literacy and other key terms), 

system-wide forces that move capital and food globally, or the continued effects of colonization 

and its racist policies, the issue of power should be a necessary element of this evaluation 

framework, such as during indicator category or evaluation question development.   

 Likewise, the theoretical corpora (see Chapter 4) demonstrated that scholars engaged with 

either theory have focused on agrarian, market-based systems of food production and 

consumption. This limitation raised a central question around the types of data this project 

collected and to what degree they do (or fail to) represent non-agrarian food production systems 

and consumption patterns. As highlighted by Foley and Mather (2018), food regime analysis’ 

 
10 As outlined in this dissertation’s introduction, numerous terms are used to describe a country’s economic, 

political, and social circumstances. Throughout history, the terms applied have often cleaved states along a binary 

discourse of development, a practice criticized for failing to acknowledge the colonial and political histories that 

have shaped modern states. Thus, in an effort not to perpetuate such classifications, this study applied the terms 

minority and majority world to distinguish between the minority states that possess a smaller percentage of the 

world’s population but a disproportional percentage of the world’s wealth and power, and the majority states that 

possess a larger percentage of the world’s population but through colonization and pervasive systems of inequity and 

disenfranchisement, possess proportionately less of the world’s wealth and power. Albeit imperfect descriptors that 

may be refuted in the decades to come, their use is intended to shift the narratives of state history and relationships 

from that of a hierarchy, to one that acknowledges the structures that instigate and perpetuate inequity between 

peoples and countries. 
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strong agrarian focus casts a shadow over other essential and valid food production systems. This 

includes both market and non-market systems, as well as country foods, gardens (e.g., 

community, home, or school), fisheries and aquaculture, Indigenous food systems, and more. 

This exclusion prevents food system actors from recognizing vital food sources as part of a food 

system and devalues the human activities and traditions that steward these practices. Therefore, in 

reflecting on this study’s findings through this gap, I was required to ask how our team’s 

evaluation framework reinforces a superiority of agrarian food systems over other food 

production modes. Two answers emerged. First, the evaluation framework’s logic model takes a 

linear perspective to food systems. Albeit contrary to the food systems’ definitions and 

Indigenous Food Sovereignty frameworks presented in Chapter 2, the decision to list the scales of 

analysis (Theme 9) and meta-indicator categories as separate entities ensured that the framework 

was easy to read and fill out (Theme 1). Second, the meta-indicator categories do not clearly 

differentiate between food types or food systems. Although the meta-indicator category “Area” 

alludes to the terrestrial space in which food can be grown, the potential for users to assume or 

frame the evaluation through an agrarian lens exists. As a result, this first data-driven evaluation 

framework is unlikely to adequately support all types of community food initiatives or food 

system contexts. To remedy its inadequacies, the CBR Team and I could refine the evaluation 

framework. For example, as referenced by Tables 9 and 10, the revised meta-indicator categories 

include Anti-Racism, Gender, and Social Justice, and a redefinition of Area that encompasses the 

fact that non-market and diverse systems of food production are integral elements of the food 

systems on Central Vancouver Island and Canada. Additional categories can be added as our 

understanding of food systems and evaluating community food initiatives broaden. Further, as 

outlined in Recommendation 3, we could reimagine how to apply this study’s findings outside 

the context of evaluation.  
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Table 9 

Revised Meta-Food System Evaluation Indicator Categories 

 Indicator Categories Indicator Category Definitions 

1 Acceptability “Access to culturally acceptable food, which is produced and obtained in ways that do not compromise 

people’s dignity, self-respect or human rights” (Centre for Studies in Food Security, 2021, Mandate section, 

para. 6) 

2 Accessibility “Physical and economic access to food for all at all times” (Centre for Studies in Food Security, 2021, 

Mandate section, para. 4) 

3 Adequacy “Access to food that is nutritious and safe, and produced in environmentally sustainable ways” (Centre for 

Studies in Food Security, 2021, Mandate section, para. 5) 

4 Agency “The policies and processes that enable the achievement of food security” (Centre for Studies in Food 

Security, 2021, Mandate section, para. 7), and the acquisition of the right to food 

5 Area Sufficient and safe territory or jurisdiction to grow, raise, harvest, catch, hunt, process, store, 
share/distribute/retail, and/or consume market-based and non-market foods for all people at all times 

6 Availability “Sufficient food for all people at all times” (Centre for Studies in Food Security, 2021, Mandate section, 

para. 3) 

7 Food and Culture “The practices, attitudes, and beliefs as well as the networks and institutions surrounding the production, 

distribution, and consumption of food (Eleuterio & Long, 2017, p. 2) 

8 Food Economy Sufficient processes and relationships that move food in a community or supply chain (e.g., from food jobs 

to food marketing). These processes or relationships are inclusive of the market and non-market-based 

infrastructures and the mechanisms that support the production, harvesting, distribution, and sharing/retail 

of food 

9 Food Justice  An environmental and social justice movement for the dismantling of the institutionalized racism and class-

based discrimination that marginalizes the food histories, food systems, and means of food access 

experienced by Indigenous, Black, and People of Colour 

10 Food Literacy Acquisition of skills or changes made to how people source, prepare, cook, store, and/or preserve food in 

the home environment 

11 Food Sovereignty Autonomy to define one’s food system and role (i.e., consumer/producer) within that food system 

12 Indigenous Food 

Sovereignty 

Re-connection of Indigenous food and political systems through an Indigenous worldview; upholding of 

Indigenous food knowledge, values, and wisdom and a recognition of the food-related issues faced by 

Indigenous communities across Canada 
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Table 10 

Revised Meta-System Evaluation Indicator Categories 

 Indicator Categories Indicator Category Definitions 

1 Administration Activities or processes that contribute to the financial viability of a program/organization and/or to the 

development of a food program 

2 Anti-Racism  Conscious acts to deconstruct individual, collective, and institutionally racist behaviours and policies 

3 Capacity Building  Acquisition of the skills, knowledge, or resources that increase the effectiveness of a food program or 

organization 

4 Collaboration/ 

Teamwork 

Individual or group capacity/skill to effectively work towards a common end 

5 Communication Individual or group capacity/skill to effectively communicate their needs or meanings 

6 Community  

Building 

Fostering a sense of community within a defined geographic region or within a group of people who 

share a common interest/goal 

7 Decolonization “A process which engages with imperialism and colonialism at multiple levels. For researchers, one of 

those levels is concerned with having a more critical understanding of the underlying assumptions, 

motivations and values which inform research practices” (Smith, 2008, p. 20). 

8 Emergency 

Preparedness 

Steps taken, or resources required, to ensure community resilience in the face of a natural or human-led 

disaster 

9 Gender/Gender Equity 

& Diversity  

Acts or processes that actively eliminate gender-based discrimination and violence, and the inequities 

that gender intersects 

10 Health Changes/modifications made to improve one’s health or the health of a community or geographic 

environment 

11 Personal Development Acquisition of or changes made to one’s talents, sense of self, personal awareness, or knowledgebase 

that supports an individual’s employability, contribution to a community/society, and self-confidence 

12 Social Connections Acts or processes that foster meaningful social interactions, relationship building, and a sense of trust 

between individuals and/or groups that contribute to one’s health, sense of belonging, and/or that 

reduce isolation 

13 Social Justice  Acts or processes that foster fairness in a society based on human rights, access, participation, and 

equity 

14 Sustainability Acts or processes that contribute to the long-term health and vitality of the natural environment 
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Recommendation 2: Test the Evaluation Framework  

The next step is to test the evaluation framework that emerged from this evaluative 

inquiry. The test’s purpose is to assess the framework’s efficacy in evaluating the impacts of 

community food initiatives from a food systems perspective. While this project produced draft 

evaluation plans for CGC and NFS (see Appendices 14 & 15) that will prepare each organization 

to run a test evaluation of their respective fruit gleaning initiatives, these plans need to be 

finalized11 and implemented. As part of this process, CGC and NFS, with their evaluation 

stakeholders, will discuss the relevant evaluation indicator categories and indicators to include in 

their test evaluations and fine-tune their data collection and analysis plans. Finally, they (or we) 

will need to establish a process to report their evaluation outcomes, both to their organizations 

and our research collaborative. While the resulting test evaluation data could directly inform the 

operations and future planning of their fruit gleaning initiatives, the CBR Team and I anticipate 

the test producing valuable insights and lessons on the effectiveness of our evaluation 

framework—data that needs to be captured and evaluated separately. To help facilitate this 

process, we may choose to develop a review process that adheres to the Program Evaluation 

Standards drafted by the Joint Committee on Standards for Education Evaluation that the 

Canadian Evaluation Society adopted in 2012 (Canadian Evaluation Society, 2021, paras. 1–40; 

Yarbrough, Shulha, Hopson, & Caruthers, 2011). These standards include: (a) eight Utility 

Standards that ensure the end-users of evaluation find the process and results applicable; (b) four 

Feasibility Standards that ensure the effectiveness and efficiency of evaluation; (c) seven 

Propriety Standards that ensure evaluations are void of conflicts and legal barriers, support 

 
11 Several elements of each evaluation plan are missing or need updating, including an identification of the 

evaluation indicator categories and the specific indicators, and the evaluation stakeholders, timelines, budgets, data 

collection methods, analysis procedures, and reporting processes.  



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

194 

human rights, and are fair; (d) eight Accuracy Standards that ensure the reliability and validity of 

the evaluation’s findings; and (e) three Evaluation Accountability Standards that describe the 

need to effectively report-out evaluation findings and assess the overarching process for future 

improvements (Canadian Evaluation Society, 2021, paras. 1–40). While a rigorous process, 

applying these standards will provide our team with the necessary information to reframe future 

iterations of the evaluation framework and, if feasible, share in confidence the lessons learned 

with other stakeholders. 

Recommendation 3: Re-Imagine the Evaluation Framework 

Despite efforts to translate this project’s findings into a clear and accessible evaluation 

framework, it is inherently complex. As cautioned by Theme 1 of the Findings, evaluation 

frameworks for community food initiatives need to be quick and easy to administer and void of 

technical language. Unfortunately, these findings proved challenging to uphold within the 

resulting framework, a situation that is partly due to the multifaceted and systems nature of food 

studies and food systems work, and the breadth of terms and concepts applicable to this field. 

Although the evaluation framework outlines definitions for each of the revised meta-indicator 

categories (see Tables 9 and 10), the decision to repurpose the evaluation framework’s meta-

indicator categories into a food system mapping tool, or another like strategy, could assist 

community food initiatives to visualize and locate how and where their programs intersect their 

food and other lived systems. This approach might best align with Theme 1 of this study’s 

findings. Distinct from an evaluation, a food system mapping tool may help community food 

organizations with initiative planning or evaluation by allowing their staff to explore the 

interdependent food and other systems and sub-systems that their initiatives do or do not impact. 

As commented by Interviewee B, “Creating some sort of community map would be a great 

starting point for evaluations . . . and to get those conversations going.”  
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Similarly, the meta-indicator categories could be repurposed for an online assessment tool 

for community food initiatives, such as a step-by-step guide to curate users through a learning 

process for identifying where and how their proposed initiatives intend to impact and to highlight 

gaps and opportunities. Similarly, this could be an exercise used to plan a community food 

initiative or an evaluation. Either way, the intention would be to bring the focus back to the 

proposed and realized impacts of community food initiatives and centre the value of their work 

not in their initiatives’ day-to-day quantifiable outputs but in the way their work shapes 

communities, food systems, and individual food experiences across both time and geographic 

scales of analysis. Ultimately, while the findings that resulted from this study are specific to the 

development of an evaluation framework, the values that the nine themes espoused arguably 

speak to the ethos that these organizations and their initiatives do and aspire to operate within. 

Accordingly, in finding a broadened purpose for this study’s findings, specifically one that 

supports community food organizations to plan and/or evaluate their initiatives in an accessible 

manner, the findings offered an emergent list of principles to help guide this revision. From 

promoting user participation and engagement (Theme 2), ensuring cultural safety (Theme 3), 

empowering staff (Theme 4), adapting to food discourse (Theme 5), to applying a systems-focus 

(Themes 6 to 8), this study offers a platform for community food organizations to grow their 

planning and evaluation strategies that reflect their operational context, missions, and values. 

Organizational Implications for Research Partners  

Although I authored this dissertation and am hesitant to assume the voices of CGC or 

NFS, our shared research collaboration revealed several implications this study has or could have 

for their organizations. First, CGC and NFS’s feedback on the inductive thematic analysis’ 

findings (see Step 4b of the Analysis Plan) indicated that the interview data and Themes 1 to 9 of 

the findings reflected their unique experiences and challenges in evaluating and communicating 
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their initiatives’ impacts. Precisely, the feedback from Interviewees confirmed that they too are 

not the only community food organizations on Vancouver Island and Coast challenged by 

evaluation. Second, for Cody, participating in this project led to NFS incorporating evaluation 

into their grant writing processes. Regardless of the type of evaluation designed, this one 

outcome represents a significant change in organizational practice and opens an opportunity to 

shift their work culture to one that is more prepared for evaluation. Unto itself, this outcome is a 

success of this study. Third, participating in this study allowed CGC and NFS to assume a 

leadership opportunity in their respective sector. From our interviews, we learned that their 

research aspirations inspired interviewees as most have never thought to evaluate community 

food initiatives from a food perspective. We also learned of their desire to access the project 

findings as they felt the results would help their organization’s evaluation and planning practices. 

In recognition of these achievements, it is equally important to acknowledge that each of the 

research partners has a shared opportunity to uphold and mobilize the project findings. In doing 

so, each may not only shift the nature of their work but may act to mentor or support other 

organizations to take a critical and reflexive look at their impacts and, accordingly, make changes 

towards more resilient and just local food systems through evaluation. 

Implications for Future Inquiry 

In addition to implications for the community research partners, detailing this study’s 

process and outcomes through a dissertation has created occasions to identify areas for further 

exploration. Specifically, the process of conducting this research project in partnership with CGC 

and NFS generated insights pertinent to the application of the CBR methodology and social 

science theory within doctoral-level studies.  

Although the bodies of literature on the purpose and scope of doctoral studies (see Paré, 

2019), the feasibility of collaborative and/or participatory doctoral research (see Klocker, 2012), 
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and methods for improving community-university research experiences (see Jansson, Benoit, 

Casey, Phillips, & Burns, 2010; Lewis et al., 2015; Shore, 2007; Travers et al., 2013; Warren, 

Calderón, Kupscznk, Squires, & Su, 2018) explore the ethical, relational, and structural issues 

university-community research collaborations face, this study too highlighted barriers for the 

fulsome adoption of CBR in a doctoral-level study. Specifically, the academic processes, 

particularly for a student responsible for publishing original work, present perceived and real 

obstacles to CBR because the nature of research tends to place academic partners in the 

proverbial driver’s seat. For example, the drafting of the ethics agreement requires the primary 

investigator to demonstrate how they will publish original work, the academic timeline directs the 

pace at which a project should move, and the analysis of data and technical nature of the social 

science theory applied by the primary investigator means that the community partners (despite 

best intents) lack equal opportunity to lead research projects in the same manner as their 

academic partners. Although Klocker (2012) argued that as a doctoral student using PAR, they 

overcame “the perceived ‘battle’ between individualism and collectivism” by writing the thesis 

through collective pronouns that acknowledged their collaborator’s voices (which I adopted 

within this dissertation) (p. 156), I was routinely brought back to Travers et al.’s (2013) reflection 

upon the experience of using CBPR to investigate how understandings of “social exclusion, 

cisnormativity (the belief that transgender (trans) identities or bodies are less authentic or 

‘normal’ and transphobia shape the provision of services and affect health outcomes for trans 

people in Ontario, Canada” (pp. 403–404). Their article asserted that existing academic protocols 

(e.g., ethics applications, funding opportunities, perceptions of expertise, survey skills, technical 

language, and the need to publish quickly) actively work to put academics in leadership positions 

above their community partners. For those engaged or impacted by research, this serves to 

disempower stakeholders and reinforce dominant research hierarchies (Travers et al., 2013, p. 
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411). For this study, their caution reminded me that despite the protocols the CBR Team and I 

developed (see Appendix 1) to enable a meaningful application of CBR, we continued to conduct 

collaborative research within a system that favours the primary investigator and where the 

technical nature of methodological and theoretical selection and design can inhibit the full 

participation of community partners.  

