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Liza R. Dobson

ABSTRACT

Home gardening has historically beesufsistence or supplemental form of food procurement
worldwide and promoted as a food security project in times of economic hardximtitative
research was used to investigate container gardeningOs potential to provide the impetus for
further agricultwal activities within lowincome, lowfood-access, rural Appalachian Virginia,
thereby impacting community food security, food choices of individuals, and the local food
systemEthnography and phenomenologyethodologiesvere used through the lens of
comnunity-engaged research, and the lived experiences of participants were recognized as valid
representations of food insecuritgemistructured interviews with fourteen participating
householdsevealedorogram involvement was deeply connected to previmod production
experiences and fueled by existing interest in home garde@iogtainers were valued as

providing alternative modes to continue a meaningful practice, specifically mitigating challenges
of limited mobility for the elderly.As rural areagre experiencing an outmigration of young

people and struggling social services, container gardening could be utilaémhasost

culturally appropriate mentaand nutritionahealth servicdor the rural elderly.Similar

initiatives should begin wlit appreciative inquiry into existing perceptions, values, assets, and
potentials within a target community.hrough preliminary investigation, needs and barriers can
be acknowledged and communitentified solutions can be implemented through culturally
sensitive program developmenwith the existing impetus for home gardening in the region,

program expansion could potentially impact food security and the local food syQianall,



this case study serves to further endorse a public effort to support home food production in rural

areas of the United States.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Background

Home Gardeningand Food Access

Home gardening hdsstoricallybeen a subsistence or suppéntal form of food
procurement worldwideyetthe presence dfome gardens in the United Stabes waned since
the nineteenth centuryGalhena, Free& Maredig 2013 Sharp & Castellano, 20).3
Industrialization and consolidation of the food system, migrations of populations into urban
areas, and an increase in the availability of Ammeduced commodity food®elp to explaira
decrease itUnited State home gardening effor{&yson, 2004; Sharp & Castellano, 2013)
While the practices in steady declinggardening hasxperienced periods of resurgemtée¢he
United Stateso specifically address food security concerns duetmnomic hardsp and foal
supply disruptiongNi—ez, 1987)

Inspired by theseecurrencesAllen (1999) specifically indicateghrdeningas a
potentially more sustainable community food security project tiaourrentUnited State$ood
security safety net of governmeiind pivately-organized emergency food prograni$e
authordescribé how this safety neinclusive of programs and organizations sucthas
Supplemerdl Nutrition Assistance Program (SNA®) Feeding America Southwest Virginia
(FA SWVA), is vulnerable to fluctuations in funding, political agendas, and volunteer interest.
Community food programs in low incomedatow food access areas that coGlcreate
opportunities for low income people to define and create food securitysimselvesO (kn,

1999, p 123)were advocated for Further, researchers Gray, Guzman, Glowa, and Drevno



(2014) showed home gardening projects have the ability to increase access to fresh @oduce
simultaneouslempower individuals to begin taking ownership asdesecurity efforts in their
neighborhoods.

Home gardens, opposed to community or school gardens, may be viewed as private, self
serving endeavors, which may help explain why they Ohave been overlooked, understudied, and
unsupported by government agengcissngovernmental organizations, and academicsO (Taylor
& Lovell, 2014, abstract). However, for some, such as those in ruralvaitedsw income and
limited transportationhome garden initiativemay have the londerm potential to be an
inexpensive agcial serviceo reduceaeliance on foodecurityassistance programscrease
vegetable and fruit intake, and provide opportunities for physical acfiMiyton, Bitto,

Oakland, & Sand2008 Quandt, Popyach, & DeWalt, 1994

Home gardening, although somewhat physically and socially isolating, can be considered
a public good, especially in rural aredshas been found that leimcome rural households are
more likely to exchange garden produce with friends, family and neiglddw@n compared to a
low-income urban groufMorton et al, 2008) As a result, ecess to a personal, family
memberQOs, or friendOs gamesdiscoveredo significantly increaséuit and vegetable
consumption(Morton et al, 2008) Researchers also fod garden produce to be the rmos
common type of food shared in rural North Carolina amemhgts aged 70+ yeatempared to
foraged foods, baked goods, cooked foods, groceries, amdgale mealgQuandt, Arcury, Bell,
McDonald, & Vitoling 200%). The community practice ofood exchange, specificalsharing
garden producenhich isnotably unpredictable and not necessarily distributed based on need,
should be considered when studying the nutritional and social impacts of home gardening on

rural commuries.



Grayson County Food Access

Presentday Grayson County is a largely rural county in south central Appalachia (ARC,
2009). Grayson lthan estimated population density of 35.1 people per square mile in 2010, a
median household income of $30,710 922013, and a population with 19.1% of persons
living below federal poverty guidelines (an income of $11,770 for a one person with $4,160
added for each additional personhie hhousehold) in 2002013 (USCensus Bureau, n.d.0S
DHHS, 2015). For compa&on, Washington D.C. had a population density of 9,856.5 people per
square mile in 2010, and the state of Virginia had a median household income of $63,907 and
11.3% of persons living below federal payeguidelines in 2002013 (USCensus Bureau,
n.d.a;US Census Bureaun.d.q.

Documented food insecurity increased in Grayson County from 7.3% of households
experiencing food insecurity in 20M02 to 9.2% in 2002012 US Department of Agriculture
(USDA) Economic Research ServideRS), 2015b). FeedingAmerica (2014) proposed an even
greater percentage of individuals had experienced food insecurity in 2012, with almost 2,000
individuals out of a population of just over 15,500 (almost 13%) recognized in the cadingy
discrepancynay be due tthe inclsion ofchildren or extended family members residingpiod
insecurehouseholds.For more insight into the status of food secy2y45 individuals and
1,257householdén Grayson Countyvere enrolled in SNAP iMarch of 2016 (VADSS 2016).

Dean andsharkey (2011) emphasize that understanding the household food environment,
including food access and economic status, of rural andnoeme peoples is key to
understanding food choices. According to the USDA Economic Research Service (ERS)
(201%) FoodEnvironment Atlas for Grayson County, the number of grocery stores decreased

from four in 2007 to one in 2012 and the number of convenience stores remained at seven from



2007 to 2012. For reference, the food atlas indicated that the number of sRi¥&2 in

translated to 0.07 grocery stores and 0.46 convenience stores per 1,000 population (USDA ERS,
201%). In considering the economic status of householdsals@mportant to note thats

10.25 stores accepted SNAP benefits, only one store ac&pedhl Supplemental Food

Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) benefits in 2012 (USDA ERSbR015
presumably the single grocery store in IndependeAssuming the 1 grocery store and 7
convenience stores are included in the 10.25 stores agp§NAP, it is unclear where the 2.25

other stores are in the county.

While the USDA ERS (20H) Food Access Research Atlas categorizes all of Grayson
County to be lowincome (poverty rate at or above 20 peraerd median family income at or
below 80 pecent of the area median family income), the eastern and western portions of
Grayson County maintain very different geographic accessibilities of food to residents. As seen
in Figure 1, the Food Access Research Atlas clearly divides the county northtlolsoUS21
and shows the western region to have low food access, a region with a significant number (at
least 500 persons and/or at least 33% of the census tract's population) of residents living more
than 10 miles from the nearest supermarkAgriCultural Marketing Servicen.d.). The western
region has a significant number of people residin@Q@niles from the nearest supermarkei,
the eastern region of the county lacks low food access indicators (USDA ERS,2QLEe 1).

The characteristicsf low income with low food access in western Grayson County parallel the
original USDA definition of a Ofood desert,O a phrase no longkbyskee USDA In response

to GraysonOs leimcome status coupled with low and limited food access, voluntedr$ it
SWVA established two monthly mobile food pantries (MFP) in 2012, one in the eastern region

(Fries, Virginia)and one in the western regi@@rant, Virginia)(Figure 1).



Figure 1 TheLow IncomeandLow FoodAccessRegion with Mobile Food Pantry Locations

(Red Circles)n Grayson County (USDA ERS, 2(d)5
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West Grayson Mobile Food Pantignd The EarthBox™ Program

The west Grayson MFP distribution center, started in March 2012 and located at Grayson

Highlands Schdan Grant, VA, has a team of 3D volunteers that facilitate monthly food

distributions. When asked about food access in the region, the volunteer site coordinator (VSC)

for the west Grayson MFP responded, Oif you want food, you drive 30 minutes@ngpkrst
personal communication, March 26, 2015)jgure 2reveals how westei@rayson residents
often travel out of the countp Marion Virginia, or West Jeffersororth Carolinato

accomplish their grocery shoppi@g. Stamperpersonal communicatio@pril 20, 2015) For

comparison, grocery store options available to eastern Grayson residents are geographically

closer, even including the Food City in IndependgikceCole, personal communication, April

19, 2015)Figure 2. The VSC recognizethat,in addition to having limited geographic



accessibility to food, residentsO disposable income and food seeuetery dependent upon

access to efficient and reliable transportation. For this reason, tf5@@amilies who uskthe
monthly MFP in Grahare not required to present proof of income or residency, allowing
participants to decide for themselves whether they need monthly food assistance, i.e. define their

own food security (Allen, 1999).

Figure 2. Grocery Stores sl by Grayson Countgesidents

Grocery Stores Used by Grayson County Residents (USDA ERS, 2014; Google Maps, edited 2015;
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After the first year of the MFP, the VSC found thenthly distributiongo have a

positiveeffect on the food security of many local residents. With a desire to support households



to feed themselves beyond using MFP services, the VSC begkimgvto empower clients to

create food security for themselves through encouraging home food prodttfiieh The

VSCOs idea was initially put into action by gifting tomato starts purchased with grant funds to a
small number of households in 2013. dingh informal conversation at the MFP, the initiative
received tremendously positive feedback from clients regarding the productivity of the plants.

Acknowledging the fertility of Grayson CountyOs land and wanting to expand upon this
first successful prop, the VSC and an AmeriCorps Volunteer surveyed MFP clients to discern
the potential of families supplementing their food budgets through home gardening or farming.
Interestimgly, the survey revealed that%5of MFP participants were elderly and phydical
unable to garden or farm. Further, most of the participants indicated that they did not own their
land and subsequently were not permitted by property owners to garden or farm. Another
noteworthy finding was some who owned their land lacked the ptopksrand equipment they
considered necessary to prepare farmland or garden $pages¢n LandCare, Inddppalachian
Foodshed ProjecAFP) Community Food SecurityQFS Enhancement Grant Proposz014
M. Stamper, personal communication, MarchZ®&L5). Many of these barriers to home food
production parallel those found in recent and similar studies (Kortright & Wakefield, 2011;
Schupp & Sharp, 2012).

Based on the survey information, the VSC proposed container gardening as a solution to
mitigate he reported challenges. In 2014, the west Grayson MFP partnered with logabfbn
Grayson Landcare, Inc. and the Independence FarmerOs Market (IFM), the only farmerOs market
in Grayson County, and strategically offered free EarthBox™ container gaitenglty
Manufacturing Company, 20},6seeds, and growing instructions to 50 MFP clients. Grayson

Landcare, Inc. and the IFM have long collaborated to increase diversity of customers at the



market as well as build civic engagement in the local food sysiéherefore, an additional
component of the container gardening program was to offer participants free transportation to the
IFM, which has a SNAP benefitloubling program. The goals of the 2014 project were Oto
empower fooensecure families to growose of their own food and to increase their intake of
nutritious, fresh, and localgrown fruits and vegetables; and to understand the health benefit

and significance of a diet that includes fresh local produgefygon LandCare, InAFP CFS
EnhancemenGrant Proposalk014).

Objectives for the first year included each family receiving one EarthBox™ garden to
raise ten pounds of food per box and one member of each household visiting the IRlonce
or without free transportaticsturing the 2014 seasorrayson LandCare, Inc. applied for a
community food security enhancement projects grant throughppalachian Foodshed Project
(AFP). This community food security enhancement project, funded through November 2015,
was fiscally managed by Grayson L&ate, Inc. as part of a 2011 USDA National Institute of
Food and Agriculturégriculture and Food Research Initiative Grant (Award No. 268004
30079).

In the spring of 2014, the VSC and AmeriCorps Volunteer developed an application for
MFP participarg to receive an EarthBox"™ system. Applications specifieceivingSNAP
and/or social security benefits, mag children in the home, and/or ing in western Grayson
Countyas priority selection criteriaFifty-seven applications were received in May614, and
the 50 applicants selected to receive the container gardening system had at least one of the
preferred criteria (M. Stamper, personal communication, March 26, 2015). After EarthBox's
and soil were purchased, youth and volunteers assemble@ ¢faedens at Grayson Highlands

School. Participants were given green bean seeds with instructions to grow in their EarthBox's.



This vegetable crop was chosen because it is easily cultivated with minimal pest and disease
issues. Additionally, green beansre familiar to the local food culture, which is why the
project known to MFP participants as the EarthBox™ Program (EB®s informally titled the
Grayson GreeBean Project by the organizers

Through brief, informal conversations at the monthly MBB,\YSC gathered very
positive responses from EBP patrticipants. Stories ranged from excited families gathering
multiple bean pickings throughout the growing season to inspired family members expanding the
garden by acquiring more containers. A Novembd#afrogress report from Grayson
LandCare, Inc. to the AFP stated that Othe vast majority of families had great successO in their
first EarthBox™ growing season. An additional grant project objective was to utilize the lessons
learned in this first growingeason in the 2015 planning process. In collaboration with a
representative of Grayson LandCare, Inc. and the VSC of the West Grayson MFP, a participant
survey later titled the OPreliminary 2014 Surveya3 developed to collect more formal data
regardig the participan@experience in their first gwing season with the EarthBos and
their experience with the IFM. The results were used to inform the 2015 EBP planning process
and this research project.

An AmeriCorps volunteer collectdereliminary 202 Surveyresults from 39 of the 50
households (78% response rate), via phone interviews during the fall of 2014, though data from
only 36 are accessible (72% response rate). When asked about the gardening experience, 27
(75%) expressed it was a positeeperience (OgoodO, Overy goodO, OwonderfulO, Oloved itO,
etc.), 4 (11%) remarked their experience was Ookay,O and 1 (<3%) indicated their experience was
Onot good.O All responders indicated that they would grow in the 2015 season. When probing

about thdFM, the volunteer recorded that 10 (28%) participants had attended the IFM during



the 2014 growing season. Of these participants, 5 (14%) made purchases with or without SNAP
benefits, and 7 (19%) returned at least a second tilftele most participantslid successfully
grow food in their gardens and a number did attend the IFM, no one indicated a change in diet as
a result of participating in the project.

In addition tosupportinghouseholdgso replanttheir existing Earthboxes in 2015,
Grayson LandCare, Inc. used remaining and newly allocated grant funding from the AFP to
purchasaVood Prairie Farm Smart Badgsod-grade bucketsand seed potatoesh@low pans
soil, fertilizer, and amendments weteaprocuredor interestegarticipantsso they could
expandtheir gardenOs growing capacity for the 2015 growing season. Early May of 2015, the
Western Grayson MFP VSC organized an event for EBP patrticipants to mcippiesand
transplants donateddm the Virginia Teh Kentland Farm Organic Garde@ontainer
gardening instructions, materials, and demonstrations of how to construct gardens from reusable
and accessible materials, such as the-fyradle buckets and shallow pamere also offered at
the event Of the original 50 participants who participated in the EBP in 2014, 28 (56%)

obtained the second set of containers in 2015.

Problem Statement

When considering the household food environment of western Grayson MFP clients,
recognizingthechallengef havinglow income,unreliable and costlyransportationand
limited geographic accessibility to food stores can help understaheafta andood choices of
this citizen group (Dean & Sharkey, 2011W)ith a desire to redudeouseholdlependence upon
MFP distributions the VSC has proposed home gardemag meant® expand the food choices

of those limited bytheir food environment. ThEBP was developed to empower families to

10



grow some of their own food to supplement food budgedsirrcreaseéndividual consumption of
fresh fruits and vegetables. While 75% of the 36 clients who respondedrietineinary 2014
Surveyexpressed a positive experience with their first growing season and all indicated they
would grow again in 201®nly 28% specified visiting the IFM in 2014 andne of the

participants indicated a change in food chomedietas a result of participating in tiBP.

Research Questions

In order to explore the current state of pnegram the following questionsvere asked

1) Why and how did households choose to participate iEBfe and what goals
did they want to accomplish in the project?

2) What did participants value about engaging inEB&?

3) What, if any, new activities or thought patterns were inspired by participating in
the EBP, and were the original participant goals met or altered?

4) What challenges did participants experience, and what do participants feel they
need in order to accomplisheir goals?

5) What solution to food access do participants propose, and does it involve the local

food system?

Study Purpose and Objectives

This researcHurther investigated whethéne EBP, a low-cost residential @&rdening
initiative, acked, as the collborators theoriad as a springboarir furtheragricultural activities
to impact community food securitjood choices of individuaJand the local food systenThe

original dbjectivesof this researcincluded:



1) ldentify similaritiesand differences between participamtivationsgoalsandthe
EBP collaboratorsO motivatiogeéls

2) Determine key findings about if, how, and why the participants value engagement
in theEBP

3) Explore the experience of and impacts on participamd recomrand future
actions to improve thEBP

4) Record what solutions to food acc@ssticipantgropose, and recommend future

actions to improve local food accessibility in Grayson County

Conceptual Framework

In order to structure this research project and pefodus to thenquiry, elements of
ethnography anghenomenologwereused to design a conceptual framewarkthis indepth
case study Compiling a local history of Grayson Courdnd participatingn MFP and EBP
eventsduring the 2015 growing seasoangratecnethnographiperspective ofood access and
agriculture in theegion. This preliminary research wased to guide the design and ground the
findings With a desire Oto understand several individualsO common or shared experiences of a
phenomenonE in order to develop practices or policiesO (Creswell, 2013, p. 81), the entire study
was heavily framethrougha phenomenological lensing semstructurednterviewing
techniques The unit of analysis was the common experiences bound by participation in the
EBP, and the multilayered descriptive approaches of ethnography and phenomenology
contributed to the Orelifie contextO that defined this research aase study (Rossmé&n

Rallis, 2012). Two traditional qualitative reearch approaches (ethnography



phenomenologyvere blendedhto a multilayered and systemattase studynquiry (Creswell,
2013 Rossmark Rallis, 2012.

Theinquiry design used eommunityengaged research (CEn&)proactwhere
partnerships between researchers and community members are prioritized to ensahy cultur
acceptable research desiduicDonald, 2008) By consulting with community representatives
who are involved with ta MFP and the EBP, input was used to identify locally relevant research
objectives and quesins. A purpose of this study wesprovide feedback to the community and
organizers on the EBFResulting informatiorhasthereforebeendisseminatec@ppropriatelyto
the localcommunity in addition to academienues

With a portion of the research focused on discovering what participants valued about
engagement ithe EBP, the concept of indexical sigmas pulledrom semiotic theory in order
to understand certain categorieseshergenthemeshat emerged from the researc®emiotic
is the study of signs and the meaning that is made of hbern, 2012 Gumperz& Hymes,

1972; Mertz& Parmentier, 198p This is usefuin understanding the cutal meanings within
gualitative research so that meaningful recommendations to address issues can be framed in a
culturally sensitive waylndexical signs Opoint toO something #is®igh ceoccurrence in a
specific context. A traditional example of immdexical is how smoke can be an index of fire.
Whether or not fire exists in the exact moment smabdke is perceived, fire is assunvelaen

smoke appears because they have peeviously andteratively perceived as occurring in the

same moment in time and space.

Theconcept of indexicalor learned associations (Puckett, 2005), was pulled from
semiotic theory to understand how and why the act of gardening in a container could index

profound values, Banings, and emotions for participants. Using this theory revealed that these



seemingly dramatic responses were actually socially-embedded or culturally-influenced (Ahearn,
2012) by past agricultural experiences. In the analysis and discussion, food gardening, even if
minimally in a container, was considered, for many participants, a link to a past agricultural
narrative. This objective understanding of the subjective meaning system around food
production was used to justify why participants values related to gardening, and the
consequential emotional responses, were included in the final program evaluation and future
recommendations.

The organizers of the west Grayson MFP recognized the unique challenges of resident
household food environments in this rural area, similar to Dean and Sharkey (2011). With a goal
of inspiring participants to “create food security for themselves” (Allen, 1999, p.123), the EBP
was initiated to increase access to fresh produce through home gardening, an avenue appropriate
to the geographic and cultural setting. Data from the Preliminary 2014 Survey indicated the need
for further investigation and was used to shape the research questions for this study. Once the
inquiry was focused and given purpose, a review of the existing literature on home gardening,
food security, food access, and Grayson County’s agricultural history was compiled to provide

guidance and grounding to the research process.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Home Gardening

Current literature notes tharound the world, home food gardening has been a
subsistence or supplemental form of food procurement throughout settled human history, yet the
practice has been experiencing a steady decline in the United States since the nineteenth century
(Galhena et al 2013 Ni—ez, 1987 Sharp & Castellano, 2013 This decrease of home food
production over the past two centuries has been linked to the industrialization and consolidation
of the food system, migrations of populations into urban areas, and an inardesavailability
of massproduced commodity foods (Lyson, 2004; Sharp & Castellano, 2®1i8)orically,
there have beesignificantgardening OmovementsO in tinétédl Stateshat occurred during the
Panic of 1893, World War | (1911918), the Great Opession (19294939), World War I
(19391945) and the economic recessions of the 19#%0&wly 19800sDuring these periods,
citizens independently produced food with government encouragement and/or in response to
related economic hardship and critiest affected the food supplsind thereby strengthened
national food securityAndress & Clark, 201 3Bassett, 1981INi—ez, 1987.

Specifically diring the wartimemovementsvarious levels of government encouraged
gardening so industrial and agriculturasources could be redirected toward military efforts,
including freeing some agriculture workers to serve in the militangli{ess & Clark, 2015
Schupp& Sharp, 2012Sharp & Castellano, 2013 ucker, 1993 The United StateSood
Administration workedo increase domestic food security during WWI by encouraging the
presence of home economics education and by labeling food production as a patriotic duty

Similarly, the War Food Administration launched a National Victory Garden Program during
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WWII (Andress & Clark, 201;3Bassett, 1981 The USDA claimed 20 milliopeopleengaged
in victory gardening at schools, homes, community plots, workplaces, and farms in 1943 and
1944 (War Food Administration, 1944). Though this extensive government supptad igs
influential in historic increases in gardening, Tucker (1993) suggastitizen response to the
rise in food prices and food shortages during war years hadimoaet on gardening than
government propagandahis suggestion can be seen indBln and ButlerOs (198&prk on
home gardening among small, pame Florida farmers that showed an increase in the
significance of home gardens during the drought and agricultural economic conditions of the late
19700s and early 19800s.

Researchers ka not specifically indicate food affordability as a key motivator for
home gardenin@ortright & Wakefield, 2011 Schupp & Sharp, 20)2however,t is clear that
economic hardship and food supply disruptions have been connected to historic moveahents th
addressed food security by encouraging food production and preservatdregs & Clark,
2015 Ni—ez,1987; Sharp & Castellano, 2013nspired bytheserecurrences, Allen (1999)
specifically indicatd gardening as a potentially more sustainable conftywéood security
(CES)project than the current United Stafesd security safety net of governmeand
privately-organized emergency food prograni$ie authordescribe how this safety net,
inclusive of programs and organizations such as SNAFA@BWVA, is vulnerable to
fluctuations in funding, political agendas, volunteer inter@stl food donationsCommunity
food programs in low income and low food access areas that can Ocreate opportunities for low
income people to define and create food sgctor themselvesO (Allen, 1999, p. 128re

advocated far
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Home gardening projects halseen foundo increase access to fresh produce while also
empowering individuals ttake ownership of food security efforts in their neighborho@@say
et al.,2014). Winne (2008) descrileehow food from community garden platsuldbe a
necessity for those who live paycheck to paycheklstudy on home gardening and food
preservation practices laypopulation otlderlyin rural Appalachian Kentuckgyoncluded hat
gardening Ocan have a significant impact on the dietary status of oldespe@ammdt et a).

1994 p. 198). Litt, Hale, andBuchenau (2015) discussed hoammunity and home gardeners
in Denver, Coloradoconsumed more fruits and vegetables per day thaigaateners (5.7, 4.6,
3.9 times per day, respectivelyRRural residentsn low-income conmunities with low food
accessndicatedgardeningvas a source of supplemental produce during the growing season,
though how much food the gardens actually contributed to household food se@sriiyclear
(Hendrickson, Smith, & Eikenberr2006; Smith & Morton, 2009)

Home gardens, opposed to community or school gardens, may be viewed as private, self
serving endavors, which may help explain why they Ohave been overlooked, understudied, and
unsupported by government agencies-gonernmental organizations, and academicsO (Taylor
& Lovell, 2014, abstract)In opposition to thisfor some such as those in ruraleas with low
income and limited transportation, home garden initiatives could have thé&longotential to
be an inexpensive social service to reduce reliance on food security assistance programs, increase
vegetable and fruit intake, and provide oppoities for physical activity (Quandt et al., 1994;
Morton et al., 2008)In comparing the rural and urban patterns of giving@tdiningfood,
researchers Morton et §2008) foundow-income rural households wemore likely to
exchange garden prodawith friends, family and neighbors when compared to aitmeme

urban group.Researcheralsoreportedthatthe low-income rural groujppad a greatechance of



attaining the recommended servings of vegetables and fruits in their diets simply because 58% of
these residents, compared to 23% of their urban counterparts, had access to a personal, family
member’s, or friend’s garden (Morton et al., 2008).