 To acknowledge and amend these limitations, I made a concerted effort throughout the 

project to relinquish power as I did not want my financial pressures as a student, career 

aspirations and priorities, or perspectives on credible research conduct to solely guide our 

collective actions. For example, in the case of this project’s interviews, NFS took the lead in 

conducting four interviews and, although their interview style differed from mine, their unique 

engagement style and facilitation skills drew details out of interviewees that my interview style 

failed to elicit. While I was nervous that our distinct interview approaches would problematize 

the data, I did not intervene. Instead, the decision to hold back brought more dynamic findings, 

and it gave space for NFS to create relationships with the organizations they engaged in their 

interviews—an outcome I see as an integral benefit of the CBR methodology. 

 A second example took place during our team research meetings. Between November 

2017 and April 2018, the CBR team and I met once per month to discuss the project status and 

move the research elements forward. At these meetings, I typically met Stafford at CGC’s office 

in Duncan and, together, we would call Cody at NFS’s office in Nanaimo. In preparing for these 

meetings, I drafted tight agendas that opened with a quick check-in. Yet, as the research partners 

had existing working relationships, the check-ins often gravitated towards more extended 

conversations about future grant applications, overcoming project barriers, or pooling resources 

for other projects. Although these conversations technically fell outside the meetings’ purpose 

and the scope of our study, and I felt pressured to keep these meetings on track to respect 
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everyone’s time, I was hesitant to stifle this dialogue. However, with the advantage of time, I 

look back at the CBR’s principles (Israel et al., 1998, pp. 178–180) we ascribed to during this 

study and realize that these meetings were equally a space for CGC and NFS to build their 

relationship outside of the scope of the project. Akin to the findings outlined in Andrée et al.’s 

(2014) article on community-campus engagement that recommended research partners “approach 

the work through the frame of contextual fluidity, which means seeing the relationships and the 

vision, rather than the project, at the heart of the work” (p. 50), I did my best to step back and not 

let my need for efficiency direct the pace of the meetings. Although I was not always successful, 

I believe that in taking this approach, we created space for conversations to benefit, mutually, the 

work of CGC and NFS.  

 A third example relates to the project’s timeline. Initially, the project forecast to deliver a 

test of the evaluation framework. In starting the project, the CBR Team agreed this was an 

ambitious goal and might not materialize. As predicted, in 2019, with the analysis completed and 

the first draft of the evaluation framework ready, each research team member found themselves 

with a stark lack of time. I was about to start maternity leave, and both CGC and NFS faced busy 

funding cycles. Similarly, in early 2020, I had hoped we could renew our interest in testing the 

evaluation framework. Unfortunately, the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic forced us to shelve 

the test of the evaluation framework as our personal and professional lives required a revised set 

of priorities in the face of this evolving public health emergency. Although, at times, I expressed 

frustration with the inability to achieve this goal, concerned for my academic integrity, the 

decision not to pursue the test opened more time to reflect on the efficacy of the evaluation 

framework and for the CBR Team and me to plan how to move the test outside of the scope of 

my dissertation timeline. As well, this also gave me space to reflect on how COVID-19 shed light 

on the deeply rooted systemic injustices inherent in our food systems (injustices that significantly 



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

200 

impede the acquisition of just and resilient food systems for all) and to ensure the dissertation 

reflects this context. In response to this situation, I could have forced the issue, extending my 

academic timeline. Yet, there is no guarantee that we would have produced better results or that 

we would have allocated extra time to critique and evolve this study’s outputs. Instead, the time 

to reflect and refine proved invaluable and produced a more nuanced dissertation and evaluation 

framework. 

 Lastly, the fourth example pertains to how I wrote this dissertation. Although an original 

work, I felt a strong sense of loyalty to the CBR Team and our chosen research methodology. 

Therefore, in alignment with the community-based research protocol standards “developed in 

1994 by a committee of the Oakland Community-Based Public Health Initiative” (Brown & 

Vega, 2008, p. 396), I asked CGC and NFS to review this dissertation to confirm that I accurately 

and fairly represented their organizations, perspectives, and work, and asked for their feedback 

on the evaluation framework and the final recommendations. Although I have attempted to weave 

in elements of their feedback throughout these documents, I think this work would have greatly 

improved with the inclusion of their direct analysis. As such, I cannot help but feel that this study 

does not fully reflect the ideal model of CBR that I had initially (perhaps naïvely) aspired to 

follow. I concluded this study feeling proud of what we accomplished in terms of the evaluation 

framework generated. Still, I think there must be a better way to conduct collaborative, doctoral-

level research that allows students to demonstrate original work while allowing the community 

research partners to have more control over the research process and their representation in the 

dissertation—should that be their wish. Just as the CBR Team and I have witnessed not-for-profit 

service delivery models transitioning away from top-down hierarchies towards participant-

centred approaches, I too aspire to see academic research stakeholders and institutions continue 

to centre the voices and experience of their research partners. Areas for possible change include:  
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• Revise ethics applications specifically for collaborative, community-centred research. 

These applications would possess more accessible language and encourage the research 

collaborators to outline their collective responsibilities to their research and each other.  

• Develop research support resources for community partners (i.e., succinct how-to guides, 

podcasts, or online videos) that dispel the technical aspects of a research collaboration 

(i.e., ethics review, methodological and theoretical selection, methods selection, data 

collection, analysis, and knowledge mobilization) and make the community partners feel a 

part of the university’s community. 

• Design new approaches to how universities teach CBR to graduate students. For example, 

by drawing more on literature published by students using CBR over academic staff, who 

might not face the same barriers to adequately fulfilling the tenets of the methodology, 

students may be better informed as to how to implement CBR as a student at the onset of 

their study. 

While I know that RRU is at the forefront of applied research and is working rigorously to ensure 

students and community partners applying collaborative and participatory research 

methodologies are adequately supported, my experience suggests that, within the social sciences, 

there is an opportunity to examine how positivist epistemology continues to define community-

university research collaborations and further legitimize collective models of knowledge co-

creation. 

Thesis Summary 

 To conceptualize the intangible impacts of their work, CGC, NFS, and I designed a 

collaborative research project that asked how organizations that operate community food 

initiatives on Central Vancouver Island can demonstrate the impact of their work from a food 
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security perspective. Completed through the CBR methodology and framed by the food regime 

analysis and food sovereignty theoretical frameworks, this qualitative study employed semi-

structured interviews, document analysis, and an analysis of online food systems definitions to 

identify the evaluation method and evaluation meta-indicator categories required of a food-

focused evaluation framework. Ultimately this evaluative inquiry led to the development of a 

draft (untested) food systems-focused evaluation framework for CGC and NFS’s community 

food initiatives, inclusive of an evaluation logic model, evaluation matrix, and evaluation plans 

for each organization. Accumulatively, our findings indicated that an evaluation framework for 

community food initiatives should imbue a food systems lens, over a food security perspective, 

and that such an evaluation framework could be applied to identify and bring meaning to the 

perceived intangible impacts of community food initiatives. 

With implications for the research team and the academy, this doctoral study and 

dissertation highlighted the opportunities that a food systems-focused evaluation can offer CGC 

and NFS, and leaves us hopeful that the resulting evaluation framework may support other 

organizations in our jurisdiction and across Canada to contribute to more resilient and just local 

food systems. Yet, as we complete our research collaboration, I acknowledge that an evaluation is 

but one part of this much larger societal process. Instead, our actions (including those made 

around evaluation) stand to have the greatest impact. While an important caution, I am reminded 

of Interviewee J’s insightful comment made in response to our question about the efficacy of 

evaluating community food initiatives from a food perspective. Their words speak to the idea that 

small steps (or in this case, one question) can contribute to larger changes: 

 Just by asking the question, shifts the conversation in the community so that people are 

 cued to start thinking along those lin[e]s and start to integrate some of that information in 

 their work that they’re doing. Asking the question, actually, creates change. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Memorandum of Understanding 

 

Memorandum of Understanding 

Between Cowichan Green Community,  

Nanaimo FoodShare, and Vanessa Daether 

 

Preamble: 

 

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), while not a legally binding document, does 

indicate a voluntary agreement between Vanessa Daether, Doctoral Candidate, Royal Roads 

University (RRU), and the Cowichan Green Community Society (CGC) and Nanaimo FoodShare 

(NFS) (henceforth called the “CBR Team”), and covers their interest, including their staff, board 

of directors, volunteers, and members of their respective food security working groups including 

CGC’s Cowichan Food Security Coalition and NFS’s Food Security Assessment and Action 

Initiative Steering Committee in collaboratively conducting a community-based research (CBR) 

project entitled Food Security Evaluation: Conceptualizing the Impacts of Local Food Initiatives 

on Central Vancouver Island. 

 

The project will be conducted between April 16, 2018-February 28, 2020, and the MOU 

will stand in effect for this period.  

 

Section #1: Group Norms  

 

Scope and Purpose of Project: This research project seeks to increase Vanessa Daether’s 

and the CBR Team’s collective understanding of what it means to evaluate the impacts of local 

food initiatives on Central Vancouver Island. The project intends to result in the development of 

an evaluation framework that will assist both CGC and NFS to better evaluate the impacts of 

their local food initiatives from a food security perspective. The scope of the project, under this 

MOU, terminates at the completion of Vanessa Daether’s doctoral dissertation.  

 

Communication: The primary method of internal communication between Vanessa 

Daether and the CBR Team is email and phone/conference calls. Out of respect for each 

member’s busy work schedules, we will allow up to 7 business days for email replies and 

following-up on electronic submissions such as requested revisions/edits to project documents. 

 

Documents & Resource Sharing: To ensure that Vanessa Daether and the CBR Team 

have access to all project documents, including raw data, at all times, all documents will be stored 

on a password-protected server in Canada and securely online via an invite-only Google Drive 

file. However, to ensure the confidentiality of interview participants, the interview audio files 

will not be stored on the shared Google Drive file. Further, to ensure the confidentiality of project 

participants, any audio files or documents with identifiable information (i.e., signature or names), 

will not be stored on CGC or NFS’s internal servers.  

 

Inducements: Currently, no member of the CBR Team is being offered an inducement to 

participate, nor is there an expectation that CBR Team members will be compensated. However, 
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should Vanessa Daether be successful in sourcing funding for this research project, such as a 

Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council award, all parties have agreed that each 

member of the CBR Team will be compensated in the amount of $25/hour for each staff hour 

allocated to the project and that any travel time will be compensated at a rate of $0.50/km. CGC 

and NFS will record staff hours/travel in a designated log and will be payed-out quarterly (every 

3 months) by Vanessa Daether. Should Vanessa Daether not obtain funding, no inducements will 

be provided to CGC or NFS. Billable project hours will include team meetings (not including 

CGC’s Coalition or NFS’s Steering Committee meetings), and time spent completing project 

responsibilities as outlined below. Should this change, the MOU will be updated and the Ethics 

Application, with the revised MOU, will be updated and re-submitted to the project’s Academic 

Supervisor, Dr. Catherine Etmanski, who will submit the final version to the RRU Research 

Ethics Office. 

 

Meetings: Vanessa Daether and the CBR Team will meet (in-person or conference call) 

and/or check-in via email once per month. The purpose of these meetings will be to address 

project deliverables. These meetings will be held at CGC’s boardroom, NFS’s meeting space, or 

another location deemed safe and appropriate by Vanessa Daether and the CBR Team. Decisions 

made at these meetings will be reached using a Consensus Decision-Making Model. Vanessa 

Daether will also attend the monthly Cowichan Food Security Coalition meetings, which are 

facilitated by [Staff Name], a Food Security Coordinator at CGC. At these meetings, Vanessa 

will provide a monthly project update and engage the Coalition in the project (i.e., reviewing 

survey questions, etcetera). As well, Vanessa Daether will attend NFS’s Food Security 

Assessment and Action Initiative Steering Committee meetings when called, which are facilitated 

by Jen Cody and [Staff Name] of NSF. At these meetings, Vanessa Daether will provide project 

updates and engage the Steering Committee (where appropriate) in the project (i.e., reviewing 

survey questions etcetera). During these meetings, Vanessa Daether will take field notes which 

may be used in this research project, and the meeting facilitator will provide meeting minutes. 

 

Responsibilities: While each CBR Team member will be responsible for taking on and 

completing certain activities as it relates to this research project’s design and data collection, each 

CBR Team member’s level of participation will be defined by each member organization. The 

intention is to ensure that each member’s participation fits with their schedule and 

staffing/resource capacities, and that we have the flexibility to support each other and the 

research as need be. To this, CGC and NFS anticipate allocating 30-40 hours of 

staff/board/volunteer time towards this project. In fulfillment of this research project: 

 

1. As principal investigator, Vanessa Daether shall: 

a. Facilitate and move the research project forward in accordance to the  

project timeline and project plan; 

b. Attend CGC’s Cowichan Food Security Coalition’s monthly meetings; 

c. Attend NFS’s Food Security Assessment and Action Initiative Steering 

Community meetings as they are scheduled; 

d. Ensure that all team members have access to all collective research documents, 

including survey questions, interview questions, data, and her analysis and other 

materials needed to develop the evaluation framework; and 

e. Within the scope (i.e., timeframe) of the project, support CGC and NFS to 

mobilize the results of the project to their relevant networks and communication 
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channels. 

2. As community partners, CGC and NSF shall: 

a. Adhere to all research activities identified in the project timeline and project plan, 

including: 

i. Provide feedback on all project documents, including survey questions, 

interview questions, etcetera; 

ii. Test the online survey; 

iii. Assist to recruit research participants for interviews and/or to complete the 

survey; 

iv. Assist to host interviews, if of interest/necessary; 

v. Review all survey and interview data sets, and provide insights/reflections 

into the results; 

vi. Assist in the co-development of a food security evaluation framework in 

consultation with Vanessa Daether and her doctoral committee; and 

vii. Test the evaluation framework on their respective fruit harvesting projects 

(FruitSave/Gleaning Project) and report findings back to the whole CBR 

Team; 

b. Look for project funding to support meetings and project workshops where 

suitable; and 

c. If desired, review Vanessa Daether’s doctoral dissertation and provide 

feedback/edits and the organization’s final approval. 

 

Section #2: Confidentiality, Anonymity, and Information Use 

 

All personal and other confidential information accumulated for this research project will 

be used only in the performance of project functions and must not be disclosed to anyone other 

than Vanessa Daether and the CBR Team, both during the research period and beyond it. This 

includes ensuring the confidentiality of those individuals invited to participate in an interview 

and all those individuals who participated in an interview. 

 

Recorded information in all formats is covered by this agreement. Personal information 

includes names, contact information, opinions, and any other information of identifiable 

individuals. Any personal information collected by this study will be recorded, corrected, 

accessed, altered, used, disclosed, retained, secured, and/or destroyed in a manner that maintains 

all participants’ confidentiality. At no time will Vanessa Daether or a member of the CBR Team 

discuss or share any research materials that are deemed confidential. However, due to the 

collaborative nature of this research project, the anonymity/confidentiality of the CBR Team is 

not an objective this research project can fulfill. Should CGC or NFS be uncertain whether the 

information is personal or confidential, they will check with Vanessa Daether. 

 

Section #3: Right to Withdraw 

 

Should a member of the CBR Team find themselves in a position where they can no 

longer participate in the research project, they are free to withdrawal without consequence at any 

time. To withdraw, the CBR Team member must submit a written (email or hard copy) 

notification to all signatories to this MOU. However, due to the integral role that each CBR Team 
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member has within this project, all documents, data collected, and relevant information created 

by the CBR Team members will be retained by and for the purpose of this project.  

 

Section #4: Conflicts of Interest 

 

To date, one perceived conflict of interest (COI) has been identified. Vanessa Daether is a 

former employee of CGC. From June 2011 to June 2016, Vanessa worked as a Food Security 

Coordinator at CGC. She has since moved to other employment but recognizes that her past 

association with CGC could be perceived as favouritism by the CBR Team members or other 

research participants. To avoid perceptions of favouritism, this COI has been acknowledged by 

Vanessa Daether to the CBR Team and will be identified in the Letter of Information and 

Consent Form, which will be shared with survey and interview participants. To avoid further 

internal (i.e., between Vanessa Daether and/or the CBR Team) or external conflicts of interest 

(i.e., with other community members), we agree to bring these matters to all party’s attention at 

our monthly meetings. 

 

Section #5: Possible Negative Effects 

 

It is possible that the process of evaluation could generate findings that indicate that local 

food initiatives are not working to reach the expressed goal to increase food security. These 

negative findings could cause the CBR Team member(s) to lose face in the community, could 

impact their funding, and/or could result in staff fearing a negative impact upon their 

employment. Should the results of the project indicate that one or both of the CBR Team 

members is not meeting their expressed goal to increase food security, we will mitigate negative 

impacts through ongoing conversations about what can/cannot be published in Vanessa Daether’s 

dissertation and other mediums as outlined in section #8 of this MOU. 

 

Section #6: Disclosure and Retention of Information 

 

During the research project, data will be stored on a password-protected server in Canada 

and/or an invite-only Google Drive file that will be accessible only to Vanessa Daether and the 

CBR Team. We acknowledge that Google Drive files are warehoused on servers located in the 

United States (US) and that US authorities are legally entitled to access the information under the 

Patriot Act. However, to ensure we keep the confidentiality of all interview participants, audio 

recordings from the interviews will not be stored on the shared invite-only Google Drive file. At 

the end of the research project (anticipated: February 2020), all data files will be archived on a 

password-protected server in Canada and/or within an invite-only Google Drive file (cloud-

based) that only Vanessa Daether and the CBR Team will have access to. However, to ensure we 

keep the confidentiality of all interview participants, audio recordings from the interviews will 

not be stored on the shared invite-only Google Drive file. The data files will not be destroyed.  

 

For a 5-year period after Vanessa Daether’s doctoral defence (anticipated: February 2020 

to February 2025), should Vanessa Daether or any member of the CBR Team want to use or 

build upon the research data/results outside the scope of this project (i.e., after the project has 

concluded in February 2020), they will first consult with all signatories of this MOU to ensure 

everyone has an opportunity to give input and provide consent. 

 



EVALUATING COMMUNITY FOOD INITIATIVES 

 

245 

Section #7: Intellectual Property 

 

As per RRU’s Intellectual Property (IP) Policy and Procedures, Vanessa Daether will be 

the sole author of a dissertation completed in fulfillment of a doctoral degree at RRU and will be 

the sole owner of the dissertation’s IP. However, the evaluation framework generated by this 

research project and all of the data collected, with the exception of the audio recording, will be 

co-owned by Vanessa Daether, CGC, and NFS. 

 

It is recognized that while the evaluation framework submitted as part of the dissertation 

is shared between the signing partners, as the dissertation’s intellectual property is solely 

Vanessa’s, it is recognized that the framework will be evaluated by Vanessa’s dissertation 

committee and external examiner. In the event that suggested changes by the dissertation 

committee and external examiner are not in keeping with the CBR Team, Vanessa and the CBR 

Team members may wish to modify the framework subsequent to the dissertation publication. 

 

Section #8: Knowledge Mobilization 

 

The project results will be mobilized via: 

 

1. A dissertation, authored solely by Vanessa Daether, submitted in partial completion of 

Vanessa Daether’s Doctor of Social Sciences degree at RRU;  

2. Articles written for academic journals that will contribute to the body of literature in the 

field of food security evaluation, and that will explore this project’s theoretical and 

methodological frameworks in food studies research; 

3. Academic conference presentations; 

4. Public presentations and reports generated for food security practitioners, food security 

funders, and other interested stakeholders from the public setting, including project 

participants;  

5. Relevant food security listservs and conferences as identified by CGC and NSF; and 

6. Since the CBR Team will be engaged throughout this project, knowledge will be 

mobilized among members of the CBR Team throughout the research project through 

their collaborative approach to researching and co-learning experience. 

 

Should Vanessa Daether or any member of the CBR Team wish to share this project’s 

preliminary results with the public prior to Vanessa Daether’s dissertation defence, they will 

consult with all signatories to this MOU to ensure everyone has had an opportunity to give input 

and provide consent. 
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In signing this document, we agree with all tenants of this MOU. 

 

 

 

 

 ____________________________________    _________________________________              

First and Last Name (Printed)       Role 

 

____________________________________ 

Organization 

 

____________________________________   __________________________________ 

Signature            Date 

 

 

 

 

 ____________________________________    _________________________________                

First and Last Name (Printed)       Role 

 

____________________________________ 

Organization 

 

____________________________________   __________________________________ 

Signature                    Date 

 

 

 

 

 ____________________________________    _________________________________                

First and Last Name (Printed)       Role 

 

____________________________________ 

Organization 

 

____________________________________   __________________________________ 

Signature                    Date 
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Appendix 2: Definition Analysis Code List 

 

1. Community Food Security 

2. Food Acceptability 

3. Food Access 

4. Food Adequacy 

5. Food Agency 

6. Food Availability 

7. Food Democracy 

8. Food Insecurity 

9. Food Justice 

10. Food Literacy 

11. Food Secure 

12. Food Security 

13. Food Security Continuum 

14. Food Sovereignty 

15. Food Systems 

16. Food Utility 

17. Household Food Insecurity 

18. Household Food Security 

19. Indigenous Food Sovereignty  

20. Just Food System 

21. Resilient Food System 

22. Sustainable Food System 

23. The Right to Food
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Appendix 4: Survey Information Letter and Consent Form 

 

College of Interdisciplinary Studies 

Doctor of Social Sciences Program  

Royal Roads University 

 

 Research Information Letter and Consent Form 

Food Security Evaluation: Survey 

 

Dear Participant, 

 

I, Vanessa Daether, a doctoral candidate at Royal Roads University (RRU), in partnership with 

the Cowichan Green Community Society (CGC) and Nanaimo Foodshare Society (NFS) 

(henceforth, the “research team”), would like to invite you to participate in a food security 

research project that we are leading entitled Food Security Evaluation: Conceptualizing the 

Impacts of Local Food Initiatives on Central Vancouver Island. This project is being conducted 

in fulfillment of the requirements for my (Vanessa Daether) Doctor of Social Sciences degree, 

and my credentials with RRU can be established by contacting my research supervisor, Dr. 

Catherine Etmanski, Professor and Director of the School of Leadership Studies at RRU at: 

[phone number] or [email address].  

 

Purpose of Research: To investigate how the impacts of local food initiatives on Central 

Vancouver Island, such as community gardens and cooking programs, can be evaluated from a 

food security perspective. Through an analysis of food security indicators, this research project 

intends to result in the development of a food security-focused evaluation framework that 

organizations, such as CGC and NFS, can use in determining how their local food initiatives 

affect levels of food security at the individual and/or community levels. 

 

Your Role: As a component of this project, we are hosting an anonymous, online survey for 

stakeholders within the BC food system, such as staff, board members, or volunteers of food-

based organizations, projects, educational activities, health programs, coalitions, or businesses. 

The survey is anticipated to take 5-10 minutes to complete, and the questions will ask you to 

reflect on your definition of “food security” and your general thoughts on what it means to 

increase food security through food-based initiatives.  

 

Risks: This survey is deemed to be of minimal risk. 

 

Benefits: By participating in this survey, you may directly assist other organizations in the field 

of food security to better understand the impacts of their work. Further, the knowledge generated 

at the end of this project will be made available to stakeholders in the BC food system and may 

benefit you by highlighting new understandings related to evaluation within the context of local 

food initiatives. 

 

Data Collection: The information you provide will be used to assist the research team to develop 

a food security-focused evaluation framework for local food initiatives and will be summarized, 

in a confidential format, in the body of the final dissertation that will be submitted by Vanessa 

Daether in fulfillment of a Doctor of Social Sciences degree at RRU. The findings will also be 
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shared with and by the research team within academic journals, conferences (academic and 

industry), and in other public mediums that are deemed appropriate by the research team, such as 

presentations or book publications.  

 

Anonymity: This survey is anonymous. Accordingly, names, demographic information, IP 

addresses, or other personally identifiable information will not be collected.  

 

Data Retention: Of the data collected, an electronic copy, with no public access, will be stored in 

perpetuity on a password-protected server in Canada and within an invite-only Google Drive file 

that only the research team will access. Data collected may be accessed by members of the 

research team for future analysis, research, or publication purposes. Please note, as Google Drive 

files are warehoused on serves in the United States (US), US authorities are legally entitled to 

access the information under the Patriot Act. However, no identifying information will link the 

data to you as a participant. 

 

Participation and Withdraw: You are not required to participate in this survey. If you do 

choose to participate, you are free to withdraw (i.e., “exit”) from the survey at any time without 

prejudice. To withdraw from the survey, simply select the “exit” button on the top right-hand side 

of the survey. Please note, due to the anonymous nature of this survey, completed survey data 

cannot be removed from this study at any time as the data collected will automatically become 

part of an anonymous dataset that will be shared in this project’s final analysis and outputs (as 

listed above under “Data Collection”). 

 

Conflict of Interest: The research team has identified one perceived Conflict of Interest (COI) 

that we would like to disclose to you so that you can make a fully informed decision on whether 

or not you choose to participate in this study. From June 2011 to June 2016, Vanessa Daether 

was a paid employee of CGC. She has since moved on to other employment and will not work 

for CGC or NFS for the duration of the research project (April 16, 2018-February 28, 2020). 

Please feel free to contact our team at any time should you have additional questions regarding 

this perceived COI or the conduct of this study. 

 

Informed Consent: Your completion of the survey will constitute your informed consent. By 

proceeding with the survey, you will confirm to have read this Research Information Letter and 

Consent Form, which provides details of the research project and should support you to make a 

fully informed decision on whether or not you wish to participate.  

 

Thank you for your contribution to this research project. It is gratefully appreciated. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Vanessa Daether   Judy Stafford    Jen Cody 

Doctoral Candidate  Executive Director   Executive Director  

Royal Roads University Cowichan Green Community  Nanaimo Foodshare 
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Appendix 5: Survey Letter of Invitation (Email Template) 

[Date] 

Survey: Letter of Invitation  

Food Security Evaluation 

 

Invitation to Participate - Food Security Survey 

 

Hello [Participant Name],  

 

My name is Vanessa Daether, and I am contacting you regarding my food-focused doctoral 

research project at Royal Roads University in Victoria, BC.  

 

I am working in partnership with two food security organizations on Vancouver Island, the 

Cowichan Green Community Society (CGC) and Nanaimo FoodShare Society (NFS), on a 

research project entitled "Food Security Evaluation: Conceptualizing the Impacts of Local Food 

Initiatives on Central Vancouver Island.” Our project hopes to assist CGC and NFS to evaluate 

their program impacts better and improve the effectiveness of their food initiatives. 

 

As a component of this project, we are hosting a brief online survey for stakeholders within the 

BC food system, and we would like to invite the [Organization’s Name] to participate. Given 

your experience running [program name] in your community, we thought [you/your board 

members/staff] might be able to contribute some excellent insights. 

 

This survey is anonymous and is anticipated to take 5-10 minutes to complete. The survey 

questions will ask you to define the concept of “food security” and to reflect on your general 

thoughts on what it means to increase food security through food-based initiatives.  

 

If of interest, the attached Research Information Letter and Consent Form contains further 

information about the study conduct and will enable you to make a fully informed decision on 

whether or not you/your organization wishes to participate. Please review this before proceeding.  

 

All members of your organization are welcome to participate in this survey by clicking the 

following link: https://foodsecurityevaluation.limequery.com/158458?lang=en 

 

If you have any questions about this invitation or the study, please feel free to be in touch. I 

would be happy to discuss. 

 

Thank you for your consideration and time. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Vanessa Daether   Judy Stafford    Jen Cody 

Doctoral Candidate  Executive Director   Executive Director  

Royal Roads University Cowichan Green Community  Nanaimo Foodshare 
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Appendix 6: Survey Questions 

1. Where do you work/volunteer within your local food system? We know that many 

individuals who work/volunteer in a food system wear many hats and that many different 

jobs/activities intersect with food. Please select all options that apply. 

a. Community food organization(s) (e.g., registered non-profit or charitable 

organizations that run community food programs such as cooking classes or gardening 

projects) 

b. Emergency food organization(s) (e.g., registered non-profit or charitable organizations 

that run meal programs or food banks) 

c. Other community organization(s) (e.g., registered non-profit or charitable 

organizations whose programs have a food component) 

d. Food association (e.g., agricultural or processor associations that serve a membership) 

e. Food business (e.g., restaurant, retailer, farm, processor, etc.) 

f. Food network or coalition 

g. Food policy council 

h. Health authority / services 

i. Faith-based programs / services 

j. Government (e.g., local, regional, provincial, or national) 

k. Research (e.g., university or private sector) 

l. Do not know / I do not work or volunteer in my local food system 

m. Other 

2. Based on your work/volunteer experience in your local food system, what does the term 

“food security” mean to you and why? Please explain your answer in the text box below. 
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3. Based on your work/volunteer experience in your local food system, what does it mean to 

increase food security? Please explain your answer in the text box below. 

4.  In which regional district(s) of British Columbia does your food systems work/volunteer 

experience take place? From the menu below, please select all options that apply.  

a. All Regional Districts (e.g., I 

work/volunteer province-wide) 

b. Alberni-Clayoquot 

c. Bulkley-Nechako 

d. Capital Regional District 

e. Cariboo 

f. Central Coast 

g. Central Kootenay 

h. Central Okanagan 

i. Columbia-Shuswap 

j. Comox Valley 

k. Cowichan Valley 

l. East Kootenay 

m. Fraser-Fort George 

n. Fraser Valley 

o. Greater Vancouver 

p. Kitimat-Stikine 

q. Kootenay-Boundary 

r. Mount Waddington 

s. Nanaimo 

t. North Okanagan 

u. Northern Rockies 

v. Okanagan-Similkameen 

w. Peace River 

x. Powell River 

y. Skeena-Queen Charlotte 

z. Squamish-Lillooet 

aa. Stikine 

bb. Strathcona 

cc. Sunshine Coast 

dd. Thompson-Nicola 

ee. Other (Please describe)
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Appendix 7: Semi-Structured Interview Letter of Invitation 

 

College of Interdisciplinary Studies 

Doctor of Social Sciences Program  

Royal Roads University 

 

May 17, 2018 

Letter of Invitation 

Food Security & Evaluation: Research Interview 

Dear [Name], 

 

Vanessa Daether, a doctoral candidate at Royal Roads University (RRU), in partnership with the 

Cowichan Green Community Society (CGC) and Nanaimo FoodShare Society (NFS), would like 

to invite you to participate in a food security research project that we are leading entitled Food 

Security Evaluation: Conceptualizing the Impacts of Local Food Initiatives on Central 

Vancouver Island.  