Another study on food sharing in rural North Carolina found garden produce to be the
most common type of food gifted to adults aged 70+ years compared to foraged foods, baked
goods, cooked foods, groceries, and pre-made meals (Quandt et al., 2001a). The community
practice of food exchange, specifically sharing garden produce, while notably unpredictable and
not necessarily distributed based on need, should be considered when investigating the
nutritional and social impacts of home gardening on rural communities (Morton et al., 2008;
Quandt et al., 2001a; Quandt, Arcury, McDonald, Bell, Vitolins, 2001b). Thus, through the
gifting of homegrown produce, home gardening, appearing somewhat physically and socially
isolated, can be seen as a public good, especially in rural areas. The social cohesion and
community reciprocity around home gardens may be less obvious than that of community or
school gardens, but home gardening efforts are making noteworthy contributions to the health,
food access, financial savings, and general civic welfare of rural communities.

Diverse sets of motivations, including food production for personal consumption,
recreation, education, cultural reasons, and barter or profit, in addition to the aforementioned,
have been found to influence participation in home gardening. A connection to a garden can also
increase access to fresh produce, yet barriers to home gardening do exist (Gladwin & Butler,
1982; Kortright & Wakefield, 2011; Shupp & Sharp, 2012; Winne, 2008). Perceived resources
of time, space, and money as well as motivation and interest in food production are vital to
encouraging participation in home food production. As Kortright and Wakefield (2011) point

out, “establishing a garden takes considerable effort, and it also takes knowledge” (p. 49-50).
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Warning advocates not to pontificaiie gardeningas the solution to food security/inne (2008)
goes so far as to ask the question, Ois gardening for everyone?(a(ul Bg)hlighs the need
for training, technical assistance, aichpleinspiration

Importantly, @mographic factors such as race and ethnicity, socioeconomic conditions,
and geography can intersect with barrterbome gardenintp magnify them (Sharp &
Castellano, 2013)0Others discussdhow personal wellbeing and health conditiauaild hinder
the ability to garder{Gladwin & Butler, 1982Quandt et al., 1994 Taylor and Lovell (2014)
indicated the need for future academic work to characterize the various barriers to home food
gardening The practice of home gardenihgs beerstrongly correlateavith home ownership
and incomesuggesting economic advantages might affect participation in food production
(Smith, Greene, & Silbernagel, 2013)hereforgthere is a need farrban home gardening
researcho focusonlower income buseholdsallowing the development aéffective methdsto
mitigatebarriers angbrovide opportunities for households to contribute to their personal and
communityOs food secur{fJaylor and Lovell2014)

Despite these barrierg,has been suggested that the emerging social movement to
localize the United States food system has resulted in a rise in home food gardening &chupp
Sharp, 2012; Andress & Clark, 2015). Researchers Schupp and Sharpa{@@d2yith
Kortright and Wakéeld (2011) suppoddthis suggestionreporting a complex set of
motivationswerebehind the presence of home food gardens, including interest in engaging with
local, sustainable food systems and a desire to increase consumption of fresh, nutritsous food
While interest in local food does seem to have influence on the decision to engage in home food

production for somehe following section will explaim level of social exclusiothat mayexist



within the local food movement. Thisrther emphasisthe importance to consider other

factors that inspire engagement in home gardening.

Local Food Perspectives oHome Gardening

The term Olocal,0 when usedtaracterizéood products andystemdacks a definitive
definition and issubject to interpretion based on various factors and perspectives (McFadden,
2015). Physical distansepolitical boundaries, and individual perceptions of locality all
contribute to the diverse understandings of local food. McFadden (2015) argues the local food
movements Othe most dynamic segment of the food systemO (p. hgnaedery challenging
to define. The first federal initiatives to support local food markets began in the 19900s with the
Fresh Program, where the Department of Defense partnered with the td%Dduire fresh
produce for state institutions, prioritizing smahd mediunsized farms local to each state
(Liang, 2015).Federal, stae-, andcommunitylevel initiatives such aknow Your Farmers,

Know Your FoodNational) Buy Fresh Buy LocgVirginia), andBuy Eat Live Local
(Blacksburg, Virginia) have since build network to support the organization and maintenance
of local food progcts and systems across the United States.

The termQivic agriculturé®describes counteitrend to industal agriculture thatvorks
to strengtherrommunity identityfood securityand social equity through engagement in local
food culture(Lyson, 2004) Examples of civic agriculture include farmersO markets, community
supported agriculture business modelsfarms, and community gardenSicFadden (2015)
describes civic agriculture as Oa lens through which political, socioeconomic and environmental
concerns about the conventional food system are addressedO (piridicates local foods as

potentially he most visible sector of civic agriculture.

20



Excitement around localizing the food system has gained political, social, and economic
momentum in the last 20 years, yet Hess (2009), DeLind (2011), and Meenar and Hoover (2012)
offered critiques of the local food movement, inclusive of gardening projects. They discussed
how the promotion of local foods can often create geographic, economic, and social barriers for
some people to engage. Trivette (2012) emphasized that price as well as available time and
means of transportation are often barriers for low-income residents to shop at farmers markets or
purchase community supported agriculture memberships. Commenting on social dynamics that
can occur within local food culture, Lavin (2010 & 2009) argued that organic and local food
movements are now more motivated by the creation and defense of an identity rather than by the
original desire to simply feed oneself through accountable food sources. The argument is that
political anxieties linked to the industrial food system around globalism, environmental
degradation, oil dependency, food access, animal welfare, and food worker injustice have
evolved to also include social anxieties around the loss of community and the loss of authentic
relationships with nature. He quoted Wendell Berry and added, “recent trends in food activism
have announced that eating is a political, economic, environmental, aesthetic, and ethical act”
(Lavin, 2009, p. 1). Thus, participation in local food culture can give some a sense of political
power and social identity amid a globalizing world.

As aresult of these social and economic barriers, concerns fueling the local food
movement are often seen as those of the “wise and benevolent upper-middle-class” (Lavin, 2010,
p. 2). Winne (2008) warns of a level of “moral arrogance” (p. 133) that can occur within local
food movements when consumers, especially those with low-incomes, are expected to consider
food sources the highest priority in their budget. This elitist and limiting approach to food

system reform, often described as “vote with your dollar,” offers an explanation for some of the



barriersfor low-income people to participate in local food syste Social justiceand equitable
access to high quality foadas an original OpillarO of the organic movenyenfarmers quickly
found it challenging to provide produ@scessiblacross incoméevelswhile alsomaintainng
an economically viablbusiress(Winne, 2008)

ConnectingheseOresponsible consumertiiques to home food productiobavin
(2010)referenced andistilled Michael PollanOs narrative of home gardening as a privileged
consumer protest against the industrial food systénis characterization of home gardening is
biased andquite different than undeestdinghome food production as a necessariof
survival, & Duncan (1999) describéar the various subsistence gardema rural Appalachian
region As mentioned previoushhistoric economic hardship and disruptiamghe food supply
have impacted household food security in United States, inspiring home gardening &fferts.
recent presence of home gardens strongly correlates with economic advantages (Smith et al.,
2013),buthomegardeningn the United Statesn many contexts, hdseenfar removed from
any form of politics and primarily utilizetbr food procurementGladwin & Butler, 1982;
Quandt et al., 199. Home gadeningand the subsequent food gifting can bridbe
economic, social, cultural, and political dimensions of community lifeO (Lyson, 2004 tp. 28)
promote healthier citizenbuild social cohesiorgnd cultivate a sense of autonomy within an
ambiguous food systeniThereforehome gardens can be seen as a form of civic agricaltwre

considered a viable facet of local food systénadcontributeto the wellbeing of communities

Food Securityand Food Access

Described in th@revioussection historicfood security work in the United States

inclusive of gardening projects, was initiatechtlress issues of food accassl nutrition. To



gain a deeper understanding of food security, academiesamalyzed household and
community food environments, which include issues of food access and pdveoty.

insecurity and nutrition policies wef@st introduced in the 19300s wiitle £hoollunch
programand he Food Stamp Program (FSP), now titled Bupplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAR)or EBT (electronic benefits transjgiMuller & Wallinga, 2015). Although
thesewere initiated asemporaryfederal food and nutrition prograto prevent and treat food
insecurity in the United Statelsiring theGreat Depression, botlecame permanent policy along
with WIC in the 19708gllen, 1999:Muller & Wallinga, 2015).

According to Chilton, Breen, & Rabinowi¢B015), Oresearch has shown that SNAP
reduces the severity of food insecurity gmdmotes health for children and familiesO (16)11
Early 19800s conservative budget cuts dramatically reflunging for food safety net
programs, including the FS®Vinne, 2008) As a result, local communities, nprofit
organizations, and faithasd institutions began organizing emergency fsiadions, such as
food pantries and soup kitchens, to addressubsequendfood ga® Emergency food
programs and organizations have been on the rise evey anttbmited storage for perishable
foods kd this new safety net to begin offering processed, less healthy foods disproportionately to
those who were food insecui@uptill, Copelton& Lucal, 2013 Manetzki & Tuckermanty,
2007;Palmer, Chen, & Winnie2015 Winne, 2008). A shift in food insecurity management
from entitlement programs, such as SNAP, to the emergency food system, inclusive of food
banks and pantrieaJsoarguably increased the level of social exclusion, reducingricame
participation in the consumer@womy and consequently a source of identity for-logome

communities (Guptill et al. 2013).



While “poverty and food insecurity may not necessarily be synonymous... there is a
strong overlap” (Burns, 2004, p. 8). The federal poverty guidelines, a simplification of the
poverty thresholds which are unique to each region and used for Census Bureau statistical
purposes, for the 48 contiguous states and Washington D.C. were defined in 2014 as an income
of $11,670 for a one person with $4,060 added for each additional person in the household (US
DHHS, 2014). Further, the USDA Economic Research Service (ERS) (2014) defines low-
income areas to have a poverty rate at or above 20 percent or a median family income at or
below 80 percent of the area median family income. The USDA Agricultural Marketing
Services (AMS) (n.d.) designates a low food access area when a rural region has a significant
number (at least 500 persons and/or at least 33% of the census tract's population) of residents
living more than 10 miles from the nearest supermarket. The combination of low income and
low food-access reflects the original Food Desert measurement, which is no longer used by the
USDA.

The most recent USDA study on food security revealed that 14% of households in the
United States were considered food-insecure in 2014 (Figure 3) (Coleman-Jensen, Rabbitt,
Gregory, & Singh, 2015). In the same work, the analysis was narrowed twice to low-income
households with an income below 185% of the poverty threshold as well as an income directly
below the poverty threshold. It was found that food insecurity rates were significantly higher
than the national average of 14% at 33.7% and 39.5% respectively. For comparison, another
narrowed analysis showed only 6.3% of those with incomes above 185% of the federal poverty
guidelines were food insecure. From this data, it is clear that “food insecurity was strongly
associated with income” (Coleman-Jensen et al., 2015, p. 13). While many food-insecure

households were able to rely on a small number of basic foods, which reduced variety in their



diets, to avoid reductions or disruptions in food intake, households with very low food security
(5.6%) (Figure 3 did experience disrupted eating patterns when Othey could not afford enough

foodO (ColmanJensen et al., 261p. 8).

Figure 3 United Stateglouseholds by Food Security Status in 2014

Food-insecure households—14.0%

Households with low food
security—8.4%

Food-secure Households with very low food
households—86.0% security—5.6%

Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. Census Bureau,
2014 Current Population Survey Food Security Supplement.