 

As a component of this project, we are hosting interviews with leaders of local food initiatives 

from across Vancouver Island/Gulf Islands to understand better if/how other organizations who 

run local food initiatives have faced similar challenges around evaluation and, if so, what 

strategies have been undertaken. Given that your work is connected to local food security on 

Vancouver Island Coast, we wanted to ask if you would be interested and available to participate 

in this project?  

 

The interview is estimated to require 45-60 minutes of your time and can be conducted in person 

at a mutually agreeable location, or over the phone/Skype. The interview will consist of a series 

of questions related to your/your organization’s experience in evaluating the impacts of work in 

the field of food security and is deemed to be of minimal risk. This interview will represent an 

opportunity for you to assist other organizations in the field of food security to understand better 

the impacts of their work.  

 

The attached Letter of Information and Consent Form contains further information about the 

study conduct and will enable you to make a fully informed decision on whether or not you wish 

to participate. Please review this information before proceeding. 

 

If you would like to participate in our research project, or should you have any questions about 

this invitation or the research project, please respond to Vanessa Daether. If you do not wish to 

participate, simply do not reply to this request. Thank you for your consideration and time. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Vanessa Daether   Judy Stafford    Jen Cody  

Doctoral Candidate  Executive Director   Executive Director  

Royal Roads University Cowichan Green Community  Nanaimo Foodshare
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Appendix 8: Semi-Structured Interview Letter of Informed Consent 

 

College of Interdisciplinary Studies 

Doctor of Social Sciences Program  

Royal Roads University 

 

 

Letter of Information and Consent Form 

Food Security Evaluation: Research Interview 

 

Dear Participant, 

 

Vanessa Daether, a doctoral candidate at Royal Roads University (RRU), in partnership with the 

Cowichan Green Community Society (CGC) and Nanaimo Foodshare (NFS), (henceforth, the 

“research team”), would like to invite you to participate in a food security research project that 

we are leading entitled Food Security Evaluation: Conceptualizing the Impacts of Local Food 

Initiatives on Central Vancouver Island. This project is being conducted in fulfillment of the 

requirements for Vanessa Daether’s Doctor of Social Sciences degree, and her credentials with 

RRU can be established by contacting her research supervisor, Dr. Catherine Etmanski, Professor 

and Director of the School of Leadership Studies at RRU at: [phone number] or [email address]. 

 

Purpose of Research: To investigate how the impacts of local food initiatives on Central 

Vancouver Island, such as community gardens and cooking programs, can be evaluated from a 

food security perspective. Through an analysis of food security indicators and relevant evaluation 

methods, this research project intends to result in the development of a food security-focused 

evaluation framework that organizations, such as CGC and NFS, can use in determining how 

their local food initiatives affect levels of food security at the individual and/or community levels. 

 

Your Role: As a component of this project, we are hosting interviews with leaders of local food 

initiatives from across Vancouver Island/Gulf Islands to understand better if/how other 

organizations who run local food initiatives have faced similar challenges around evaluation and, 

if so, what strategies have been undertaken. The interview is estimated to require 45-60 minutes 

of your time and can be conducted in person at a mutually agreeable location, or over the 

phone/Skype. The interview will consist of a series of questions related to your organization’s 

experience in evaluating the impacts of its’ work in the field of food security. 

 

Risks: This interview is deemed to be of minimal risk.  

 

Benefits: By participating in this interview, you may directly assist other organizations in the 

field of food security to better understand the impacts of their work. Further, you may benefit by 

having access to the project’s final results, which may highlight new understandings related to 

evaluation within the context of local food initiatives. 

 

Data Collection: The information you provide will be used to assist the research team to develop 

a food-security focused evaluation framework for local food initiatives and will be summarized, 

in a confidential format, in the body of the final dissertation that will be submitted by Vanessa 

Daether in fulfillment of a Doctor of Social Sciences degree at RRU. The findings will also be 
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shared with and by the research team within academic journals, conferences (academic and 

industry), and in other public mediums that are deemed appropriate by the research team, such as 

presentations or book publications.  

 

Confidentiality: At no time will your actual identity be revealed. Your identity will remain 

strictly confidential to the research team. The audio recording and transcript of the interview will 

be assigned a random numerical code, and any personally identifiable information will be 

anonymized in the transcript. Anyone who helps the research team transcribe responses or 

analyze the transcripts will only know you by this code. Further, at no time will any specific 

comments in Vanessa Daether’s dissertation or other project outputs be attributed to you directly 

unless your specific agreement has been obtained beforehand.  

 

Data Retention: Interview data and documentation, including raw audio recordings, anonymized 

transcripts (digital and print), and field notes taken by the interviewer (digital and print), will be 

kept strictly confidential to the research team, including Vanessa Daether, CGC, and NFS. The 

audio recording will be stored in perpetuity on a password protected server in Canada, and the 

anonymized interview documentation, including an electronic copy of the transcript and 

interviewers field notes, will be stored in perpetuity on a password protected server in Canada 

and/or within an invite-only Google Drive file(cloud-based) that only the research team will have 

access to. Data may be accessed by members of the research team for future analysis, research, or 

publication purposes. Please note, as Google Drive files are warehoused on servers located in the 

United States (US), US authorities are legally entitled to access the information under the Patriot 

Act. However, no identifying information will link the data to you as a participant. 

 

Participation and Withdraw: We realize that due to our collegial relationship, you may feel 

compelled to participate in this research project. Please be aware that you are not required to 

participate and, should you choose to participate, your participation would be entirely voluntary. 

Should you choose to withdraw from the study during the interview, all data, including field 

notes and the audio recording, will be destroyed and will not be used in the study. Should you 

complete the interview in full, you will have a 30-day window to submit your withdrawal, 

following the receipt of your transcript (to be emailed to you), without prejudice. Afterward, your 

data will become part of a confidential dataset. If you do not wish to participate, simply do not 

reply to this request. Your decision whether to participate or not will be held in confidence by the 

research team and will not be disclosed to any other research participants or shared within the 

project’s final results (as listed above under “Data Collection”). If you do not wish to participate, 

simply do not reply to this request. Your choice will not affect our relationship status in any way.  

 

Conflict of Interest: The research team has identified one perceived Conflict of Interest (COI) 

that we would like to disclose to you so that you can make a fully informed decision on whether 

or not you choose to participate in this study. From June 2011 to June 2016, Vanessa Daether 

was a paid employee of CGC. She has since moved to other employment and will not work for 

CGC or NFS for the duration of the research project (April 16, 2018-February 28, 2020). Please 

contact Vanessa Daether with any questions regarding this COI or the conduct of this study. 

 

Informed Consent: Should you agree to voluntarily participate, please read and sign this Letter 

of Information and Consent Form, which will constitute your agreement to participate in this 

study.  
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By signing this Letter of Information and Consent Form, you agree that you are over the age of 

18 and have read this form. Your signature confirms that you are giving your voluntary and 

informed consent to participate in this project and to have data you contribute used in Vanessa 

Daether’s dissertation, which will be submitted in fulfillment of her doctoral degree at RRU and 

any other knowledge outputs (i.e., articles, conference presentations, books, handbooks, 

newsletters, etc.) generated by this study. 

 

☐ Yes ☐ No  I consent to the audio recording of the semi-structured interview. 

☐ Yes ☐ No  I consent to quotations and excerpts expressed by me through the semi-structured 

interview be included in this study, including Vanessa Daether’s dissertation and other public 

outputs, provided that my identity and/or personally identifiable information is not disclosed. 

 

 

Name: (Please Print): __________________________________________________ 

 

Signed: _____________________________________________________________ 

 

Date: _______________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix 9: Semi-Structured Interview Guide 

 

Name of Project: Food Security Evaluation: Conceptualizing the Impacts of Local Food 

Initiatives on Central Vancouver Island  

 

Research Question: How can the impacts of local food initiatives on Central Vancouver Island 

be evaluated from a food security perspective?  

 

Part A: Preamble 

 

Date:  

Time:  

Location:  

Interviewer:  

Interviewee Code:  

Letter of Informed Consent Signed? Y/N 

Is the audio recorder working? 

 

Part B: Introduction for Interviewee 

Hello, my name is [Interviewer’s Name], and I am here today on behalf [myself/Vanessa 

Daether, a Doctoral Candidate at Royal Roads University (RRU), and the Cowichan Green 

Community Society (CGC), and Nanaimo Foodshare Society (NFS)]. Although this is a 

community-university collaboration, this research project is being conducted in fulfillment of the 

requirements for [my/Vanessa Daether’s] Doctor of Social Sciences degree at RRU. 

[My/Vanessa’s] credentials with RRU can be established by contacting [my/her] research 

supervisor, Dr. Catherine Etmanski, Professor and Director of the School of Leadership Studies 

at Royal Roads University at: [phone number] or [email address]. 

 

The objective of this research project is to investigate how the impacts of local food initiatives 

(often called food security programs, food programs, or place-based food projects) on Central 

Vancouver Island, such as community gardens and cooking programs, can be evaluated from a 

food security perspective. As a part of this project, I would like to discuss the concepts of food 

security and the evaluation of local food initiatives with you.  

 

I anticipate this interview will last between 45-60 minutes. This is a minimal risk project, and, in 

participating, you may directly assist other organizations (including yours) in the field of food 

security to understand better the impacts of their work. 

 

I would like to remind you that the interview data and documentation, including audio 

recordings, transcripts (digital and print), and field notes taken by the interviewer (digital and 

print), will be kept strictly confidential to the research team, including Vanessa Daether, CGC, 

and NFS. The audio recording will only be stored in perpetuity on a password protected server in 

Canada, and the interview documentation, including an electronic copy of the transcript and my 

field notes, will be stored in perpetuity on a password protected server in Canada and/or within 

an invite-only Google Drive file (cloud-based) that only the research team will access. Data may 

be accessed by members of the research team for future analysis, research, or publication 
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purposes. Please note, as Google Drive files are warehoused on servers located in the United 

States (US), US authorities are legally entitled to access the information under the Patriot Act. 

However, no identifying information will link the data to participants.  

 

Before we begin, I do want to confirm that I have received your signed Letter of Consent. Thank 

you. Just to ensure we are both on the same page, I would like to reiterate that your identity will 

remain confidential to myself, CGC, and NFS. 

 

Lastly, you are not required to participate in this interview, and your participation is entirely 

voluntary. If you choose to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time during the interview 

without consequence. Should you choose to withdraw from the study during the interview, all 

field notes and data will be destroyed and will not be used in the study. Should you complete the 

interview in full, you will have 30 days, following the receipt of your transcript (to be emailed to 

you), to withdraw your interview from the dataset without prejudice. Afterward, your data will 

become part of a confidential dataset. Your decision whether to participate and/or withdraw your 

data from the study will be held in confidence by the research team and will not be disclosed to 

any other research participants or shared within the project’s final results.  

 

Do you have any questions regarding this, or the interview process, before we start?  

 

With your consent, I will now start recording this interview. 

 

Part C: Warm-Up Questions – Definition of Food Security 

 

(Process Notes: The goal of Part C is to ensure the interviewer and the interviewee are speaking 

the same language of “food security.” Before jumping into the research questions, we want to 

define the interviewees and the study’s working definition of food security). 

 

We know that there are multiple and, sometimes, conflicting definitions of food security. 

Accordingly, before asking you our food security-focused research questions, we wanted first to 

have a brief conversation about the definition of food security. This, hopefully, will allow us to 

contextualize and understand better your responses to our next set of questions.  

 

1. From your experience in the field, how do you define “food security”? 

 

For the purpose of this interview, we have defined “food security” in accordance with the Food 

and Agricultural Organization’s definition, which states that food security is a “situation that 

exists when all people, at all times, have physical, social and economic access to sufficient, safe 

and nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy 

life” (FAO, 2003). That said, we recognize that there are multiple and diverse definitions of food 

security. 

 

Part D: Warm-Up Questions – Experience of Food Security 

 

(Process Notes: The goal of Part D is to establish a rapport with the participant before 

proceeding with Part E. Ask participant(s) to further describe/elaborate on the experiences they 

share during this stage of the interview). 
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1. Please briefly describe your experience in the field of food security. 

a. Where is this located? 

b. Title/position? 

c. Number of years in position/or experience in sector? 

2. Please describe how your organization’s work engages with food (e.g., programs,   

 projects, activities, or initiatives that intersect with food). 

3. Please describe the general purpose and end goal(s) of these food-based  

 programs/activities that relate to food? 

a. Probing question: Do these food-based programs have an expressed mandate to 

increase local food security or do your food-based programs serve other 

purposes/goals? 

 

Part E: Evaluating Local Food Initiatives 

 

(Process notes: The goal of Part E is to inquire into how participants do/do not evaluate their 

local food initiatives. Ask participant(s) to describe/elaborate further on the experiences they 

share during this stage of the interview). 

1. Has or does your organization conduct evaluations of your food-based programs/  

 activities that relate to food? Please explain. 

a. If no, please describe why not.  

i. Probing question: Are there any barriers to evaluating these food-based 

programs/activities that relate to food? If yes, please describe. 

b. If yes, please describe the types of evaluation(s) conducted. What method/framework 

is used, and what are the goals/focus? 

c. If yes, please describe who participates in the evaluation(s) and why. 

d. If yes, please describe what motivates you/your organization to evaluate. 

e. If yes, please describe the general evaluation outcomes. 

f. If yes, in general, how are the evaluation outcomes used or received by your 

organization? 

i. Probing question: If yes, can you describe how your organization has ever 

changed or modified a program based on evaluation feedback?  

g. If yes, in your experience, what typically gets measured when you evaluate your food-

based program(s)/activities that relate to food? In other words, what data do you 

typically collect and why? Or, what are the indicators of success? 

h. If yes, in your experience, is anything left out when you evaluate your food-based 

program(s)/activities that relate to food? In other words, what data do you not 

typically collect and why? 

i. If yes, has your organization ever evaluated the impacts of your food-based 

program(s)/activities that relate to food from a food security perspective? Please 

describe. 

i. Probing question: What evaluation method did your organization use? 

ii. Probing question: What food-based indicators were used in the evaluation? 

 

Part F: Imagine If Questions 
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(Process notes: The goal of Part F is to ask organizations to imagine what they would like to 

evaluate if they were asked to design a food-based evaluation system for their organization. Ask 

participant(s) to further describe/elaborate on the experiences they share during this stage of the 

interview and relate follow-up or probing questions to the project’s theoretical frameworks 

(Food Regime Analysis and Food Sovereignty). 

1. Imagine that you were able to create a food-security specific evaluation framework for  

 your organization’s food-based programs. What food-security indicators would you 

 include/exclude and why? In other words, what food security criteria would you judge 

 this program’s success against? 

a. Probing question: In evaluating food-based programs/activities that relate to food, 

what food-based criteria/indicators are important/relevant to your organization and 

community and why? 

b. Probing question: In evaluating food-based programs/activities that relate to food, 

what food-based criteria/indicators do you think are important/relevant to your 

funding agencies and why? 