The definition of Ofood securityO has undergone many shifts since it first emerged
through 19600s and 19700s international developmer{andegtson &Cook, 1999) The
USDA ERScurrentlyupholds the first section of AndersonOs (1990) definition of food security,
meaning Oall household members had access at all times to enough food for an active, healthy
life® (Colemadensen et al., 2015, p. 4 & 8)rof this designation, the USDA then determined
that food insecurity exists when households are, Oat times, unable to acquire adequate food for
one or more household members because they [have] insufficient money and other resources for

foodO (Colemadense et al., 2015, p. 8).
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Expanding upon the above definition of food secutitg, Food and Agriculture
Organization (2009naintainsthat @od security exists when all people, at all times, have
physical and economic access to sufficient, safe andiaugitood that meets their dietary needs
and food preferences for an active and healthy (jje®). Theseeminglymost comprehensive
definitions of food securityfood insecurity, and hungesed in the literaturand indicated by
Anderson and Cook (199as0nfluential in the development of a theoretical framework for
food securitp (p. 143%re as follows

Food securityis definedas &cess by all people at all times to enough food for an active,

healthy lifeandincludes at a minimuma) the readyavailability of nutritionally adequate

and safe foodsandb) the assured ability to acquire acceptable foods in socially
acceptable ways (e.g., without resorting to emergency food supplies, scavenging,
stealing, or other coping strategie§pod insecutly exists wheavertheavailability of
nutritionally adequate and safe fooddlmability to acquire acceptable foods in socially
acceptable wayis limited or uncertain Hunger in its meaning othe uneasy or painful
sensation caused by a lack of foain this definition a potential, although not
necessaryconsequencef food insecurity.Malnutrition is also a potential, although not
necessary, consequence of food insecurity (Anderson, 1990, p1238)1

In consideringAndersonOs (199@prk, Quandt and Rao (1999) developed five
indicators of food insecuritfdescribed as Ono foodO, Oskipping mealsO, Ochoosing medications
or foodO, Ochoosing bills or foodO, and Opersonal aati@@) 92 residents 65 years and
older in a rural Appalachiacommunity The indicator most relevant toy investigationwas
describedas taking Opersonal actiomithin the last six month® either address or prevent food

shortagdn the householdTheresearcherfound that these actions wehe most frequently
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reported indicator (21%) of the fiv\mong this group of rural adult$he types of personal

actions were condensed into four possibilities, including Oactions that result[ed] in free food for
household members,O Oactions that defer the cost of forith@s@aconserve food or stretch

food dollars,0 and Oactions that use social networks to obtainQa@oidt(& Rao, 1999.30).

Of those who took Opersonal actionsO in response to anticipated food ing&arigported

actiors thatresultedin freefood. Asthe most frequefyt reportedof the four personal actions
examplesonsised of receiving commodity foods, applying fSNAP benefits, and getting food

at a bod pantry From the Anderson (1990) definitions and the Quandt and Rao (1999)istudy,
can beclaimedthatchoosing to participat& a food pantry, such as the West Grayi$ibiP,

indicatesa level of food insecurity, regardless of income.

When considering the Obroader context of household food security by examining it in
relation tofactors such as food envimment and povertyO (Palmer et 2015, p. 136), many
advocates, qactitioners, and scholars bedarpiece togethea concept known as community
food security (CFS)In the late 19800s and early 1990@preéviously indepershtgoals of
providing nutrition educatiorsupportingenvironmentallysound food production, and reducing
hunger and poverty begandonvergeunder the umbrella of CFS work (Anderson & Cook,
1999). While Anderson and Coofl999) havecalledfor a more efined theoretical framework
for CFS, Hamm and Bellows (2008)oposed a definition thabntainsthe diverse actors,
projects, and objectives that have bekaracterized a8FS work:Oasituationin which all
community residents obtain a safe, culturalbgeptablenutritionally adequatdiet through a
sustainable food system that maximizes communityreéiéinceandsocial justic® p. 37).

Palmer et al. (2015) echdthis and emphasizethe importance of also OmaximizingE

democratic decisiomakingd(p. 136) in the most widely cited definition of CFEFS
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frameworks also consider the intersection of “issues of hunger, health, and sustainability as well
as the social significance of food in daily life” (Kortright & Wakefield, 2011, p. 39). As food
security focuses on individual household food access, CFS studies the systemic forces shaping a
community of households’ food access and promotes an economically, environmentally, and
socially sustainable community-based food system.

Contrasting the culture of poverty theory from the 1950’s, researchers are emphasizing
work on households’ and communities’ particular “food ways” (Guptill et al., 2013) in order to
understand food choices. Truant and Neff (2015) indicate a food environment includes “all
aspects of our surroundings that may influence our diets, including physical locations” (p. 426)
as well as marketing, media, and social experiences. It is clear that access to appropriate and
affordable foods has been indicated as a key component in achieving food-secure communities.
Dean and Sharkey (2011) emphasize that understanding the household food environment,
including food access and economic status, of rural and low-income peoples is key to
understanding food choices. Having compared the food environments as well as fruit and
vegetable intake of rural versus urban areas, these researchers found distance from food retail
stores a significant factor in food accessibility for rural households. Research on food access
often focuses on low-income urban rather than rural environments, and as a result, academics
and policy makers maintain a limited understanding of “the particularities of the rural
experience” (McEntee, 2011, p. 239). It is important to understand these rural characteristics
because “rural America’s food insecurity problems may be serious” (Morris, Neuhauser, &
Campbell, 1992, p. 52S).

Limited work has investigated the spatial distribution of food resources in rural

communities (Dean & Sharkey, 2011; Sharkey, 2009), yet the literature has affirmed various



barriers to food access in rueaeas highlighting transportation as a crucial obstgBlkenchard

& Matthews, 2007; Dean & Sharkey, 20Morris et al, 1992;Hendrickson et al2006;

McEntee, 2011Quandt & Rao, 1999; Shaey, 2009; Smith & Morton, 2009 The USDAERS

(2009)acknowledges that, Oin sraivn and rural areas with limited food access, the lack of

transportation infrastructure is the most defining characteristicO (p. 2) affecting food sécurity.

limited number 6grocery stores with high prices and low qualigsbecone common in many

rural food environments as the food retail industry consolidatebeal] smalleistoresshut

down (Blanchard & Matthews, 20QGuptill et al., 2013Morris et al., 1992Sharkey 2009. In

many rural areashe cost of transportation to obtain food has increased for residents as they

either must travel, as a result of no other options, or choose to travel farghlarger store, such

as WalMart, for a greter variety of foodoptions withlower prices and higher quality

(Blanchard & Matthews, 2007; Guptill et al., 2Q0X8ndrickson et al2006;Sharkey, 2000
Quandt and Rao (1999) found that hedlth. disease and disabilifygocial(i.e. a

network of family and friendsjand materia(i.e. assets and incomiearriers can affect the food

security of older rural adultsSome esearchers have indicated a social netwarkfacilitate

more food gifting and resourceciprocity, resulthg in a stronger food safety net systeamd a

lack of these social resources can leave some unable to cope with food ingktrtan et al.,

2008;Quandt et al., 2001a; Quandt et al., 20@bandt & Rao, 199%mith & Morton, 2009).

Smith and Mortor{2009) found three dominant themes that affected food access and choice in a

rural lowrincome and low foodccess area: (a) personal and household determinants, such as

historical experiences with food and household economics, (b) social and culturahernts,

such as the way the community viewed and responded to food insecurity, and (c) the external

food environment, such as transportation and food costs and low access to a variety of foods.



While the challenges to food access in rural areas ofterctdiflose of lowncome urban
regions in the United Statescholars often acknowledge the rate of poorer health among rural
populations compared to urban counterparts. The geographic expanse of thevicmtment
in rural areas ofin lead to a Orurdfect,Oexacerbatingomeof thebarriers to food security
(Dean & Sharkey, 2011; Guptill et al., 2023orris et al., 1992 Manyacknowledgehomefood
productionas a ptential Orural advantagej@enthe historical and once ubiquitous nature of the
practice(McEntee, 2011Morton et al., 2008Quandt et al.2001h. As previously mentioned,
access to a personal, family, or friendOs garden significantly increases consumption of fresh fruits
and vegethles for those in rural area$herefore rural communitieswith low-income and
limited food access could potentially benefit from programs that work to counter the downward

trend of home gardening in the United States.

Addressing Food Security with HomeFood Production

While community and individuabiod productionis becoming of greatoncernwithin
therecentiocal food movemengardening projectsating back to the 18900s Isadilar goals
of Oproviding food, supplementing incomes, and relieving strains on Erjgedernment]
fundsO (Bassett, 1981, p. These werdetter described as community food security preject
able to increase access to fresh produce and thought to have theéahitigst off the moral
malaiseO (Winne, 2008, p.56) of kaweome people affected by the economic downturn. Allen
(1999) emphasizes the USDA Community Food Prsjestsuccessful examplesgrintfunded
urban and community gaen projects from the 1990(8he further descrideCFS as seeking to
Orelink production and consumption with the goal of ensuring both an adequate and accessible

food supply in both the present and the futureO (p. 117).



With a focus on school and community projedtguant and Neff (2015hdicated
gardens as part of the build food environment as they have the potential to address food security
and the availability of healthy foodCommunity gardeningasthe ability to promote health,
nutrition, community food secity, and community developmer(itart, Pickering& Byrne,
2012 Kingsley & Townsend, 2006 raunt& Neff, 2015, yet Gray et al. (201%recognize that
Ofor many lowincome communities, community gardens are frequently few and far between,
and caststrapped households have neither the time nor access to transportation to travel to
community gardensO (p. 188). a comprehensive review of the literge on urban home food
gardens, Taylor and Lovell (2014) suggetome food gardens are a Omore durable form of
urban agricultureOlgatract) than community gardens.

Although lrome gardeneris Toronto, Canaddid not choose to grow food out of
necessit, gardening did impadcEFSby ways of Oaccessibility, nutrition, safety, cultural
acceptability, selfeliance, and environmental sustainability, at the level of the individual,
household, and neighborhoodO (Kortri§htvakefield, 2011, p. 50)Gray et & (2014 added
that home gardens are able to provide health benefits, financial savings, and a space for social
cohesiorthrough increasing access to fresh produce and empowering individuals to begin taking
ownership of food security efforts in their nlelprhoods. Thus,there is a calfor more research
on the contributiorf urban home gardens to the food security ofloegome households
(Taylor & Lovell; 2014).

Kortright and Wakefield (2011) made mention of other urban gardening projects besides
the one studied, La Mesa Verde in San Jose, California, inclGitin@lickers) Backyard
Garden Prograrin Oakland, CaliforniaGrowing Garden#n Portland, Oregon, ar@RuBOs

Kitchen Garden Project in Olympia, WashingtdRuralfocused gardening projects such as
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Grow AppalachigGA), a program out of Berea College in Berea, Kentucky founded in 2009,
offer a tailored set ofesources for individuals and communities tgaage in food production

(GA, n.d.). GA program organizers recognize the aforementioned challenges related to food
access and food security in rural regions of Appalachia. In response, they offer a wide range of
resources to emphasize Ofood producti@nder to introduce as much+tost, fresh healthy

food as possible to the region. The basic goal is to help as many families grow as much of their
own food as possibleGA, n.d., OWhat We DoO) through offering garden grants, workshops,
technical and physal assistance, harvest donations, entrepreneurship training, capacity building,
chickens, and high tunnels in a way that honors and preserves local tradition and H&Atage (
n.d.). Paralleling the goals diese home garden projectskermanLeist (20L3) proposes

procuring food at home, through gardening, raising animals, and wild foraging, as supplemental
strategies for building a more resilient food system while also reconnecting communities to their
environment.

It is clear from the literature thatcess to a personal, family, or friendOs garden
significantly increases consumption of fresh fruits and vegetaddegciallyfor those in rural
areas.Additionally, for those with lowincome and limited access to large grocery stores that
offer a large variety of higher quality foods at lower prices, access to a garden increases access
to fresh produceConsequentiallyencouraging more home gardens in rural areas serves the
individuals thareside in that household anften other members of a comniiyn As home
gardens an be considered a public godidere is justification to support projects, suclGas
that encourage home gardening efforts in-loeome low food-access, andural area®f the

United States.



Economicand Agricultural Transi tions in Grayson County

As alluded in the introduction chapter, a local history of Grayson County was compiled
as part of the conceptual framework to advance an ethnographic perspective of the region beyond
EBP and MFP events, further grounding the study design. Schoenburg, Snell-Rood, Swanson,
Dollarhid, & Wright (2014) note that while Appalachia has a diverse population with various
complex histories, the region also has distinctly high levels of poverty, obesity, depression, and
malnutrition. Though coal production tends to characterize the region and often dominates
Appalachian studies literature, there are many territories not affiliated with mining. There is a
call for developing a historical narrative to “understand poverty and underdevelopment”
(Duncan, 1999, p. xiv) in non-coal Appalachia. Billings and Blee (2000) emphasize that
researchers and academics must take “into account the agricultural history of the region” (p. 16).
For these reasons, the economic and agricultural transitions of the county are important to
discern the current status of low income and low food access in Western Grayson.

Transportation challenges were dominant themes throughout the historical work of
Grayson County and remain a characteristic to this day. Present-day Grayson County is long and
narrow with the Mount Rogers National Recreation Area and the Grayson Highlands State Park
at the western end, potentially limiting road and economic development. For reference on the
dimensions of the county, US route 21 runs 17 miles north to south and US route 58 runs 46
miles east to west. Fields (1976) describes how the rural and mountainous geography had “the
country... cut off” (p. 47), and the continued lack of roads and railroads into the late 1800’s
allowed “the mainstream of the Civil War [to pass] by” (p. 10).

Another prevalent topic of the county’s history was the importance of agriculture.

Grayson County’s slave population of 6.7% in 1860 kept some on plantations while many others



subsistedn smaller homesteadblergesheimer, 186Fields, 1975 After theCivil War, the

lure ofindustry wages began to draw people out of the disrupted agricultural syStdds

(1976) describes how, though the first factory was constructed in 1884, @iewaidroads that,

at the turn of the century, created instant towns in their quest for timber and Ggtilkg).

Within a decade after the Board of Supervisors of &ayCounty published 1897 booklet and
mapof available resources in the regi@hoom towr@materialized (Fields, 1976). h&

railroad stations in Whitetop and Troutdale were the main sources of transportation in and out of
the county, as roads remained underdeveldp@adighout the economic growk. Clayton,

personal communicatioiarch 15, 2016).

Fields (1976) highlights Troutdalevhich isnotablyabout 4.5 miles from whetbe west
Grayson MFP is now locateds Oa typical example of this later age when people left the land to
work for wages@. 162). In 19021904, the Mariomailroad was extended into Troutdale, and
the Troutdale Trading Company was established just aBeadsthatpreviouslyhad tobe
transpored over the mountains by wagon rough dirt roadéom Marion (now just over 18
miles by a pavedbad became readily available liain (Greer, 1953). The&radingCompany
alsoconsolidategroduce from farmer® ship out in exchange for cash or goods, aed t
expandingsystem of millsand furniture factories increased railroad shipments in the 19100s
The railroad and subsequent job opportunities offered in Troutdale at that time resulted in a swell
of residentsn the county(Figure 4) as people migrated from up to 60 miles away (E. Clayton,
personal communication, March 15, 2018y 1920, the popaltion of Troutdale had reached
about 1,800 (Greer, 1953)ompared to 194 in 2000 (US Census Bureau, 2003).

Unfortunately unregulated timbering in the early 1900f0sipled with dailed business

deal led to bankruptcy fofactoriesand lumber millsn the early 1920@6reer, 1953) By



1934, the railroads stopped making a profit, and the tracks were removed (Greer, 1953). While
Troutdale’s economy and transportation was dramatically impacted during this time, Fields
(1976) describes how the period of economic dependence on industry was short enough for many
to maintain their farming knowledge and return to agriculture. Farming’s renewed economic
importance even led to the Grayson County Agricultural Advisory Council (1927) and County
Agricultural Agent to prepare “A Five Year Program for the Development of Agriculture in

Grayson County, Virginia,” in 1927.

Figure 4. Grayson County Population 1900-2014 (Forstall, 1995; US Census Bureau, n.d.b)
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By the Great Depression, though “everyone noticed the shortage of money” (Fields,
1976, p. 213) and cash was made through the herb and root trade, public works projects, and
moonshining, a number of residents of Grayson County maintained a fairly resilient lifestyle by

having returned to family farms. Many who returned to their somewhat mechanized farms still
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had the necessary skillsere not yet dependent upon hybrid crap®l could save seed each
year rather purclsz it. New cro@nd livestock breedingoupled with small local millhat had
perseered allowed Grayson Countyesidentdo hold a fairly stable food system through these
rough years (Fields, 1976The area even experiencgawth in populéion during the 19300s
(Figure 4). This return to agriculture may account for Grayson Cobutlging its population
throughout the rough yeao$ the 19300s, reaching itOs peak just before World War [1-(1939
1945) Figure 4, whennationalOunemployment disappeared almost over nightE éonthr
effortO (Fields, 179%.223. Duringthe war 2,30 men from Grayson Counénlisted and left,
anda number ofamiliesmovedto cities to work in defense plants (Fields, 1796).

Grayson CountyOs populatisasin dramaticdeclinein the 19500and 1960Qwhere
about 286 of Graysn County residentgust under6,000 people) left the ard&igure 4) This
potentially reduced the countyOs capacity for agricultural produdtitni, 140-person
population growth seen Figure 4during the 1970@suld be explained by the shdisted
textile industry fromte late 19700s into the 19900s (E. Clayton, personal communication, March
15, 2016). Another noteworthy consideration of Grayson CountyOs agricultural history is the
period of land acquisition biyegotiation occondemnation carried out by tRerest Sende
National Recreation Area plannetsirting in the late B0$Sarvis, 2011) As a result, smalll
farms and agriculturedgan disappearing until the United Sta@@smgress moved to cut funding
for farmland purchases in the mid 19900s (E. Clayton, personal communication, March 15,
2016). Today, it is clear that the Forest Service owns much of the northexestedn portions
of the county, which may explain low palation(Figure 4, underdevelopment, and, therefore,

limited economic capacity to support small businesses
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Despitefew economic opportunities in the county, just under 2,000 people moved to
Grayson in the 1990(gure 4. The county website indicatésat those who moved away for
work after World War Il and others interested in retiring in a rural area with natural beauty have
moved into Grayson County, potentially explaining this temporary increase in popalation
contributing to greater averageeagver the year&rayson County Tourism Department, 2Q15)
However, over the past 15 yeaaminost3,000 individuals have once again left the county,
leavingthe population aaround 15,000 in Grayson, thevest in over 100 yeak§igure 4).

The causesf the steady decrease in population in the early 20000s are significstilt, yet
unclear. For future work, itvould be worthwhile to determine if the affects of the 2008 financial
crisis caused residents to once again seek Owork else@voeiif the construction of eoft

county box stores contributed@genless job opportunity (Goet2006).

To aid in understandingow the dynamic of community se#liance in the 19300s
shifted to Grayson CountyOs present level of food insedhstgurrent state of agriculture in
the region was reviewed. Agriculture is still a dominant career in Grayson County. From the
2012 Census of Agriculture County Profile, it is clear that the number of farms decreased by
10% and the total farmland hascdesased by 4% while the average size of farms has increased
by 7% between 2007 and 2012. Additionally, livestock and livestock product sales
($25,668,000) accounted for 81% of the total market value of products sold ($31,636,000) in
2012, with almost 83%f those sales comprised of cattle and calves ($21,288,000). Cut
Christmas trees and short rotation woody cr@&35160,000yanked third in ttal value of sales
after cowsamilk ($4,070,000pndwerealmost 53% of total the market value of crops
($5,968,00). Livestock productiomasdominata the total maket value of sales in Grayson;

yet, the county isurrentlyranked first in the state for production of cut Christmas trees and
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short rotation woody crops (USDA Census of Agriculture, 2012). From the recent decrease in
farm number and increase in farm size, it can be inferred that farmland consolidation, potentially
by outside owners, is occurring in Grayson County, leading to less economic opportunities in
agriculture for residents (Lyson, 2004).

From the economic and agricultural transitions described, it can be seen that small-scale
and diverse food production carried Grayson County through the challenging years of the Great
Depression. However, it appears that loss of family-owned land through population decline,
Forest Service land acquisition, and farmland consolidation resulted in a decrease of small farms
and therefore production diversity, which could explain the region’s reduced capacity for
community self-reliance. Further, the closing of various extractive and textile industries
throughout the last century led to fewer job opportunities, particularly in western Grayson,
reducing the “critical mass” for any small businesses to succeed in “bust towns” like Troutdale,
possibly explaining why Grayson County is categorized as low-income (USDA ERS, 2015a).
Since “the food retail industry goes where it can make the most money” (Winnie, 2008, p. 87),
low-income coupled with both the rural landscape and a decreasing population may explain why
three of four grocery stores have closed in the county since 2007 (USDA ERS, 2015b). This
reduced food access for residents forces many to “drive 30 minutes” for food purchases (M.
Stamper, personal communication, March 26, 2015).

With the current state of agriculture and food access in Grayson County articulated
throughout the first two chapters, the methodology used in this research project is presented in
the third chapter. Again, the purpose of this research was to further investigate if the EBP, a

low-cost residential gardening program initiated in response to the present low food access and



food insecurity in Grayson County, acted as a springboard for further agricultural activities to

impact community food security, food choices of individuals, and the local food system.
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Introduction

Food insecurity researgrilosophieghat Oinvite, recognize, and represent the voices of
people expriencing food insecurityE agartners in research rather thabjectsof
investigationORine& de Souza, 201, 72 betterunearththe issues underpinning the food
environment Jacobson, Pruitthapin, & Rugeley2009) argue communiigased participatory
researchatype of communityengaged research (CEnfR)cDonald, 208), is Oone way to
address the power imbalance in who defines poverty and what constitutes poverty knowledgeO
(p. 3)when addressing food insecurityCENR prioritizes partnerships between researchers and
community members to ensure a culturally acceptable research design around a community
identified issue, and then ensures findings are shared with the comiiMicidgnald, 2008).

Recent qualitative food security research that engaged Ocommunity patidipttie

production of knowledgeO (Pi&ede Souza, 2013, p. 73) included focus groups (Jacobson et al,
2009), indepth semstructured interviewsGray et al., 2014Kortright & Wakefield, 201}, and
traditional surveys (Schupf Sharp, 2011as the pmary research methods

As the West Grayson County mobile food pantry (MFP) does not require proof of
income, the EBP allows households to determine their own personal level food security and
presents an opportunity to legitimize any economic struggler{All899; Jacobson et al., 2009).
This technique of allowing families to Osieléntif[y] as lowincome orE [as experiencing]
recent financial hardship such as job lossO has been used in other successful projects in the
United States (Gray et al., 2014,191). By conslting with residents involved with the MFP

and the EBP, community input was used to identify locally relevant research objectives and
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guestions.In accordance with CEnR,murpose of this study wsao povide feedback to the
community, andkey findingshave beerappropriatelydisseminatetio EBP organizers in
addition to academic venues.

With the guiding philosophy of recognizing the Olived experienceO (Rossman & Rallis,
2012, p. 96),His research developed a platform for participantsltdheir stores while
evaluating the impact of the EBFhis investigatiorwas designed to Orepresent the voices of
people experiencing food insecurityO (REnde Souza, 2013, p.7#) a meaningful way As dl
stories were viewed as real and relevaptesentationsf food insecurity acombination of
academic research andmmunity narrativgprovideda more critical and grounded
understanding of food security in this regidfeedbackrom participant®n the EBP washen
blended with existing literatutte guide the project into the future in a way that would be
practicalwithin the context othe Grayson Countgommunityand other parts of rural

Appalachian

Study Design

In 2013, the volunteer site coonditor (VSC) of the MFP in western Grayson County,
supported by an AmeriCorps voluntego]ledclients to discern the potential of families
supplementing their food budgets through h@aelening or farming. When the challenges of
in-ground gardening wemeterminedEarthBox swere purchased and distributed to 50
families spring of 2014. To fl@w up with EBP participantshe Preliminary 2014 Survey
(Appendix A)was developed in collaboratiovith a representative of Grayson LandCare, Inc.
andthe VSCof the West Grayson MEPThis survey was carriedibin the falland collected

more formal data regarding the participants experianitetheir first growing season and the
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Independence Farmers Market (IFM3esearcldesign, and later, triangulation r@fsults, began
by reviewing preliminary data collected in 2013 and 2014.

In order to structure this research project and provide focus to the inquiry, elements of
ethnography and phenomenology were used to design a conceptual framework fedepi in
case study. Compiling a local history of Grayson Coypayticipating in MFP and EBP events
during the 2015 growing seas@nd collaborating with key informanggnerated an
ethnographic perspective of food access and agriculture in the réigpeliminary research
provideda cultural context thajuided the study design argtoundedhe findings. With a
desire Oto understand several individualsO common or shared experiences of a phenomenonE in
order to develop practices or policiesO (Creswell32p. 81), the entire study was heavily
framed through a phenomenological lens using s#ractured interviewing techniques. The
unit of analysis was the common experiences bound by participation in theTEBP
multilayered descriptive approaches of ethnography and phenomenology contributed to-the Oreal
life contextO that defined this research as a case study (Ra&dRadlis, 2012). Thesetwo
traditional qualitative research approaches (ethnography andmbkanlogy) were blended into
a multrlayered and systematic case studyuiry. Further, through a CEnR approach, academic
community partnerships were used to ensure a culturally acceptable research design around a
communityidentified issue (McDonald, 28). This research project was designe@fiame
food insecurity using a lens that accurately reflects the lived experigifiese® de Souza,
2013, p. B) of participantsallowing for the development of communltgsed solutions within
the scope of t EBP.