 

Part G: Wrap-up questions 

 

(Process notes: Part G is an opportunity for both the interviewee and the interviewer to ask any 

final clarifying questions). 

1. Is there anything else you would like to add regarding the concept of evaluating food-

 based programs/activities that relate to food from a food security perspective? 

2. Is there anything in your responses that you would like to clarify? 

3. Are there any other leaders who run local food initiatives in your community that you feel 

 would like to participate in an interview? 

 

Part H: Conclusion 

 

(Process notes: The goal of Part H is to close out the interview and ensure the participant is 

reassured regarding the confidentiality of their participation in the interview).  

 

The audio recording has been turned off. 

 

Thank you for your time today [NAME]. I appreciate you sharing your perspectives and 

expertise on the topic of food security. As discussed at the start of the interview, your identity 

and response to our questions will be held in confidence by myself and the research team. Should 

I have further questions, do you mind if I follow up by email?  

 

Thank you. 
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Appendix 10: Semi-Structured Interview Protocol Guide  

 

Recruitment 

 

Outreach to prospective interview participants may be completed by Vanessa, CGC, and NFS in 

person, via email, or by “word of mouth”. We will provide all prospective participants with a 

Letter of Invitation (hard copy or email) and a Letter of Information & Consent Form (hard copy 

or email), so they can make an informed choice whether or not to participate. The Letters of 

Invitation and Letter of Information and Consent Forms are shared on our Google Drive folder. 

 

For Vanessa’s dissertation, please keep track of the outreach you make and send her an update 

(phone or email) –or include it directly in the Outreach Spreadsheet shared with you on our 

Google Drive folder. 

 

Interview participants will be offered the opportunity to participate in the interview over the 

phone/Skype or in-person (when geographically feasible) at a location they deem safe and 

appropriate for the interview. Because the interviews will be recorded, and participants will either 

be speaking on a speakerphone/conference call or in-person, please select a location that is 

quiet/private. 

 

We do not have a budget for interviews and will not rent space for interviews, pay for gas 

mileage, pay for phone costs, or offer participants an honorarium.  

 

The names and personally identifiable information of interview participants will be confidential 

to the research team. We will not publicly share their information or identify them as a research 

participant. 

 

Booking an Interview 

 

Interviews will be held between May 16, 2017, and August 1, 2018, and will be conducted by Jen 

Cody and Vanessa Daether. 

 

Send Vanessa an update (phone or email) when you book an interview or update the Outreach 

Spreadsheet shared with you on our shared Google Drive folder. Do not include contact 

information in this spreadsheet. 

 

We will not keep track of who says yes/no to participate in an interview. If someone declines to 

participate in an interview, that is okay, and we will not pursue their further participation. 

 

Before an Interview 

 

Phone Interviews: Before the interview starts, participants must read the Letter of Information 

and Consent Form and sign it. Participants who interview over the phone can sign a hard copy 

and scan/email it to a member of the research team before the interview starts. 
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In-Person Interviews: Bring 2x copies of the Letter of Information and Consent Form to the 

interview. Participants must read the Letter of Information and Consent Form and sign 1x copy 

for the research team and 1x copy for their records.  

 

All interviews will be recorded. There are several cheap/free phone or computer applications that 

can be used to record interviews. Just make sure that the application exports/saves the audio 

recording as an mp3 or mp4 so that the file is compatible with our transcription software. A few 

examples include:  

• TapeACall: record calls on an iPhone. $7.99 per year 
• VoiceRecorder: for iPhones and iPads. Free.  
• Quicktime Player: if using a computer/laptop to record an interview, QuickTime is a 

reliable option. Just open a new audio recording and select “high” quality. Record the 

interview and save the file to an application like iTunes. 
 

Test the recording device before an interview starts and remind participants they will be recorded. 

 

Turn all phones on silent. 

 

During the Interview 

 

Follow the Interview Guide. This document will walk you through the interview preamble, 

including all of the ethics information that you need to review with participants, and contains all 

of the interview questions.  

 

Feel free to take written notes during the interview. Any thoughts/ideas/non-verbal data, etcetera, 

that you think will be of value when we analyze the data. 

 

Feel free to ask other open-ended “probing” (but not leading) questions. While the Interview 

Guide seems quite formal, this is a semi-structured interview, meaning that the interviewer has 

the flexibility to follow up on interesting points that the participant might bring up. While we do 

need to make sure the core questions are asked, this style of interview is intended to generate 

other results which often require the interviewer to go “off-script” a bit. 

 

After the Interview 

 

Label the audio recording file with the interviewee code. 

 

Send Vanessa a copy of the signed Letter of Information and Consent Form and share the audio 

recording on a USB or over AirDrop. For privacy reasons, please do not put the audio recording 

on our shared Google Drive folder or share via email. 

 

Vanessa will transcribe the audio recording. The transcripts will be anonymized, removing any 

personally identifiable information, and given a code to ensure the participant’s confidentiality 

moving forward. The transcript will be shared with the research team. 
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What if an interview participant decides to no longer participate? 

 

Interview participants will be informed of their right to withdraw within the Letter of Information 

and Consent Form and, verbally, at the start of the interview (please see Interview Guide). 

 

Should an interview participant wish to stop the interview and not participate in the project, all 

hand-written notes and the audio recording will be excluded/removed from the project and 

destroyed. Once destroyed, the participant will be contacted via phone or email (if they request) 

by Vanessa to confirm that their data has been removed and destroyed.  

 

Should an interview participant complete the interview in full, they will have 30-days to contact 

our research team to withdraw their data from the study following the receipt of their transcript 

(to be delivered via email by Vanessa). After those 30-days, their transcript will become part of a 

confidential data set and will not be removed from the study. 
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Appendix 11: Semi-Structured Interview Transcription Protocols 

 

Transcription Style: Clean (also known as Edited) Verbatim transcription method.  

 

Include: speech errors, false starts, slang words, and repetitions. Significant pauses, non-verbal 

language, interruptions, utterances, or abrupt changes in conversation are recorded through 

shorthand symbols (see below). 

 

Exclude: social pauses such as “ahh,” “er,” “emm,” “like,” “so,” “umm,” “yeah,” and “you 

know.” 

 

Symbols: 

 

(.) Pause (in seconds). Example: “We wanted to (2.0) to go the park”. 

 

= Interruption whereby one speaker interrupts another. Typically placed at the end of a 

 phrase. 

 

[  ] Box brackets are used to describe paralanguage or non-verbal sounds on an audio file. 

 Examples: [sigh] or [laughter].  

 

--  Abrupt change in the conversation’s direction  

 

~  False start 
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Appendix 12: Food Regime Analysis Corpus References & Code List 

This corpus of food regime analysis literature includes the seminal paper on Food Regime 

Analysis (Friedmann & McMichael, 1989), a series of theoretical papers published in Agriculture 

and Human Values that emerged from the 2007 “Symposium of Food Regine Analysis” in 

Victoria, BC, and theoretical journal articles of contemporary food regime scholars (e.g., Araghi, 

2003; Bernstein, 2016; McMichael 2009b) were selected. While several other scholars have 

written journal articles that employ food regime analysis as a theoretical lens, the papers selected 

for this corpus analysis reflect a critical dialogue on the structure, scope, merits, contradictions, 

and limitations of food regime analysis as a theoretical framework for analyzing the current, 

industrial food system. 

Araghi, F. (2003). Food regimes and the production of value: Some methodological issues. The 

Journal of Peasant Studies, 30(2), 41–70: doi: 10.1080/03066150412331311129 

Bernstein, H. (2016). Agrarian political economy and modern world capitalism: The 

contributions of food regime analysis. The Journal of Peasant Studies, 43(3), 611–647. 

doi: 10.1080/03066150.2015.1101456 

Burch, D., & Lawrence, G. (2009). Towards a third food regime: Behind the transformation.  

Agriculture and Human Values, 26(4), 267–279. doi: 10.1007s/1046000992194 

Campbell, H. (2009). Breaking new ground in food regime theory: Corporate environmentalism, 

ecological feedbacks, and the ‘food from somewhere’ regime? Agriculture and Human 

Values, 26(4), 209–319. doi: 10.1007/s1046000992158  

Campbell, H., & Dixon, J. (2009). Introduction to the special symposium: Reflecting on twenty 

years of food regimes approach in agri-foods studies. Agriculture and Human Values, 

26(4), 261–265. doi: 10.1007/s10460-009-9224-7 
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Dixon, J. (2009). From the imperial to the empty calorie: How nutrition relations underpin food 

regime transitions. Agriculture and Human Values, 26(4), 321–333. doi: 10.1007/s104600 

0992176 

Friedmann, H. (2009). Discussion. Moving food regimes forward: Reflections on symposium  

essays. Agriculture and Human Values, 26(4), 335–344. doi: 10.1007s/1046000992256 

Friedmann, H. & McMichael, P. (1989). Agriculture and the state system: The rise and decline of 

national agricultures, 1870 to the present. Sociologica Ruralis, 29(2), 93–117. doi: 10.111 

1/j.1467-9523.1989.tb00360.x 

Le Heron, R. & Lewis, N. (2009). Discussion. Theorizing food regimes: Intervention as politics. 

Agriculture and Human Values, 26(4), 345–349. doi: 10.1007/s/1046000992265 

McMichael, P. (2009a). A food regime analysis of the ‘world food crisis’. Agriculture and  

Human Values, 26(4), 281–295. doi: 10.1007/s1046000992185  

McMichael, P. (2009b). A food regime genealogy. The Journal of Peasant Studies, 36(1), 139– 

169. doi: 10.1080/03066150902820354 

Pritchard, B. (2009). The long hangover from the second food regime: A world-historical  

interpretation of the collapse of the WTO Doha Round. Agriculture and Human Values, 

26(4), 297–307. doi: 10.1007/s1046000992167 
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Code List. 

 

1. World 

Global 

2. New 

3. Agriculture/Agricultural/Agri. 

4. Relations 

5. Labour 

6. Production 

7. Capital 

8. Political 

9. Trade 

10. Social 

11. Value 

12. International 

13. Corporate 

14. States/Countries 

15. National 

16. Industrial 

17. Second 

18. Power 

19. Economy 

20. Ecological 

21. Historical 

22. WTO  

23. Development 

24. Capitalism/Capitalist 

 

 

25. Crisis 

26. Century 

27. Consumption 

28. Politics 

29. Markets/Market 

30. Time 

31. Nutrition 

32. Economic  

33. Colonial 

34. Movements 

35. Products 

36. Financial 

37. European 

38. Private 

39. Systems  

40. Accumulation 

41. Health 

42. Export 

43. Farm 

44. Scale 

45. Environmental 

46. History 

47. Dynamics 

48. Cultural 

49. Period 
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Appendix 13: Food Sovereignty Corpus References & Code List 

 This corpus of food sovereignty literature includes a series of theoretical and reflective 

papers published in a special issue Third World Quarterly (2015, volume 3), on Food 

Sovereignty, and theoretical journal articles written by contemporary food systems and food 

sovereignty scholars in Canada. Although the body of food sovereignty literature is vast, the 

papers selected for this corpus analysis reflect a critical dialogue on the structure, scope, merits, 

contradictions, and limitations of food sovereignty as a lived, or applied construct within the 

current, industrial food system. 

Akram-Lodhi, A. H. (2015). Accelerating towards food sovereignty. Third World Quarterly, 

36(3), 563–583. doi: 10.1080/01436597.2015.1002989 

Alonso-Fradejas, A., Borras, S. M., Jr., Holmes, T., Holt-Giménez, E., & Robbins, M. J. (2015). 

Food sovereignty: Convergence and contradictions, conditions and challenges. Third 

World Quarterly, 36(3), 431–448. doi: 10.1080/01436597.2015.1023567 

Bacon, C. M. (2015). Food sovereignty, food security and fair trade: The case of an influential 

Nicaraguan smallholder cooperative. Third World Quarterly, 36(3), 469–488. doi: 

10.1080/01436597.2015.1002991 

Borras, S. M., Jr., Franco, J. C., & Suárez, S. M. (2015). Land and food sovereignty. Third World 

Quarterly, 36(3), 600–617. doi: 10.1080/01436597.2015.1029225 

Brent, Z. W., Schiavoni, C. M., & Alonso-Fradejas, A. (2015). Contextualizing food sovereignty: 

The politics of convergence among movements in the US. Third World Quarterly, 36(3), 

618–635. doi: 10.1080/01436597.2015.1023570 

Desmarais, A. A., & Wittman, H. (2015). Farmers, foodies and First Nations: Getting to food 

sovereignty in Canada. The Journal of Peasant Studies, 41(6), 1153–1173. doi: 

10.1080/03066150.2013.876623 
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Desmarais, A. A. (2015). The gift of food sovereignty. Canadian Food Studies/La Revue 

canadienne des études sur l’alimentation, 2(2), 154–163. doi: 10.15353/cfs-rcea.v2i2.115 

Dunford, R. (2017). Peasant activism and the rise of food sovereignty: Decolonising and 

democratizing norm diffusion? European Journal of International Relations, 23(1), 145–

167. doi: 10.1177/1354066115614382  

Figueroa, M. (2015). Food sovereignty in everyday life: Towards a people-centred approach to 

food systems. Globalizations, 12(4), 498–512. doi: 10.1080/14747731.2015.1005966  

Godek, W. (2015). Challenges for food sovereignty policy making: The case of Nicaragua’s Law 

693. Third World Quarterly, 36(3), 526–543. doi: 10.1080/01436597.2015.1005437  

Iles, A. & Montenegro de Wit, M. (2015). Sovereignty at what scale? An inquiry into multiple 

dimensions of food sovereignty. Globalizations, 12(4), 481–497. doi: 

10.1080/14747731.2014.957587 

Jansen, K. (2015). The debate on food sovereignty theory: Agrarian capitalism, dispossession, 

agroecology. The Journal of Peasant Studies, 42(1), 213–232. doi: 

10.1080/03066150.2014.945166  

Kerssen, T. M. (2015). Food sovereignty and the quinoa boom: Challenges to sustainable re-

peasantisation in the southern Altiplano of Bolivia. Third World Quarterly, 36(3), 489–

507. doi: 10.1080/01436597.2015.1002992  

Martiniello, G. (2015). Food sovereignty as praxis: Rethinking the food question in Uganda. 

Third World Quarterly, 36(3), 508–525. doi: 10.1080/01436597.2015.1029233 

McMichael, P. (2014). Historicizing food sovereignty. The Journal of Peasant Studies, 41(6), 

933–957. doi: 10.1080/03066150.2013.876999 

Robbins, M. J. (2015). Exploring the ‘localisation’ dimension of food sovereignty. Third World 

Quarterly, 36(3), 449–468. doi: 10.1080/01436597.2015.1024966 
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Thiemann, L. (2015). Operationalising food sovereignty through an investment lens: How agro-

ecology is putting ‘big push theory’ back on the table. Third World Quarterly, 36(3), 

544–562. doi: 10.1080/01436597.2015.1023568 

Code List. 

1. Land 

2. Local 

3. Global 

4. Production 

5. Social 

6. Agriculture/Agricultural 

7. Trade 

8. Farmers/Farmer 

9. Movements/Movement 

10. Systems 

11. Political 

12. Security 

13. Scale (small) 

14. Agrarian 

15. Rights/Right 

16. Peasant/Peasants 

17. Rural 

18. New 

19. National 

20. World 

21. State 

22. Market/Markets 

23. Access 

24. International 

25. Policy 

26. Development 

27. Communities 

28. Farming 

29. People 

30. Industrial 

31. Fair 

32. Process 

33. Corporate 

34. Producers 

35. Economic 

36. Indigenous 

37. Alternative 

38. Small (as in scale) 

39. Crisis 

40. Regime 

41. Capitalist 

42. Actors 

43. Change  

44. Farm 

45. Organisations 

46. Work 

47. Ecological 

48. Relations 

49. Labour 

50. Women
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Appendix 14: Evaluation Plan (Draft) – Nanaimo Foodshare 

 

Draft Evaluation Plan for  

Nanaimo Foodshare Society’s 

‘Gleaning Program’ 
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Community Food Initiative Overview 

Initiative Description: Nanaimo Foodshare Society (NFS) is a registered charity located in 

Nanaimo, British Columbia (BC), that runs community food initiatives throughout the Regional 

District of Nanaimo. NFS was founded in 2000, and its staff, board, and volunteers have 

extensive experience in delivering community food initiatives that provide “emergency food 

access, build food skills, build community capacity for local sustainable food, and build food 

policy and coordinated community strategies to address food security” (Nanaimo Foodshare, 

2019a, para. 2). 

 

NFS’s mission is to “strengthen and support sustainable community food systems” through 

education and facilitation (Nanaimo Foodshare, 2019a, para. 1). NFS’s core programs include 

annual projects and events such as youth and adult-focused cooking classes, a five-acre farm, 

school gardens, food-focused job training initiatives, a good food box program, and an annual 

seed swap. In addition, NFS also takes on other food-related projects, as funding and capacity 

allow. For example, the “Seniors Foods Legacy Project” and “Everyone at the Table” work with 

seniors and people with disabilities to build leadership and capacity to support food literacy 

through peer mentoring. 

 

NFS also plays a strong convening role within its’ community, working to ensure that other 

regional food-systems shareholders, including emergency food services, dieticians, government, 

and food retailers can network and share resources and knowledge that will enhance their 

collective capacity to improve their work within the local food system.  

 

However, as a registered charity, NFS operates in an environment of limited or restrictive 

funding, staffing, and volunteer resources, and where public and political support for community-

based food work is unpredictable. NFS relies on grants, donations, and sponsorships to fund its’ 

day-to-day activities, a financial situation that is precarious and that can make it difficult to plan 

or improve annual projects, such as The Gleaning Program—the focal project of this Evaluation 

Plan. 

  

Initiative Stakeholders: NSF’s stakeholders include: (1) the board of directors who oversee 

NFS’s operations; (2) the executive director staff, interns, and summer students who deliver 

NFS’s programs, activities, and events; (3) a host of public and private sector funders/granting 

agencies, local government, sponsors, donors, and volunteers who support the development and 

implementation of the organization’s programs; (4) numerous community partners who NFS 

works with and/or supports including the board and staff of the Nanaimo Community Gardens 

Society (NCGS); (5) hundreds of program participants who engage with and benefit from NFS’s 

programs; and (6) 1000’s of community members who follow NFS’s posts on Facebook and who 

access the organization for resources, including the “Setting the Table” documentaries series. 
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Evaluation Need 

Purpose and Scope: The purpose of this evaluation is to support NFS to evaluate and, thus, 

demonstrate how and where The Gleaning Program impacts the local (Nanaimo) food system, as 

experienced by the individual program participants, the organization, the broader community, and 

the food system.  

 

The Gleaning Program was “established in 2003 to help reduce food waste in Nanaimo and area” 

(Nanaimo Foodshare, 2019b, para. 2) and organizes volunteer gleaners to harvest surplus fruit 

and vegetables from within the Regional District of Nanaimo and to share that harvest with the 

community. The project accomplishes this goal by connecting homeowners/farmers/farmers’ 

markets who have surplus fruit or vegetables with volunteers who will harvest their produce. The 

harvested produce is typically divided between the owner/farmers who donate the produce, the 

volunteer gleaners, and regional service providers such as food banks. 

 

In 2018 alone, NFS harvested and donated 10,0972 lbs of produce--an incredible feat primarily 

accomplished by volunteers and through sustained funding for project coordination and for gas 

and vehicle expenses (Sanmiya, 2018, p. 2). 

 

For 2019, as NFS prepares to enter another gleaning season, the organization is interested in 

conducting a food systems-focused evaluation so as to achieve the following goals: 

• to identify/understand who/where/how this project impacts the local food system (i.e., the 

program reach); 

• to identify/understand if/how the Gleaning Program addresses food insecurity (i.e., food 

accessibility, adequacy, acceptability, agency) in the Regional District of Nanaimo; 

• if/how the Gleaning Program impacts food waste reduction in the Regional District of 

Nanaimo or as a local harvest resource 

• to identify/understand how the Gleaning Program has relevance to the programming of 

local emergency food services which distribute fresh fruit and vegetables, including the 

food bank, and if issues of duplication can be avoided;  

• to identify/understand what the demand for the Gleaning Program in the community is; 

• to identify/understand what the potential of the Gleaning Program in the community is; 

and 

• to identify/understand other outcomes/impacts from the project in the community, 

particularly those related to social inclusion, food literacy, and facilitating a healthy local 

food system. 

 

In conducting an evaluation, NFS hopes to highlight the system impacts of The Gleaning 

Program (in addition to its goal of reducing food waste) and to assess how it supports NFS to 

meet its organizational goal of improving the health and viability of the local food system, 

including the social, mental, and physical health of its’ community members, and increasing food 

security regionally. 

 

Users: The intended users of this evaluation include NFS’s executive director, board of directors, 

and staff, program partners, including the NCGS and Vanessa Daether, a doctoral candidate at 

Royal Roads University (RRU). Together, we will make up the core members of the ESC, and 
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we will be responsible for all stages of the evaluation process, including evaluation design, 

implementation, and outputs. However, to ensure rigour related to the validity and reliability of 

the evaluation results for NFS and for Vanessa’s dissertation, Vanessa will take a lead role in 

organizing and preparing all parties for the evaluation. NFS and NCGS will use the learning 

outputs of the evaluation to demonstrate who/where/how the Gleaning Program impacts the 

Nanaimo Region’s food system. Vanessa will apply the learning outputs and project 

recommendations towards the completion of a doctoral dissertation and other relevant academic 

and non-academic publications and presentations. 

 

In addition, other users of the evaluation results will include the community of food security 

stakeholders that NFS works in partnership. For example, community organizations that receive 

donated produce, community volunteers, funders, Island Health, and other community food 

organizations. 

 

Lastly, other users of this evaluation could include other food systems stakeholders from across 

Canada, including funding agencies, other organizations that run food programs, and levels of 

government interested in exploring how to evaluate the food-systems impacts of community food 

initiatives. 

Logic Model & Narrative 

Logic Model: Please see the Gleaning Project Logic Model enclosed in Appendix A. 

 

Logic Model Narrative: The food systems-focused logic model that will be used within this 

evaluation was developed through a community-based research project conducted by NFS and 

the Cowichan Green Community (CGC) (Duncan, BC), in partnership with Vanessa Daether. 

Their research project aimed to investigate how organizations, such as theirs’, that run 

community food initiatives, could evaluate the impact(s) of their work on their local food system. 

This logic model is designed to help guide NFS to determine who/where/how their initiative’s 

impact their local food system and is focused not on measuring the timescale (i.e., short, or long-

term) or the extent of each impact but the relevant levels of analysis within a food system (i.e., 

participant, organization, community, or food system) that each individual output/impact 

intersects.  

 

This approach to the logic model was selected because the food system impacts of NFS’s work 

are often intangible, meaning they are not easily or accurately measured in evaluations of 

program outputs and are assumed to unfold over the long-term (5+ years). The food system 

impacts outlined in this logic model speak to the context that exists beyond the initiative’s goals 

and pre-defined outputs and relates to how a community food initiative affects the different 

stakeholders’ experience within their local food system.  

 

For example, The Gleaning Program seeks to help reduce food waste in Nanaimo and the area by 

connecting volunteer gleaners to pick fruit and vegetables from backyards and gardens that would 

otherwise be wasted. At the end of the harvest season, NFS can total the volume of produce 

harvested and that, assumingly, would otherwise go to waste. On its own, this indicator describes 

the volume of produce captured by the program, but it does not convey how or where this affects 

the local food systems. Accordingly, this food systems-focused logic model seeks to 
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contextualize the program impacts within a food system lens so that NFS can more clearly link 

program outputs and impacts to their local food system. 

 

Evaluation Methodology 

 

Evaluation Approach: As the nature of this evaluation is systems-based, Michael Quinn 

Patton’s Developmental Evaluation (DE) framework was selected to frame this evaluation as it: 

(a) draws from systems thinking and complexity theory to support social innovators to assess the 

systems change they seek to bring about; and (b) it fosters a participatory approach to evaluation 

(Patton, 2011, p. 13 & 36). Given that this evaluation does not overtly seek to determine if the 

Gleaning Program works (summative), nor improve the project per se (formative), DE is an 

intuitive fit to this food systems evaluation as it is employed to “explore the parameters of an 

innovation” (Patton, 2011, p. 38) and to provide “feedback to those engaging in innovating 

systems change initiatives about how their efforts are being received, understood, and reacted to 

at multiple levels” (p. 121). Further, due to the grassroots and collaborative nature of NFS’s 

work, this evaluation will take a participatory approach, ensuring that the knowledge, 

perspectives, and experiences of NFS are woven throughout the evaluation process (in addition to 

their previous work in co-developing the food systems logic model), including evaluation 

question development, data collection, analysis, and reporting the findings.  

 

Data Collection Methods:  

 

1. Year-End Report Review: Review the 2018 Gleaning Program report that was produced 

by the project coordinator. 

2. Participant Survey: A 10-question qualitative/quantitative feedback survey will be 

distributed electronically to the 2018 Gleaning Program volunteers, homeowners, and 

recipients to inquire into how they used the fruit they accessed through the program. 

Survey can be administered over the phone (with answers input directly into 

SurveyMonkey) if more appropriate.  

3. Community Partner Survey: A 10-question qualitative/quantitative feedback survey will 

be distributed electronically to the 2018 Gleaning Program partners to ask for feedback on 

their experience with the program. Survey can be administered over the phone (with 

answers input directly into SurveyMonkey) if more appropriate.  

 

Analysis: The Year-End Report will be reviewed for key indicators/statistics that are collected by 

the program coordinator. The survey can be hosted online for free (if under 10 questions) via 

SurveyMonkey. A link to the survey can be shared electronically with past participants, and/or 

data can be manually inputted if participants prefer to complete the survey over the phone or in 

hard copy. SurveyMonkey will generate tables/descriptive analysis of the quantitative results, 

while the qualitative results will be analyzed for key themes/trends (via thematic analysis). 

 

Knowledge Mobilization: The results of the evaluation will be drafted into a report and will be, 

shared internally by NFS’s Executive Director, Jen Cody, who will share the results with the 

staff, board of directors, and other stakeholders as required. Each will be asked to reflect on how 

they see the validity and utility of the results and recommendations. It is hoped that this process 

will ensure evaluation outcomes are adopted and applied by NFS’ staff, which could assist in 

developing a deeper culture of evaluation within the organization. 
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Second, the results will be shared with NFS and Vanessa Daether. As a group, we will review the 

results and define our research project’s final analysis and recommendations. Once complete, the 

research project, including the indicators and the evaluation framework, will be mobilized via: 

1. An Evaluation Report for CGC; 

2. A dissertation, authored solely by Vanessa Daether, submitted in partial completion of her 

Doctor of Social Sciences degree at RRU;  

3. Articles written for academic journals that will contribute to the body of literature in the 

field of food security evaluation, and that will explore this project’s theoretical and 

methodological frameworks in food studies research; 

4. Academic conference presentations; 

5. Public presentations and reports generated for food security practitioners, food security 

funders, and other interested stakeholders; and 

6. Relevant food security listservs and conferences as identified by CGC and NSF. 

 

Potential Challenges/Risks and Solutions: A few challenges and proposed solutions were 

identified by the ESC including: 

 

Challenge/Risks Solutions 

Short time frame for data collection. The survey will be a maximum of 10 

questions and will feature mostly quantitative 

questions. Volunteers will support NFS in 

building and sharing the survey. 

Low participation rate in the survey due to 

busy schedules of The Gleaning Program 

volunteers, participants, and recipients, or 

privacy concerns (i.e., not wanting to ask 

vulnerable participants private information) 

Volunteers will support NFS to complete the 

surveys, and the volunteers of support 

agencies will be contacted for their input on 

behalf of each service provider. Vulnerable 

recipients, such as food bank users, will be 

excluded from the survey sample. 

Survey participants might represent a biased 

group of project participants who have strong 

buy-in and may not express the totality of 

opinions/ experiences held by all participants. 

We will strive for a minimum sample of n=55 

survey participants, which would represent 

about half of the 2017 volunteer gleaners.  

Inaccurate participant recall. Given that the 

evaluation will focus on a project that last 

took place between July 2018-November 

2018, we will be relying on participants to 

accurately recall their experience of the 

project. 

We will cross-reference theresults of the 

survey with the project report written by The 

Gleaning Project Coordinator to corroborate 

any facts/details.  
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Timeline 

Activity Start Date End Date Who is Responsible 

Planning February 1, 2019 April 1, 2019 NFS & Vanessa  

Data Collection May 2019 June 2019 NFS (with support 

from Vanessa if need 

be) 

Analysis June 2019 July 2019 NFS (with support 

from Vanessa if need 

be) 

Reporting July 2019 August 2019 NFS (with support 

from Vanessa if need 

be) 

Knowledge 

Mobilization 

August 2019 Onward NFS (with support 

from Vanessa if need 

be) 
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Appendices 

 

Appendix A: The Gleaning Program Logic Model 

 

Initiative’s Purpose: To help reduce food waste in Nanaimo and area by connecting volunteer gleaners to pick fruit and vegetables 

from backyards, gardens, and farms that would otherwise be wasted. 

Initiative’s Outputs: 

• # of lbs of fruit/vegetables harvested (total) 

• # of lbs of fruit/vegetables donated  

• # of volunteers engaged 

• # of homeowners engaged (total) 

• # of new homeowners engaged 

• # of community picks 

• # of on-farm picks/harvests 

• # of volunteer hours 

• # of community partners engaged  

Inputs / Activities / Participants: 

Selected Indicator  

Categories 

Participant Level 

Indicators 

Organization Level 

Indicators 

Community              

Level Indicators 

System 

Level Indicators 
(i.e., availability)     

(i.e., health)      

 

Appendix B: The Gleaning Program Evaluation Matrix 

 

Selected 

Indicator 

Categories 

Participant 

Level 

Indicators 

Organization   

Level 

Indicators 

Community              

Level 

Indicators 

System 

Level 

Indicators 

Data  

Source(s) 

Data 

Collection 

Method(s) 

Analysis 

Procedures 

(i.e., 

availability) 

 

 

      

(i.e., health)        
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Appendix 15: Evaluation Plan (Draft) – Cowichan Green Community 

 

 

 

 

Draft Evaluation Plan for 

Cowichan Green Community Society’s 

‘FruitSave Project’ 
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Community Food Initiative Overview 

Initiative Description: Cowichan Green Community Society (CGC) is a registered non-profit 

organization located in Duncan, BC, that runs community food initiatives throughout the 

Cowichan Region. CGC was founded in 2001 with an environmental mandate and, over the 

course of two decades of operation, it has grown into a regional hub for community food 

initiatives, projects, and events.  