In some traditional regional studies, the Ocomplex relations of class and culture have been

either overlooked or grossly simplifiedO (R&idaylor, 2002, p. 19). A deeper and more local



understanding of the various cultures, ideologies, sociaitstes, and power dynamics allows
research to gain an Oexpertise that is Oplagedfded in the thick particularity and holism of
living communities and local historyO (Ré&idraylor, 2002, p. 24)Thus observations and
ethnographic research looki@at social groups or culture, at actions and interactions of
individuals and groupsO (Rossman & Rallis, 2012, p. 90) was used to develop cultural and
historical context fomquiry design, data collection, analysis, and interpretation of results.
With the goal of incorporating cultural sensitivitytsthe research design, the Director of
the Appalachian Studies program at Virginia Td2h Anita Puckettywas strategically invited to
join the graduate committee. Consequentialiggestions to grourite research were honored
through volunteering in MFP distributions and EBP events-Mayember of 201%0 learn from
residents of western Grayson Couatyd become familiar with the settin@bservations were
compied in the introduction sectiplVest Grayson Mobile Food Pantry Ehe EarthBox™
Program Additionally, distribution of free seeds, starts, and gardening information to all
participants of the monthly MFPs was carried ouhtmduceEBP participantto me asa
gardener and MFP volunteeThis wasan attempt to minimizéhe power dynamic that can
occur between researchers and subjeelksle building trustand a gardening associatiath
potential participantsQreswell, 2013Rossmar& Rallis, 2012; Seidman, 2013Through a
graduatdevel Appalachian Studies seminar cousseme ofthe existing ethnographic research
on rural and noftoal Appalachian counties as well as a history of Grayson County was explored
to inform the study design and ground the resultsth the support of aistorianfocused on
Troutdale Virginia, the economic andgriculturalhistory of Grayson County led yet another

dimenson to understanding the araadis describedn the literature review sectioBconomic
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& Agricultural Transitions in Grayson Countygain, observations and historical research
helped develop the ethnographic context and added triangulation.

With a goal of evaluating the EBP by determining “what meaning... the participants in
the program make of their experiences... [and] how... these [perspectives] contribute to the
functioning of the program” (Rossman & Rallis, 2012, p. 133), the entire study was primarily
framed using a phenomenological lens. A key driving force behind phenomenological
exploration is the desire “to understand several individuals’ common or shared experiences of a
phenomenon... in order to develop practices or policies” (Creswell, 2013, p. 81). While
Creswell (2013) describes traditional phenomenological studies as consisting of “in-depth and
multiple interviews” (p. 81), iterative interviewing was unrealistic given the timeline of a
master’s thesis.

Though this research was subject to time constraints, strategies were exercised to develop
and organize one-on-one semi-structured interview questions that would allow participants to
both describe their experiences with the EBP and indicate contexts or situations that influenced
those experiences (Creswell, 2013). Questions were further refined to consolidate the
phenomenological “three-interview approach” of “focused life history”, “details of the
experience”, and “reflection on the meaning” into a single one-and-a-half to two-hour session
(Seidman, 2013). After the interview and research protocols were designed, approval from the

Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Virginia Tech was obtained.

Research Questions

Choosing the semi-structured approach to interviewing provided participants the
opportunity to share their experiences in a manner of comfortable conversation, rather than a

strict question and answer format. In developing the interview protocol, consideration was also



taken to address culturally appropriate language peéch patterns (Puckett, 2005). Through
investigating the experiences of EBP participants, the interview questions were framed around
the following research questians
1) Why and how did households choose to participate in the GGBP, and what goals
did theywant to accomplish in the project?
2) What did participants value about engaging in the GGBP?
3) What, if any, new activities or thought patterns were inspired by participating in
the GGBP, and were the original participant goals met or altered?
4) What challengedid participants experience, and what do participants feel they
need in order to accomplish their goals?
5) What solution to food access do participants propose, and does it involve the local
food system?

With similar research goalaninterview protocol fron Gray et al. (2014)as reviewed,
shapingthe interview questions. Seisiructured gestions such as, OCould you tell me when
and why you first started gardening?0 and, OWhy did you decide to apply for an Eagh8ox
continue into the second year oétharden program?O allowed participants to provide a full
description and context of their experiences. Through the collection of this rich and focused
data, the common experiences of participants could become evident througiubitative
analysis sucture(i.e. data organization, reading and memoing, describing and classifying the
data into codes and themes, interpreting the data, and representing or visualizing the data
(Creswell, 2013). Additionally, utilizing the concegftindexicalsfrom semotic theory

broadened comprehensionhaiw the act of gardening in a container could lead to detailed



agricultural narratives and stories for participants as well as the values, meanings, and emotions
connected to those memories

As this research invegtites Oa redife, contemporary bounded systemO (Creswell,
2013, p. 97)and works to Ocapture the complexityO (Rossman & Rallis, 2012, p. 273) of the
EBP, this projectvasunderstoods a case study. The EBP, an existing program affexting
small groupof individuals, wasounded by space, western Grayson County, and time, 2014
through 2015.This qualitative research design has provided atepth understanding into
participant experiences through the collection and analysis of multiple sources iothateg
preliminary survey data, serstructured interviews, field notes, and researcher observations
(Creswell, 2013).Compiling significant emergent them@sT) from analysis helpdto form an
understanding of the impact of the EBP (case study) fhenperspective of participants
(phenomenology).

In August and September of 20E5protocol for semstructured interviews as well as a
supplementary demographic form was develapgdg a CEnR lensA volunteer of the MFP
acted as a Okey informantO §Gsal, 2013, p. 94) in the western Grayson County commtmity
review andorovidefeedback on the protocol. It is noteworthy to state that the key informant was
instrumental in the existence of the EBP and was paid hdudygh the AFRCommunity
Enhancenent grant for their workvith the EBPas well as fotheir time aidingheresearch
design and data collectiorAfter gainingIRB approval in September of 2015 for tiRB
approval lette(AppendixB), interview protocol (Appendi<), demographic form (Bpendix
D), informed consent form (Appendi), and recruitment materials (Appendh) participant

recruitment began via phone calls angb@rson at the monthly MFP.



Framingdesign and data collection with CEnR and ethnographic approaches resulted in
immersing myself in the local culture through participation in the MFP and EBP events, gaining
historical perspectives of the regi@mdcollaborating with key informantsThe unit of analysis
was the common experiences bound by participation in the &BFRhe multilayered descriptive
approaches of ethnography and phenomenology contributed to th&f®meaitextO that
defined this research as a case siliilyure 5) (Rossmar& Rallis, 2012). Therefore, two
traditional qualitative research approacfethnography and phenomenology) were applied
through a CEnNR lens to develop a midifered and systematic case study inquiry (Rossnan

Rallis, 2012; Creswell, 2013).

Figure5. A Conceptual Framework for Systematic Inquiry
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Participants and Data Collection

While 50 individuals obtaineBarthBox® container gardens the spring of 2014ust
over half of those participants£28 continued into therojectOs second yd€Bigure 6).
Additional containers, soil, fertilizer, seeds, starts, and otla¢erialswere distributed in May
2015. Purposeful sampling for interviews occurred, as research participants were limited to MFP
clients who participated in both years of the HBB28)as well as th@reliminary 2014 Survey
(n=36) (Figure 6. Thisdecsion to limit participants allowed for results to be calibrated based
on a common level of participation in the EBR the ability to use dateom thePreliminary
2014 Surveyn analysis Though young children were present at a number of interviews,
paticipation in the final research project was also limited tgda&sor older. Participant
recruitment occurred both via phone calls angenson at the MFP using IR&oproved
recruitment scripts. The key informant utilized the phone script to coadirst round of phone
calls to introduce EBP participants to the research project. Limitations included the key
informantOs personal commitments and a number of participant voicemail boxes being full.
After this attempto inform all participants of theesearchfollow up via phonecalls and in
person at the MFPs to schedule interviewsurred

While EBP patrticipation was often expressed or recorded as individual participation, it
was quickly realized that many individuals had the suppfdtieir famly members. Irihree
cases, a family membewer the age of 1&as present in the interview to discuss their
involvement with the EBPThoughonly two were actually involved with the EBR&Il three
individuals were included in the informed consent prac€&ss clarity, interviews connected to
one set of containerserereferred to as a participant OunitO and these additional individuals

werepresented independentigappropriate. Of the®partiapant units whgarticipated in
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year twoof the EBPand thePreliminary 2014 Surveya total of # (58%)were recruited and
interviewed for this graduate research pro{€ajure 6. TenEBP participants were not
recruited due to death (n=1), digerest(n=1), lack of time (n=B giving their gardens to

someone else (n=2), and the researshiaedility to contact them (n¥:3

Figure 6. Flowchart of EBP Research Participant Units
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Interviews were scheduled andnductedOctober2015throughJanuary2016, andall
participants voluntarily siggd IRB-approved informed consent forms and filled out {RB
approved demographic forms. Interviepes the IRB-approved protocol were preferentially
conducted irperson aneitherat the participantOs howrea locaton oftheir choice. The
interview questions were divided into five parts; introduction, gardening background,
EarthBox® gardens, food access, and reflection. Each section containedmgeshquestions

with supporting sulmuestions to probe deeper inke tparticipantsO experiences. Sessions began



with informal conversation regarding the participantsO history. Asking the question, OCould you
tell me a little about yourself?0 allowed participants to discuss how, why, and when they settled
in Grayson Couty. This part of the interview provided context for the rest of the discussion and
flowed into the fourremaininginterviewquestions The length of interviews ranged from just

under twenty minutes tinreehours, depending on where participants chosteter the

conversation.

IRB approval was obtained in order to minimize harm to participants. Ample time was
allowed for participants to read the informed consent form and ask clarifying questions about the
documents and research. Interviews were argliorded with consentdm participants and
transcribed All interview transcripts were kept confidential, and all identifying information,
names, and locations were removed. Transcriptions and notes were labeled with a participant
unit code and individugarticipant pseudonyms before being coded, analyzed, and interpreted
using phenomenological data analysis techniques (Creswell, 2013). After transcriptions were
complete, audiwecordings were deleted. All transcriptions have been saved on a password
protected computer for the minimum of three years.

In addition to an audio recordinfigld notes were taken during and after each interview
on the time and place of the interview as well as the personality and appearance of each
participant (Creswell, 2@). These notes, combined with hamdtten and typed details
regarding research design, participant recruitment, data collection, and analysis processes,
documented pertinent decisions, actions, and memos during the research as a form of audit trail
(Rosman& Rallis, 2012).A summary and timeline of data collection and analysis is found in

Table 1



Tablel. Data CollectiorandAnalysisTimeline

Dates Activit ies

Fall 2014 * Preliminary 2014 Survey

March 2015 March 2016 | « CompiledHistorical Narrativeof Grayson County

May BNovember 2015 * Participated irEBPandMFP Eventdo Observe, Collaborate
with Key Informants, ad Familiarize with EBP Participants

August- September 2015 | « Develoged Interview Protocol
* IRB Approval Sought and Obtained
* Bega Recruitment through Purposeful Sampling

October 2015 January * Conduced Semistructured Interviewgn=12) with EBP

2016 Participant Units (n%4), Took Field NotesRecorded Memgs
and Collected Demographic Information (n=16)

* Transcribé Interviewswith Preliminary Analysis

February 2016 * Finished TranscriptionandPreliminary Analysis

FebruarypMarch 2016 * Recorded Memos
* [terative Analysighrough Multiple Reviews of Data
* Refine FinaEmergeniThemes and Categories

Data Analysis

As previously notednterviews were audioecorded with consent from participants and
then later transcribed using Express Scribe Transcriptidw&ef (NCH Software, n.jl. Each
transcript was uniformly formattednd asnalysiswas limited to referential speefinly
contentfrom dialogug, prosodiesuch as/ocal syncopation, pausesresses of articulatioand
accentwere excluded Thoughthese types adpeech patterns hageeat significancén
determining meaningnd importance conveyed through conversatiogirdocumentatiorand
analysiswerenot withinthe scop®f this researchOnly verbatim conversation and vocal
nuances such as laughter were consistently captured. Following transcription and note
consolidation, interviews wereviewedmultiple times for familiarity with the content.

The basic qualitative interview analysis structure of data organization, reading and

memoing, describing and classifying the data into codes and themes, interpreting the data, and
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representing or visualizg the data was used througplteenomenologicdéns(Creswell, 2013).
Transcriptions were opetbded by hand for significant statements; a phenomenological strategy
Moustakasalled Ohorizonalization@ere all codes are considered of equal value ahgato
grouped inteemergenthemes or categoriéas cited in Creswell, 2013, p. B2Statements were
deemed significant if they pertained to the original research questemos were captured

either directly on transcriptions or in researcher noRssearcher memos reflected questions or
internal thoughts provoked by the data.