 

CGC’s mission is to “cultivate food, community, and resilience” (Cowichan Green Community, 

2019a, para. 3), and its’ programs seek to contribute to the development of a healthy and viable 

local food system. CGC’s core programs include annual projects and events such as running 

community gardens and an urban farm and food forest; hosting cooking, food skills, and food 

preservation workshops; running seed swaps and edible garden tours; and coordinating a regional 

fruit gleaning project, a food-focused kids’ summer camp, a seed farm, and a local food map. In 

addition, CGC also takes on other food-related projects, as funding and capacity allow. CGC also 

plays a strong convening role within its’ community, working to ensure that other regional food-

systems shareholders, including emergency food services, dieticians, government, and food 

retailers, can network and share resources and knowledge that will enhance their collective 

capacity to improve their work within the local food system.  

 

Through the course of CGC’s history, the organization has achieved tremendous accolades for its 

role as a leader in the local food movement, including a Vancouver Real Estate Land Award 

(non-profit sector) in 2014 for its work to repurpose an old hotel in Duncan into a mixed-use, 

residential-commercial site that boasts their office, a public commercial kitchen, affordable 

apartments, retail space for local businesses, and a sprawling urban food forest (Cowichan Green 

Community, 2019b, para. 2). However, as a non-profit organization, CGC operates in an 

environment of limited or restrictive funding, staffing, and volunteer resources, and where public 

and political support for community-based food work is unpredictable.  

 

CGC relies on grants, donations, and sponsorships to fund its’ day-to-day activities, a financial 

situation that is precarious. To augment this challenge, CGC has developed three social 

enterprises (i.e., businesses whose profits are re-invested into social programs) that generate core 

revenue for the organization to cover operational expenses that grants and donors do not typically 

fund and to finance programs that no longer have reliable sources of funding—including 

FruitSave, the focal project of this Evaluation Plan. 

 

Initiative Stakeholders: CGC’s stakeholders include the executive director and board of 

directors who oversee CGC’s operations, staff and interns who deliver CGC’s programs, 

activities, and events, public and private sector funders/granting agencies, local government, 

sponsors, donors, volunteers who support the development and implementation of the 

organization’s programs, community partners who CGC works with and/or supports, and 

hundreds of program participants who engage with and benefit from CGC’s programs.
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Evaluation Need 

Purpose and Scope: The purpose of this evaluation is to support CGC to evaluate and, thus, 

demonstrate how and where its’ FruitSave Project impacts the local (Cowichan Region) food 

system, as experienced by the individual program participants, the organization, the broader 

community, and the food system.  

 

The FruitSave Project, which was founded in 2008, organizes volunteers to harvest surplus fruit 

from within the Cowichan Region and to share that harvest with the community. The project 

accomplishes this goal by connecting homeowners who have a surplus of fruit on their fruit trees 

(or orchards in the case of community lands or farms) with volunteers who will harvest their 

fruit. The harvested fruit is typically divided between the owner who donates the produce, the 

volunteer harvester(s), CGC, and other regional service providers such as food banks, schools, 

cooking programs, community kitchens, and more. In addition, windfall (i.e., fruit that has fallen 

to the ground) is collected and shared with local farmers looking for fresh livestock feed. 

 

In 2018 alone, CGC harvested and donated hundreds of pounds of produce—an incredible feat 

that was primarily organized by volunteers. Yet, despite this valuable contribution that the 

FruitSave Project delivers on an annual basis, the project has not managed to attract sustained 

funding, meaning that CGC must annually absorb the administrative costs such as gas for 

transporting the produce and buying new equipment. Given this context, CGC is motivated to 

evaluate the impacts of the FruitSave Project on its’ local food system to demonstrate to its 

program stakeholders who/where/how this project impacts the local food system. In doing so, 

CGC hopes that the evaluation will bring insight into whether FruitSave is meeting its program 

and organizational goals. 

 

Users: The intended users of this evaluation include CGC’s executive director, board of 

directors, and staff, as well as Vanessa Daether, a doctoral candidate at Royal Roads University 

(RRU). Together, we will make up the core members of the Evaluation Steering Committee 

(ESC), and we will be responsible for all stages of the evaluation process including evaluation 

design, implementation, and outputs. However, to ensure rigour as it relates to the validity and 

reliability of the evaluation results for CGC and NFS, and for Vanessa’s dissertation, Vanessa 

will take a lead role in organizing and preparing all parties for the evaluation. CGC will use the 

learning outputs of the evaluation to demonstrate who/where/how the FruitSave Project impacts 

the Cowichan Region’s food system. Vanessa will apply the learning outputs and project 

recommendations towards the completion of a doctoral dissertation and other relevant academic 

and non-academic publications and presentations. 

 

In addition, other users of the evaluation results will include the community of food security 

stakeholders that CGC works in partnership with, including CGC’s Cowichan Food Security 

Coalition. These stakeholders, many of whom are rotating members, will represent auxiliary 

members of the ESC and will be consulted on an ad-hoc basis for their expertise and perspectives 

related to the local food system, but will not have a decision-making role. Lastly, other users of 

this evaluation could include other food systems stakeholders from across Canada, including 

funding agencies, other organization who run food programs, and levels of government interested 

in exploring how to evaluate the food-system impacts of community food initiatives. 
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Logic Model & Narrative 

Logic Model: Please see the FruitSave Logic Model enclosed in Appendix A. 

 

Logic Model Narrative: The food systems-focused logic model that will be used within this 

evaluation was developed through a community-based research project conducted by CGC and 

the Nanaimo Foodshare Society (NFS) (Nanaimo, BC), in partnership with Vanessa Daether. 

Their research project aimed to investigate how organizations, such as CGC, that run community 

food initiatives could evaluate the impact(s) of their work on their local food system. This logic 

model is designed to help guide CGC to determine who/where/how their programs impact their 

local food system and is focused not on measuring the timescale (i.e., short, or long-term) or the 

extent of each impact, but on the level of analysis (i.e., participant, organization, community, or 

food system) that each individual impact intersects.  

 

This approach to the program logic model was selected because the food system impacts of 

CGC’s work are often intangible, meaning they are not easily or accurately measured in 

evaluations of program outputs and are assumed to unfold over the long-term (5+ years). The 

food system impacts outlined in this logic model speak to the context that exists beyond the 

initiative’s goals and pre-defined outputs and relates to how a food program affects the different 

stakeholders’ experience within their local food system.  

 

For example, the FruitSave Project seeks to increase the availability of free, locally harvested 

fruit during the summer and fall months. At the end of the harvest season, CGC can total the 

volume of fruit that is disbursed to each recipient and obtain feedback from participants and some 

recipients regarding how they utilized the fruit they accessed through the project (i.e., did they eat 

it fresh, can or freeze the fruit for winter, or share it forward?) These are excellent indicators to 

evaluate as they demonstrate how the initiative impacted participants outside the boundaries of a 

harvest day. However, on their own, these indicators lack a food systems context and do not 

define how/where/who the indicators measured have an effect within a food system.  

Accordingly, this food systems-focused logic model seeks to contextualize the initiative’s 

impacts within a food system lens so that CGC can more clearly link program outputs and 

impacts to their local food system.  

 

Evaluation Methodology 

 

Evaluation Approach: As the nature of this evaluation is systems-based, Michael Quinn 

Patton’s Developmental Evaluation (DE) framework was selected to frame this evaluation as it: 

(a) it draws from systems thinking and complexity theory to support social innovators to assess 

the systems change they seek to bring about; and (b) it fosters a participatory approach to 

evaluation (Patton, 2011, p. 13 & 36). Given that this evaluation does not seek to determine if the 

FruitSave Project works (summative), nor improve the project per se, DE is an intuitive fit to this 

food systems evaluation as it is employed to “explore the parameters of an innovation” (Patton, 

2011, p. 38) and to provide “feedback to those engaging in innovating systems change initiatives 

about how their efforts are being received, understood, and reacted to at multiple levels” (p. 121). 

Further, due to the grassroots and collaborative nature of CGC’s work, this evaluation will take a 

participatory approach, ensuring that the knowledge, perspectives, and experiences of CGC are 

woven throughout the evaluation process (in addition to their previous work in co-developing the 
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food systems-focused logic model), including evaluation question development, data collection, 

analysis, and reporting the findings.  

 

Data Collection Methods:  

 

1. Qualitative Document Analysis: Review the 2018 FruitSave Project report that was 

produced by the volunteer coordinator. 

2. Environmental Scan: Review of other similar programs in BC to identify where/how they 

intend to affect their food system. 

3. Survey: An end of season feedback survey will be distributed electronically to the 2018 

FruitSave Project volunteers, homeowners, and recipients to inquire into how they used 

the fruit they accessed through the program. 

4. Phone Interviews: A randomized sample of the 2018 FruitSave Project volunteers, 

homeowners, and recipients will be phoned to participant in a 5 to 10-minute feedback 

interview to inquire into how they used the fruit they accessed through the program. 

 

Analysis: TBD based on the methods of data collection selected. 

 

Knowledge Mobilization: The results of the evaluation will be drafted into a report and will be, 

shared internally by CGC’s Executive Director, Judy Stafford, who will share the results with the 

staff, board of directors, and other stakeholders as required. Each will be asked to reflect on how 

they see the validity and utility of the results and recommendations. It is hoped that this process 

will ensure evaluation outcomes are taken-up and applied by CGC’s staff, which could assist in 

developing a deeper culture of evaluation within the organization. 

 

Second, the results will be shared with NFS and Vanessa Daether. As a group, we will review the 

results and define our research project’s final analysis and recommendations. Once complete, the 

research project, including the indicators and the evaluation framework, will be mobilized via: 

 

1. An Evaluation Report for CGC; 

2. A dissertation, authored solely by Vanessa Daether, submitted in partial completion of her 

Doctor of Social Sciences degree at RRU;  

3. Articles written for academic journals that will contribute to the body of literature in the 

field of food security evaluation, and that will explore this project’s theoretical and 

methodological frameworks in food studies research; 

4. Academic conference presentations; 

5. Public presentations and reports generated for food security practitioners, food security 

funders, and other interested stakeholders; and 

6. Relevant food security listservs and conferences as identified by CGC and NSF. 

 

Potential Challenges/Risks and Solutions: A few challenges and proposed solutions were 

identified by the ESC including: 

 

Challenge/Risks Solutions 

Short time frame for data collection. The survey will be a maximum of 5 questions 

and will feature mostly quantitative questions. 
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Volunteers will support CGC in building and 

sharing the survey. 

Low participation rate in the survey and/or 

phone interviews due to busy schedules of 

Gleaning Project volunteers, participants, and 

recipients, or privacy concerns (i.e., not 

wanting to ask vulnerable participants private 

information) 

Volunteers will support CGC to complete 

phone surveys and the volunteers of support 

agencies will be contacted for their input on 

behalf of each service provider. Vulnerable 

FruitSave recipients, such as food bank users, 

will be excluded from the survey/interview 

sample. 

Survey and interview participants might 

represent a biased group of project 

participants who have strong buy-in and may 

not express the totality of opinions/ 

experiences held by all participants. 

We will cross-reference the results of 

survey/interviews with the project report 

written by the volunteer coordinator to 

corroborate any facts/details. 

Inaccurate participant recall. Given that the 

evaluation will focus on a project that last 

took place between July 2018-Nov.2018, we 

will be relying on participants to accurately 

recall their experience of the project. 

We will cross-reference the results of 

survey/interviews with the project report 

written by the volunteer coordinator to 

corroborate any facts/details. 

 

Timeline 

Activity Start Date End Date Who is Responsible 

Planning February 1, 2019 April 1, 2019 CGC & Vanessa  

Data Collection May 2019 June 2019 CGC (with support 

from Vanessa if need 

be) 

Analysis June 2019 July 2019 CGC (with support 

from Vanessa if need 

be) 

Reporting July 2019 August 2019 CGC (with support 

from Vanessa if need 

be) 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: The FruitSave Logic Model 

 

Initiative’s Purpose: To help reduce food waste in the Cowichan Region and by connecting volunteer gleaners to pick fruit and 

vegetables from backyards, gardens, and farms that would otherwise be wasted. 

Initiative’s Outputs: 

• # of lbs of fruit/vegetables harvested (total) 

• # of lbs of fruit/vegetables donated  

• # of volunteers engaged 

• # of homeowners engaged (total) 

• # of new homeowners engaged 

• # of community picks 

• # of on-farm picks/harvests 

• # of volunteer hours 

• # of community partners engaged  

Inputs / Activities / Participants: 

Selected Indicator  

Categories 

Participant Level 

Indicators 

Organization Level 

Indicators 

Community              

Level Indicators 

System 

Level Indicators 
(i.e., availability)     

(i.e., health)      

 

Appendix B: The FruitSave Evaluation Matrix 

 

Selected 

Indicator 

Categories 

Participant 

Level 

Indicators 

Organization   

Level 

Indicators 

Community              

Level 

Indicators 

System 

Level 

Indicators 

Data  

Source(s) 

Data 

Collection 

Method(s) 

Analysis 

Procedures 

(i.e., 

availability) 

 

 

      

(i.e., health)        
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Appendix 16: Public Report 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

An Evaluation Guide for  

Community Food Initiatives:  

A Food Systems Approach 

A collaboration of Cowichan Green Community Society,  
Nanaimo Foodshare Society, & Vanessa Daether  
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Copyright © 2021 Cowichan Green Community Society and Nanaimo Foodshare 

Society. Some rights reserved. 

 

 

Duplication of this guide’s content and adaptation of this guide’s evaluation framework 

are permitted for educational or not-for-profit purposes. Please credit the source in all 

copies, as listed below. Duplication of this guide’s content and adaptation of this guide’s 

evaluation framework are not permitted for commercial purposes.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How to cite: 

 

Daether, V. L. (2021). An evaluation guide for community food initiatives: A food systems 

 approach. Chemainus, BC: Cowichan Green Community Society and Nanaimo 

 Foodshare Society. 
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OVERVIEW 
 

In 2017, the Cowichan Green Community Society, Nanaimo Foodshare Society, and 

Vanessa Daether, a student at Royal Roads University, partnered to design an 

evaluation framework to help community food organizations evaluate the intangible 

system-level impacts of their community food initiatives (i.e., from community gardens to 

local food maps). Keen to evaluate our initiative’s big picture impacts and understand 

how our work did or did not affect our local food systems, our team led a community-

based research project that produced a food systems-focused evaluation framework for 

community food initiatives.  

 

What is the purpose of this guide? 

This guide outlines one process for evaluating the food systems impacts of community 

food initiatives. Through step-by-step instructions, this guide describes how you can 

apply this evaluation framework to your organization’s existing or future evaluation 

practices. The goal is to support you to connect your work to the broader food and social 

contexts your organization operates within, and produce valuable evaluation data to 

share amongst your donors, funders, local governments, and your community.  

 

Who can use this guide? 

Although written for the management, staff, and board of directors of community food 

organizations, this guide is for anyone interested in evaluating the food systems impacts 

of a community food initiative. 

 

How do I use this guide? 

This guide is not a replacement for other forms of evaluation or other evaluation toolkits, 

including those listed in Appendix 5. Instead, this guide outlines steps for incorporating a 

food systems lens into a community food organization’s evaluation practice. Accordingly, 

whether you are preparing a new project’s evaluation plan or have decided to evaluate a 

project at its mid-way point, this guide offers simple steps to evaluating a community 

food initiative from a food systems perspective. 

 

What if I have questions? 

For questions or support, please contact: Vanessa Daether at [email address]. 
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Step 1: Organizational Readiness 

 
In conducting an evaluation, it is best to start with a plan. In preparing for this evaluation, 

it is important to ask: 

 

a) Who are your stakeholders (i.e., participants, community, or organization) and 

what is their role within the evaluation?  

 

b) What is the purpose of your evaluation (i.e., formative, summative, or 

developmental) and how does this food systems-focused evaluation 

framework fit into that purpose? 

 

c) Who will use the evaluation results/outcomes? 

 

d) Who will or could be impacted (positive or negative) by this evaluation? If you 

identify possible negative impacts, how will these be mitigated? 

 

e) How will you ensure this evaluation is culturally safe for all stakeholders? 

 

f) How will you ensure this evaluation supports your staff’s capacity in their role? 

 

g) How will you collect credible data? 

 

h) How will you report and share your evaluation results? 

 

i) Do you currently have the necessary time, resources, and funding for this 

evaluation? If not, what needs to happen to free up those resources? 

 

With answers to these questions, you can draft an Evaluation Plan which, whether a 

formal document or a bright mess of sticky notes, will function as a map to completing 

this evaluation. See Step 3 and Appendix 5 for resources on how to draft an Evaluation 

Plan.
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STEP 2: LOGIC MODEL 

 
A necessary element of your Evaluation Plan is the logic model (see Appendix 1). A logic 

model demonstrates your community food initiatives’ theory of change. In other words, it 

connects your initiative’s activities and outputs to its intended impacts. In this case, your 

logic model will connect your initiative’s activities and outputs to its intended food and 

system impacts. 

 

Step 2a: Using the Logic Model template from Appendix 1, record the following: 

 

a) Describe your initiative’s purpose. 

 

b) Describe your initiative’s intended outputs. 

 

c) Describe your initiative’s inputs, activities, and participants. 

 

Step 2b: Using the list of Impact Areas from Appendices 2 and 3, select your community 

food initiative’s proposed Impact Areas. This is where you will identify where in your 

food and broader social systems your community food initiative proposes to effect 

change. Please note, this list of impact areas is not finite and is open to your 

interpretation and revisions. 

 

a) Select the appropriate impact areas and record them in your logic model. For an 

example, see Table 1 (page #6). Please note, not all impact areas are relevant to 

each community food initiative. Select those that are appropriate.  

 

b) Draft your indicators (i.e., the measurable units of change) relevant to the 

stakeholders engaged by your initiative (i.e., participant, organization, 

community, or system). Please note, not all impact areas are relevant to each 

level of analysis (i.e., participant, organization, community, or system).  

 

Each community food initiative is unique to its community, food system, geography, 

organizers, and participants. Accordingly, this guide does not offer a list of stock 

evaluation indicators. Instead, it suggests using the list of impact areas outlined in 

Appendices 2 and 3 to help frame your indicator development. Your job will be to draft 

indicators that correspond to the appropriate impact areas. The indicators should relate 

to how and where the initiative proposes to impact your food system. 
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Table 1: Example - Logic Model for a Community Garden Evaluation 

Initiative’s Purpose: Create accessible public gardening space for seniors 

Initiative’s Outputs: Build 10 accessible raised garden beds at the existing 
community garden 

Inputs: Garden location, design for accessible garden beds, construction materials, 
soil/compost, permits, irrigation hook-up, signage, promotional and outreach 
materials, food for work parties 
 
Activities: Engage seniors’ network to formalize a partnership, host monthly 
planning meetings with all stakeholders, fundraise for materials, secure all inputs, 
plan how to maintain the garden, host 4 garden construction parties with seniors 
and local students, promote the project with stakeholders, sign-up gardeners to 
beds, design and order multilingual/accessible signage, host grand opening, report 
to funders and donors 
 
Participants: Local seniors’ network, students from neighbouring high school, local 
landscape businesses to donate time/materials for projects, funder, local 
government to amend bylaw 

Impact  
Areas 

Participant 
Impacts 

Organization 
Impacts 

Community              
Impacts 

System 
Impacts 

 
Accessibility 

Physically 
accessible food 
growing space 
made available  

-- -- -- 

Agency -- -- -- 

Local 
government 
amends 
community 
garden 
bylaw 

Community 
building 

-- 
Secure two new 
donors 

Form a new 
partnership with 
local high school 

-- 

Collaboration/ 
Teamwork 

-- -- 

Host 4 work parties 
for stakeholders to 
collaboratively 
design and construct 
the garden beds 

-- 

Social 
Connections 

Participating 
seniors report 
increased social 
connections 

-- 

Create social space 
in new garden (i.e., 
accessible seating, 
gathering area) 

-- 

 
See Appendix 1 for a blank Logic Model template. 
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Step 3: Evaluation Map 

 
 

Complete your Evaluation Map (Appendix 4).  

 

In completing an Evaluation Map, you will outline the sequence of steps you and your 

organization will take to complete your evaluation.  

 

a) Fill in your selected impact areas (as outlined in Step 2). 

 

b) Fill in your indicators, per applicable level of analysis (as outlined in Step 2). 

 

c) Identify your data sources (i.e., initiative participants/stakeholders, the final report, 

your organization’s membership, etc.). 

 

d) Identify your data collection methods (i.e., focus groups, interviews, surveys, or 

document review etc.). Ensure your organization has the budget, expertise, and 

time needed to complete each data collection method. The goal is to keep the 

evaluation manageable. See Step 4 (page 9) for guidance. 

 

e) Identify your analysis procedures (i.e., who and how your organization will 

analyze the data). See Step 5 (page 10) for guidance. 

 

f) Identify how you will report, share, and use your evaluation findings. (i.e., who/ 

how you will share your evaluation findings and how will your organization learn 

from and implement your results?). See Step 5 (page 10) for guidance. 

 

See Table 2 for an example Evaluation Map.  
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Table 2: Example - Evaluation Map for a Community Garden Evaluation 
 

 Impact 
Areas 

Participant 
Impacts 

Organization   
Impacts 

Community              
Impacts 

System 
Impacts 

Data  
Source(s) 

Method(s) Analysis 
Procedures 

 
Accessibility 

Physically 
accessible food 
growing space 
made available 
to 10 seniors in 
our community 

-- -- -- Program 
report 

Document Count of # 
new garden 
beds created 

Agency -- -- -- Local 
government 
amends 
community 
garden bylaw 

Municipal 
bylaw  

Document Review 
revised bylaw 

Community 
building 

-- Secure two 
new donors 

Form a new 
partnership 
with local 
high school 

-- Program 
report 

Document Count of # 
new donors & 
new 
partnerships 
formed 

Collaboration 
/Teamwork 

-- -- Host 4 work 
parties for 
stakeholders 
to co-design 
and construct 
the garden 
beds 

-- Program 
report & core 
partners 

Document & 
Exit 
interviews (5 
questions) 

Count of # 
work parties 
hosted & 
qualitative 
analysis of 
interview 
data  

Social 
Connections 

Participating 
seniors report 
increased social 
connections  

-- Create social 
space in new 
garden (i.e., 
accessible 
seating, 
gathering 
area) 

-- Participating 
seniors 

Exit 
interviews (5 
questions) 
briefly held at 
last work 
party 

Qualitative 
analysis of 
interview 
data (identify 
key themes) 
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STEP 4: DATA COLLECTION 

See Appendix 5 for a list of evaluation guides that offer clear steps for quickly collecting 

credible evaluation data. 

 

However, before you commence data collection, it is important to ask yourself and your 

organization a few questions, particularly if you choose to collect data from participants 

or members of your community. 

 

a) How will participants of data collection be impacted (positive or negative) through 

their participation? If you identify possible negative impacts, ask yourself if the 

evaluation is justified or if an alternative method of data collection would be more 

appropriate. 

 

b) How much time and energy will this method of data collection require of 

participants? The goal of this evaluation is to keep the process and workload 

manageable. 

 

c) Will participants feel your data collection methods or questions are invasive, 

insensitive, culturally unsafe, or too time-consuming? If you answer yes to any of 

these concerns, ask yourself if the evaluation is justified or if an alternative 

method of data collection would be more appropriate.  

 

d) If required, how will you maintain participant anonymity or confidentiality? 

Participants need to feel that their time, comments, and autonomy are respected.
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STEP 5: ANALYSIS, REPORTING, & BEYOND 

 
Now that you have collected your data, you need to make sense of this information. Please 

see the resources listed in Appendix 5 for some user-friendly approaches to analyzing your 

data and reporting/sharing your evaluation’s findings. 

 

Finally, we would like to conclude this guide by offering a few questions that might help you 

frame your evaluation’s findings from a food systems perspective.  

 

When reflecting on your evaluation, ask yourself: 

 

a) What did this evaluation’s findings teach you about the food system your community 

food initiative operates? 

 

b) What did this evaluation’s findings teach you about your organization’s work or role in 

the food system your community food initiative operates? Where are you succeeding 

and where is there area for improvement or change? 

 

c) Based on the evaluation’s findings, how will you change/modify your community food 

initiative in the future? 

 

a. For example, are there impact areas (i.e., food justice or emergency 

preparedness) that your community food initiative is currently not addressing but 

could?  
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APPENDICES 

 
Appendix 1: Logic Model Template 

 

Initiative’s Purpose: 
 
 

Initiative’s Outputs: 
 
 

Inputs / Activities / Participants: 
 
 

Impact  
Areas 

Participant Level 
Indicators 

Organization Level 
Indicators 

Community              
Level Indicators 

System 
Level Indicators 

 
(i.e., availability) 

    

 
(i.e., health) 

      

 

Click here to download Appendix 1: Logic Model Template. 

 

 

 

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1rvIZnfRQqK9BAXJaSKX1p09z4VxMxZ4uW5WTA36P8Tw/edit#gid=38396059
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Appendix 2: Food System Impact Areas 

 

 
Food System 
Impact Areas 

Definitions 

1 Acceptability 
“Access to culturally acceptable food, which is produced and obtained in ways that do not 
compromise people’s dignity, self-respect or human rights” (Centre for Studies in Food 
Security, 2021) 

2 Accessibility 
“Physical and economic access to food for all at all times” (Centre for Studies in Food 
Security, 2021) 

3 Adequacy 
“Access to food that is nutritious and safe, and produced in environmentally sustainable 
ways” (Centre for Studies in Food Security, 2021) 

4 Agency 
“The policies and processes that enable the achievement of food security” (Centre for 
Studies in Food Security, 2021) and the acquisition of the right to food 

5 Area 
Sufficient and safe territory or jurisdiction to grow, raise, harvest, catch, hunt, process, 
store, share/distribute/retail, and/or consume market-based and non-market foods for all 
people at all times 

6 Availability “Sufficient food for all people at all times” (Centre for Studies in Food Security, 2021) 

7 Food and Culture 
“The practices, attitudes, and beliefs as well as the networks and institutions surrounding 
the production, distribution, and consumption of food” (Eleuterio & Long, 2017, p. 2) 

8 Food Economy 

Sufficient processes and relationships that move food in a community or supply chain (e.g., 
from food jobs to food marketing). These processes or relationships are inclusive of the 
market and non-market infrastructures and the mechanisms that support the production, 
harvesting, distribution, and sharing/retail of food 

9 Food Justice  
An environmental and social justice movement for the dismantling of the institutionalized 
racism and class-based discrimination that marginalizes the food histories, food systems, 
and means of food access experienced by Indigenous, Black, and People of Colour 

10 Food Literacy 
Acquisition of skills or changes made to how people source, prepare, cook, store, and/or 
preserve food in the home environment 

11 Food Sovereignty 
Autonomy to define one’s food system, whether as a consumer or producer, and role within 
that food system 

12 
Indigenous Food 
Sovereignty 

Re-connection of Indigenous food and political systems through an Indigenous worldview; 
upholding of Indigenous food knowledge, values, and wisdom and a recognition of the 
food-related issues faced by Indigenous communities across Canada 
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Appendix 3: System Impact Areas 

 

 System Impact Areas Definitions 
1 Administration Activities or processes that contribute to the development or financial viability of a 

community food initiative or community food organization 

2 Anti-Racism  Conscious acts to deconstruct individual, collective, and institutionally racist behaviours 
and policies 

3 Capacity Building  Acquisition of the skills, knowledge, or resources that increase the effectiveness of a 
community food initiative or community food organization 

4 Collaboration/ 
Teamwork 

An individual or group’s capacity to effectively work towards a common end 

5 Communication An individual or group’s capacity to effectively communicate their meanings or needs 
6 Community  

Building 
Fostering a sense of community within a defined geographic region or within a group of 
people who share a common interest/goal 

7 Decolonization Acts of, or processes, that actively eliminates colonizing mindsets/policies/structures 
that operate to suppress a people(s).  

8 Emergency 
Preparedness 

Steps taken, or resources required, to ensure community resilience in the face of a 
natural or human-led disaster 

9 Gender/Gender 
Equity & Diversity  

Acts or processes that actively eliminate gender-based discrimination and violence, 
and the inequities that gender intersects 

10 Health Changes/modifications made to improve one’s health or the health of a community or 
geographic environment 

11 Personal 
Development 

Acquisition of or changes made to one’s talents, sense of self, personal awareness, or 
knowledgebase that supports an individual’s employability, contribution to a 
community/society, and/or self-confidence 

12 Sustainability Acts or processes that contribute to the long-term health and vitality of the natural 
environment 

13 Social Connections Acts or processes that foster meaningful social interactions, relationship building, and a 
sense of trust between individuals and/or groups that contribute to one’s health, sense 
of belonging, and/or that reduce isolation 

14 Social Justice  Acts or processes that foster fairness in a society based on human rights, access, 
participation, and equity 
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Appendix 4: Evaluation Map Template 

 

 Impact 
Areas 

Participant 
Impacts 

Organization   
Impacts 

Community              
Impacts 

System 
Impacts 

Data 
Collection 
Method(s) 

Data  
Source 

Analysis 
Procedures 

 
(i.e., 
availability) 
 

 
 

      

 
(i.e., health) 
 

       

 
 
Click here to download Appendix 2: Evaluation Map Template. 

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1rvIZnfRQqK9BAXJaSKX1p09z4VxMxZ4uW5WTA36P8Tw/edit#gid=1288395685
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Appendix 5: Evaluation Resources 

 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2011). Developing an effective evaluation 

plan: Setting the course for effective program evaluation. Retrieved from 

https://www.cdc.gov/obesity/downloads/CDC-Evaluation-Workbook-508.pdf 

 

National Research Center. (2004). Community food project evaluation handbook (2nd 

ed.). Retrieved from https://nesfp.org/sites/default/files/uploads/cfp_evaluation_ 

handbook.pdf 

 

National Research Center. (2006). Community food project evaluation toolkit (3rd ed.). 

Retrieved from  

 https://nesfp.org/sites/default/files/uploads/cfp_evaluation_toolkit.pdf 

 

Patton, M. Q. (2011). Developmental evaluation: Applying complexity concepts to 

enhance innovation and use. New York, NY: Guilford. 

 

Public Health Agency of Canada. (2012). Evaluating outcomes of community food 

actions: A guide. (Report No. HP35-36/2012E-PDF). Retrieved from 

https://publications.gc.ca/collections/collection_2013/aspc-phac/HP35-36-2012-

eng.pdf 

 

https://www.cdc.gov/obesity/downloads/CDC-Evaluation-Workbook-508.pdf
https://nesfp.org/sites/default/files/uploads/cfp_evaluation_handbook.pdf
https://nesfp.org/sites/default/files/uploads/cfp_evaluation_handbook.pdf
https://nesfp.org/sites/default/files/uploads/cfp_evaluation_toolkit.pdf
https://publications.gc.ca/collections/collection_2013/aspc-phac/HP35-36-2012-eng.pdf
https://publications.gc.ca/collections/collection_2013/aspc-phac/HP35-36-2012-eng.pdf
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