With another phenomenological strategy, prelamncodes were transferreaa
codebookandthenOclusteredO into meaningful groups (Creswell, 2048)hese groups, or
catggories were furtheorganizedunder each research questand associated emergent theme
(ET), the volume and diversity of thematic categories required an appropriate separation of data
during analysis Sinceresearch question ¥Mhat challenges did participants experience, and
what do participants feel they need in order to accomplish their geas2yveprongedand
resulted in separat®ntenf ETs pertaining to research questions 1 through 4(1) and 4(2) through
5 were separatkinto twocodebooks Codingandcodeorganizationvas an ofgoing process
throughout and after the data collection peridtierefore the codebooksvererevisited
reorganized, and revised data was reviewed multiple times during analySisding and
analysis were maintained as an iterative process in order to unearthaeepetand
connections among the participantsO shared experiences of participating in the EBP while also
living in a low-food-access area in rural southwest Virginia.

AnotherExcel Document was created to hold relevant Preliminary 2014 Survey data as
well as information collected from demographic forms and interviews via content analysis.

Supporting quotes from participants that corresponded to the final categories wetedtolle



throughout coding and analysi$hese quotes were edited for grammar so only content was

evaluated anthenincluded in this documemin a separate talincorporating alidentified

significant statement&Ts, and ethnographic context, a detailed phenomenological description

of individual and common participant experiences was constructad.information

triangulatel the findings and providka deeper context for the qualitatively emergent themes.

As thiswas a ase studyanalysis was Orich in the context of the caseO (Creswell, 2013, p. 101).
The original research proposal, which gained committee approval in May 2015, included

a focus on utilizing semiotiqg\hern, 2012 Gumperz& Hymes, 1972; Mert& Pamentier,

1985 to frame data collection and analysis. Upon further investigation and consultation with

committee member Dr. Anita Puckett, it was determined Wiate the theory has tremendous

applicability in this field of research, this level of artiadgl framework was beyond the scope of

a masterQOs project in horticultuhe light of these rdiations, the concept of indexisalor

learned associations (Puckett, 20@%re drawron from semiotic theory to understand how and

why the act of gardening in a container cawdseprofound values, meanings, and emotions for

participants. Using this theory revealed that these seemingly dramatic responses were actually

sociallyembedded oculturally-influenced (Ahearn, 2012) by past agricultural experiences.

This objective understanding of the subjective meaning system around food production was used

to justify why participant values related to gardening, and the consequential em@spasises,

were included in the final program dwation

Trustworthiness of the Studyand Validation Strategies

Rossmar& Rallis (2012) claim that the trustworthiness of qualitative research is judged

by three interrelated sets of standards: (1) the study was conducted according to norms for
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acceptable and competent research, (2) the study was conducted in an ethical enotied
participants, and (3) the researcher was sensitive to the politics of the topic and setting (p. 60).
As outlined previously, thisasestudy was systematically organized using traditional qualitative
data collection and anais techniques vialenographic angghenomenological research
approaches in a deliberate and intentional conceptual framewesr&.form of transparency and
way to maintain focus, a research journal was maintained as a form of audit trail (Borg, 2001;
Rossmar& Rallis, 2012) Moreover, diverse and inked graduate committee membarsd
MFP volunteers, aeey informans, all acted as reviewers throughout the entire research process,
lending validity to the instrument of resear€réswell, 2013Rossmar& Rallis, 2012.

Ethical considerationsmvolving human subjectserecompliant pedRB approvafor all
relevantdocumentgrecruitment, data collection, and informed cons@Rbssmar& Rallis,
2012). Additionally, potential power dynamiasere addresseuly utilizing CEnRtechniques
honoing participantOs lived experience as a valid representation of food insendrtgating
Ospaces to listen to the voices of those who are disenfranchise®0d® Souza, 2013, p. 74)
CreswellOs (2013) recommendation of Oprolosggagement and p&tent observationO (p.
250)was also fulfilled Observations ahe MFP and EBP events coupled with key informant
engagement in the research allowedsitivityto cultural norms. A foremost goal was to create
Oa safe spaceE for stes to be toldO (Fisher, 2002, p. 421).

Anfara, Brown, and Mangione (2002) recognize the critiques of qualitative research
design and analysis as being privatized #wgtoo vague. Strategies to disclose and defend the
methodological rigor of this tygof research include documenting and publishing the

relationship between data sources and research questions, how codes become themes, and how



findings are not simply derived from a fraction of the complex situation under investigation, but
are triangulad using multiple sources of data.

In response tthe first suggestiomineteen interview questiof$able 3 were mapped to
theresearch questionis Table3. Table 2also shows the phenomenological Otlimesrview
approachO of Ofocused life historyO (Part 1 & 2), Odetails of the experienceO (Part 3 & 4), and
Oreflection on the meaningO (Part 5) (Seidman, 28&3nentioned previously, triangulation
occurred througlpreliminary survey data in 2013 and 2014, observations at the MFP and EBP
events, ethnographic research on-goal rural Appalachian regions, a historical compilation of
the region, and interviews specific to this research in 2015. The resulting rtelxtoah
description can be used in determining the studyOs applicability, or generalizability, to other
situations, (Rossmaf Rallis, 2012). In relation to the remaining suggestexcel documents
containingcodebooks and supporting data are availapledmtacting the researchandtables

representing code mamg are presentead thefindings chapter.
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Table 2. Interview Questions

Number | Interview Questions Independent of Probes

Part 1 Introduction

1 Could you tell me a little aboyburself?

Part 2 Gardening Background

2 Could you tell me when and why you first started gardening?

3 What do you like about gardening? Why is it important to you?

4 What have you grown, and what all did you do with it?

5 How did you cook or fix whayou grew?

6 If you ever stopped gardening, why did you do so?

Part 3 EarthBox™ Gardens

7 Why did you decide to apply for an EarthBox™ and continue into the second yea
the garden program?

8 Was gardening in an EarthBox™ and/or containers what gepected it to be, and
why?

9 Was there anything difficult about gardening in the EarthBox™ and/or other
containers?

10 What would you need to continue gardening in your EarthBox™ and/or other
containers?

Part 4 Food Access

11 Do you eat anylifferently when your garden is growing compared to when itOs 1
growing?

12 Do you save money when eating from your garden?

13 Where do you do your grocery shopping, and why? What kinds of food do you
there? What do you not like about thgsecery stores?

14 Do you wish there were other options? If so, what would they look like?

15 Have you visited the Independence Farmers Market? If yes, what did you think
it?

16 What would you suggest to encourage more folks to attend [the IFM]?

Part 5 Reflection

17 Has gardening in an EarthBox™ and/or containers been important or of value to
In what ways?

18 What do you think could happen if more folks gardened in Grayson County?

19 Do you have any ideas on how to improve and/or exglaagroject through

gardening and/or visiting the Farmers Market?
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Table3. Research Questions Mapped to Interview Questions

Research Question Interview Question

1) Why and how did households choose to | 1, 2,5, 7, 8
participate in the GGBP, and what
goals did they want to accomplish in

the project?

2) What did participants value about 3,4,8,17
engaging in the GGBP?

3) What, if any, new activities or thought | 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17
patterns were inspired by participating
in the GGBP, and were the original

participant goals met or altered?

4) What challenges did participants 6,9, 10, 16
experience, and what do participants
feel they need in order to accomplish

their goals?

5) What solution to food access do 4,10, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19
participants propose, and does it

involve the local food system?

Researcher Reflexivity

Alkon and Agyeman (2011) discuss the importance of a feminist social science concept,
positionality, in food justice work. This is the “understanding that our lived experiences,
particularly those of race, class, and gender, shape our worldviews” (p. 3). In qualitative
research, researchers are often referred to as “the instrument of the study” (Rossman & Rallis,
2012, p. 33). Therefore, it is important for researchers to be explicit to the public about their

positionality, purposes, and any beliefs, values, assumptions, and biases relative to personal



investment in the topic (Creswell, 2013). Includsgart of the conceptual framework, this
intentionalexaminationis called researcher reflexivity, and | will now present myself as | feel
situated in my research.

Currently a graduate teaching assistant with the Civic Agriculture and Food Systems
programat Virginia Tech, | am a 2@earold predominately Caucasian female and masterOs
candidate studying under Dr. Susan Clark in the Department of Horticulture at Virginia Tech.
While both of my parents grew up in lemcome households and engaged a forsubisistence
or supplementary food production, | was raised in an uppedle-classfamily with my
motherOs simple herb gardehaadful of hobby tomato plantand my fatherOs extensive
horsebackiding resort Raised in northeast Kentucky by an ortrtbpesurgeon (mother) and an
agrotourism businesswner (father), | have never experienced food insecurity nor identified
having limited resources.

Interestingly, | unintentionally remained in the Appalachian region enrolling at Virginia
Tech in the Dpartment of Mathematics in 2008. Inspired by my investment in the
Environmental Coalition at Virginia Tech, my minimal time supporting the Sustainable Food
Corps garden, and the addition of a Green Engineering minor in my sophomore year, | began to
find asimple level of autonomy in vegetable gardening as an undergraduate, and thereafter
developed an excitement for local food systems. Five months after graduation in May 2012, |
was volunteering on a dairy goat and subsistence vegetable farm in southeesdf when |
took a position in Pocahontas County, West Virgiaan AmeriCorps Volunteer fatto-
school coordinator. During my year in West Virginia, | worked with county schoolteachers and
students to build and maintain gardens at three schodlanlafterschool gardening and cooking

club, and collaborated with county farmers to bring local foods into the school cafeterias.



When my farmto-school coordinator contract ended, | moved to Olympia, Washington
to work a second year of AmeriCorps withoaal nonprofit, GRuB (GardefRaised Bounty), to
coordinate the Kitchen Garden Projé€GP), a project that built backyard gardens, provided
vegetable seeds and starts, and offered free gardening education for households with low
incomes. The projectrpvided various garden options, such as containers or stacked raised beds,
to accommodate lack of land ownership or limited mobility. In addition to coordinating garden
builds, | facilitated educational workshops and continued a garden mentor progtgpdd s
beginning gardeners in the project.

Part of GRuBOs missiamsto inspire positive personal and community change by
bringing people together around food and agriculture as well as to partner with people with low
incomes to create empowering indivadland community food solutiof&RuB, 2016) The
KGP not only providedhe resourcefor householdso produce their own food, but also worked
to create Ospaces to listen to the voices of those who are disenfranchised [and] opportunities for
communitydriven advocacyO (Pine & de Souza, 2013, p. AZ4)eadership Team was
organized specifically tomvite KGP gardenert join staff andsolunteers in helpingvaluate
andguidethe project By elevatingcommunity participation in this waysRuB was able to
develop more inviting and sensitive programming basedti®needs, values, and conceanis
those experiencing food insecurity

As a witness to the stories shared between gardeners, | continue to find food gardening as
effective platform to develop connections between people within a community who otherwise
may have never met. Students in the féorschool program and families theKGP learned to
grow and cook together, developing pride in a newfound idenkitye acts of personal food

production can bring a sense of sovereignty within a complex, ambiguous, global, and



industrialized food system. The capacitytted KGPto provide food, community, seiflentity,
empowermentand leadershippportunitieampacted me, and thus | returned to Appalachia to
cultivate similar projects within southwest Virginia.

GRuBOs mission to include the voices of pewjitelow-incomesin thecreation of
Ofood solutionsO inspired my current philos@sbyndcommunity work Pine and de Souza
(2013) call for participatory research that works with food insecure communities to understand
how they respond to loyiood access and hoavcommunityOsapacitycan be leveraget
transformthe food environmentrom within. | firmly believe thactommunity engagemeand
participantguidances crucial to the success i@latedresearch, programs, and projects. With
this as a philosophical cornerstongdnted to continuéhis work in a way thataiccurately
refleciedthe lived experiences of those experiencing food insecurity.

This newfound academic interesthathregionspecific communitypased food
productionand participatory Ofood scholarshipO (Rime Souza, 2013pad me to return to
Virginia Tech br graduate school. Mgxperiencesn West Virginia and Washington State
landed me the position of graduate teaching assistant with theAgxiculture and Food
Systems ppgram. Stemming from myterests in learning more about vegetable production and
in working under Dr. Susan Clark, | chose to pursue a masterOs degree in Horticulture. My
passion is to share home gardening experiences and stories with others in the Appalachian
region,l am drivento invite andaccurately represent the voices of those experiencing food
insecurity,and my excitement comes from seeing people ignite a new, or rekindle a lost, identity

with themselves and their communities through the simplistic yet unifying nattoedf



Limitations of the Study

As previously noted in the researcher reflexivity section, researchers are often referred to
as “the instrument of the study” (Rossman & Rallis, 2012, p. 33), and thus a researcher’s
positionality must be recognized as having influence on analyzing, interpreting, and representing
the data (Creswell, 2013). This qualitative research drew upon semiotic theory to capture the
“emic view,” the perspective of the participants, as closely as possible. While using indexicals in
data analysis, participating in MFP and EBP events, and developing a cultural and historical
context brought me closer to the emic understanding of the participant experience, it must be
recognized that the “etic view,” the perspective of the researcher, is always present in the final
analysis of any study, regardless of the aforementioned extensive steps to minimize it (Rossman
& Rallis, 2012, p. 93).

While this work fell within Polkinghorne’s recommendation (as cited in Creswell, 2013,
p. 81), of 5-25 interviewees for a viable phenomenological study, participation was limited by
participant involvement in both years (2014 and 2015) of the EBP as well as by having available
data from the Preliminary 2014 Survey. Interview participation was further limited by the
factors described under the Participants& Data Collectionsection (death, disinterest, lack of
time, indicating that they gave their gardens to someone else, and the researcher’s inability to
contact them). As this was a case study on an existing program and interviewees choose to
engage in both the EBP and these interviews, this was not a random sample of the Grayson
County population, and consequently interview findings may contain a bias viewpoint of HFP. It
is also important to note “the extremely challenging nature of data collection with a high-risk

population” (Byker, 2011, p. 60), including those who are food insecure and/or low-income.



A final yet crucial limitation to any study is time. Given the two-year window allowed
for master’s research, the original goals were accomplished while also leaving opportunities for
future work. The challenges of working with rural communities, including geographically
dispersed populations with poor access to communication technologies, increased the required
time for this research, preventing other methods of data collection such as additional interviews
and focus groups. This also limited the possibility of soliciting perspectives of research findings
and interpretations from participants through member checking (Creswell, 2013). Community-
based participatory research approaches, with academic-community partnerships that
intentionally generate equitable control of the research process, allow a study to be conducted
with full community engagement, diminishing researcher-researched power dynamics even
more. This more refined version of CEnR is difficult to achieve and often requires cultivating
long-term relationships. Therefore, a basic CEnR framework, with a commitment to developing

community partnerships and addressing local health issues, was used (McDonald, 2008).

Through the lens of CEnR, and with the guiding philosophy of recognizing the lived
experience of participants as valid representations of food insecurity, this investigation was
designed to alleviate power imbalances that can occur during food security studies and focus the
study on issues specifically identified by the Grayson County community. Preliminary
ethnographic approaches to region-specific issues further helped to guide research design and
develop cultural and historical context for a deeper understanding of the results. Semi-structured
phenomenological interviews were utilized to understand the lived experiences of EBP

participants. Two traditional qualitative research approaches (ethnography and phenomenology)



were blended through the lens of community engagement into a multi-layered systematic case

study inquiry (Creswell, 2013; Rossman & Rallis, 2012).



CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS

Findings fromthe Preliminary 2014 Survegemistructured interviews, observations,
andfield notes, are reported in this chapt8urvey and demographic datgiesented first for a
guantitativeimpression of EBP and interview participant population. Then, qualitative findings
areexplained explored and summarizedsing supporting da@rawn from interviews,

observations, and field notes

Preliminary 2014Survey

Triangulation of the study begamfall 2014with preliminary sirvey results fron36 of
the 50household$72%)who participated in thérst year of the EBPThe demographg
identified 14 (39%) enrolled in SNAP, 28 (78%) receiving social security benefits, and 18 (50%)
with children in the home. When asked about the gardening experience, 27 (75%) expressed it
was a positive experience (OgoodO, Overy goodO, Owonderfdl@OOws, 4 (11%)
remarked their experience was Ookay,O and 1 (<3%) indicated their experience was Onot good.O
Referencinggardening suppar (19%) received assistance from others when maintaining their
garden and 20 (56%) indicated they alone tdrile box. While the original plan for
participants was to grow green beans, survey results revealed that only 32 (89%) grew this
specific crop, with some having grown different and/or multiple crops including lettuce, peppers,
tomatoes, squash, and beefdl responders indicated that they will grow in the 2015 season,
with interest in lettuce, tomatoes, beans, peppers, cucumbers, potatoes, squash, carrots,
watermelon, flowers; Oeverything.O

Regardinghe IFM, 10 (28%) participants had attended theketaduring the 2014

growing seasonThough SNAP benefit use was not recorded, 5 (14%) made purcmakés
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(19%) returnedo the IFMat least a second time. Though most participants did successfully
grow food in their gardens and a number did attendRlk no one indicated a change in diet as
a result of participating in the projedtlponreviewing bothithe Preliminary2014Survey results
andEBP grant applicatigra problem statement was developed.

The original goals of the EBP were Oto empdaed-insecure families to grow some of
their own food and to increase their intake of nutritious, fresh, and legrallyn fruits and
vegetables; and to understand the health benefit and significance of a diet that includes fresh
local produce@3rayson LadCare, Inc.AFP CFS Enhancement Grant Propogal,4. While
75% of the 36 clients who responded to Rineliminary 2014 Survegxpressed a positive
experience with their first growing season and all indicated they would grow again in 2015, only
28% speified visiting the IFM in 2014 and none of the participants indicated a change in food
choices or diet as a result of participating in the EBRerefore, he purpose of this research
was toinvestigate deeper into whether the E&8feed, as the collabdoas theorized, as a
springboard for further agricultural activities to impact community food security, food choices of

individuals, and the local food system.

Interview Participants

A total of 12 interviews with 14 participant unitgere conducted froraarly October
2015 to late Janupar2016. Interview recordings ranged fromrbthutesand 8 second® 2
hours, 21 minutes, and 9 secomdth an averageecording lengttof 1 hour, 10minutes and 38
seconds Exact lengths were challenging to calculz@eause many participariisgan the
conversation beforthe recording deviceas turnedn and als@ontinued after the device was

off. Further, some recordings included the time taken to go over and fill out both the informed



consent and demographic formall participants provided informed consent, answered all
interview questions, and provided complete demographic informalimerview data was
obtainedthrough purposeful samplirfigppm 56%(14 participant units) of the eligible participant
unit pool (n=24) an acceptable response rate basedranconceptual framework, research
questionsgenre, datajathering methods, and time assourcesO (Rossman & Ralis, 2012, p.
138). There were two units with a married couple who both provided informedntcarse
demographic information; thughere is demographic information for 16 individual participants

(Tabled).

Table4. Individual Participant Demographic Information

Parfcicipant Participant Age | Gender | Race Total #in | # of kids in SNAP? Ssegﬁﬁt[ly Is_ SS main
Unit Code | Pseudonym household | household (SSP income?
PO1 Gloria 55 F w 2 1 N N N/A
P02 Donna 73 F W 2 0 N Y Y

P02 Henry 75 M w

P03 Gretta 76 F w 1 0 N Y Y
P04 Terri 70 F w 2 0 N Y Y
P05 Dianne 65 F w 3 2 Y Y Y
P06 Kathy 71 F w 2 0 N Y N
P07 Virginia 70 F W 1 0 N Y Y
P08 Carol 78 F w 2 0 N Y Y
P08 Homer 78 M W

P09 Ada 63 F w 2 0 N Y Y
P10 Angela 62 F w 1 0 N Y Y
P11 Hannah 31 F w 3 2 Y N N/A
P12 Carl 43 M w 2 1 N N N/A
P13 Laura 52 F w 2 0 N N N/A
P14 Michelle 53 F w 3 1 N N N/A

All the individual participants (n=16) identified as white and ages ranged from 31 to 78
yearswith the average age of 6B3 were female and 3 were male. It is important to note that no

male participants were interviewed independent of their female partner. (fFé&2)and Homer



(P0O8)each joined their wife in the interview, and C@l2) while an independent participant
unit with his motherjoined his girlfriend, Hanna{P11) in a joint interview.

Though all participants are considered to be food insecure based on visiting the MFP,
only Dianne(P05) andHannah (P11yvere enrolled in SNARL4% of participant units).
Importantly, 3 participant unit$21%), including the two enrolled in SNARere singldemale
parent (Hannah P1J or grandparent(Gloria, PO1& Dianne P05 guardianswith full custody
of young children Carl (P12) had joint custody of Hsyearold chid at the time of the
interview. Michelle (P14 was marriedand indicated her child was almd#t at the time of the
interview. Also, 8 participant units (57%), with an average participant (n=10) age of 71,
indicated that social security benefits were their main source of income.

When narrowing th@reliminary2014Survey datgn=36)down to the l4nterview
participant units]11 (79%) expressegardening in the EarthBoxwas a positive experience
(OgoodO, Overy goodO, OwonderfulO, Oloved itO, etc.), 2 (14%) remarked their experience was
Ookay,0 and 1 (7%) did not indicate their experiencel4 Adrticipanunits indicated
garcening challenges in 201#hcluding physical limitationsno space to garden, narrow
gardening knowledge, and no access to a tractor. Irtliastigha separatsurveyquestion, 9
(64%) participant units indicated they had Ono helpO with their Earthgosten in the first
growing seasonAll of the interview participantinits successfully grew at least odpickingO of

beans in 2014and 4 (29%) visited the IFM at least once.

Interview Emergent Themes

Qualitative aalysis of thenterviewdata resulted in six distinemergenthemegET)

that related to theriginal researclguestions: (1) Motivations for EBP Participation, (2)
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Meanings and Existing Values Connected to Home Food Production (HFP), (3) Impacts of HFP

and EBP Participation, (4) HFP and Food Access Challenges, (5) Solutions to Gardening

Challenges, and (6) Solutions to Gardening Access (Table 5. Research question 4 was found to

produce two distinct ETs reported in Table5.

Table5. Emergent Themes In Relation to Research Questions

Original Research Questions (RQ)

Emergent Themes (ET)

RQI:

RQ2:

RQ3:

RQ4;:

RQ42:

RQ5:

Why and how did households choose to participate in the
EBP, and what goals did they want to accomplish in the
project?

What did participants value about engaging in the EBP?

What, if any, new activities or thought patterns were
inspired by participating in the EBP, and were the original
participant goals met or altered?

What challenges did participants experience?

What do participants feel they need in order to
accomplish their goals?

What solution to food access do participants propose, and
does it involve the local food system?

ET1

ET2

ET3

ET4

ET5

ET6

Motivations for EBP Participation

Meanings and Existing Values
Connected to HFP

Impacts of HFP and EBP

Participation

HFP and Food Access Challenges

Solutions to Gardening Challenges

Solutions to Low Food Access

Initial codes from interviews and field notes were organized from open coding into 26

categories and then consolidated under the 6 ET (Table6). Qualitative code mapping from

initial codes to corresponding categories for ET1, ET2, ET3, and ET4 are found in Table7. To

validate the significance of these first 17 categories, Table8 reveals how many participant units

(n=14) referenced an initial code within each category during the interviews. The initial codes




from ET5 andET6 were consolidated directly from participant interviews as categofies.
categories from thérst four ETsarenextexplained an@xplored usingupporting data, and the

categories from theemainingtwo ETssummarized for dissemination to EBP organizers

Table6. Code Mapping: CategoriesdCorresponding Emergent Themes

Emergent Themeg(ET) Categories
ET1 Motivations for EBP Participation 1A. Limited Mobility

1B. Past HFP Experiences
1C. Curious About HFP Options

ET2 Meanings and Existing Values 2A. SelfSufficiency with HFP
Connected to HFP 2B. HFP as a Source of Wellness

2C. Prefer Freshl,.ocal, and/or Homegrown Foods
2D. Environmental and Health Concerns

2E. Family Support Network

2F. Community HFP Network

2G. Food Gifting and Lifetime Reciprocity

2H. HFP is a Community Asset

ET3 Impacts of HFP and EBP Participatioj 3A. Consume More Produce During Growing
Season
3B. HFP Saves Money

3C. Interestin Future HFP

ET4 HFP and Food Access Challenges 4A. Geographic Access in Rural Areas
4B. Household and Community Economics

4C. Barriers to HFP

ET5 Solutions toGardening Challenges 5A. Free and/or Lowcost Gardening Supplies
5B. Support with Manual Labor

5C. Alternative HFP Education

5D. Additional EarthBox's

ET6 Solutions to Low Food Access 6A. Closer Affordable Food Options

6B. Local Producévailable in Stores

6C. Nutritionally Adequate and Safe Food Items
6D. Alternative IFM Hours

6E. Bulk Local Produce at Lower Cost




Table7. Code Mapping: Initial CodesndCorresponding Categories femergeniThemes 14

Categories

Initial Codes

1A. Limited Mobility | Age Container Gardens Disease, lliness, anc Gardening and
Seem More Surgery Farming Require
Accessible Hard Physical Labo
1B. PastHFP Farming or Food Preservation Family Food Experience Cooking
Experiences Gardening Experience Production History  from Scratch
Experience
1C. Curious About Garden and Kitchen Try HFP in Learn New Things  Desire for
HFP Options Experimentation Containers Gardening
Education
2A. SelfSufficiency | Security in Ability to  Suspicion of Pride in Sek Subsistence
with HFP Survive Corporate and Reliance Agriculture as
Government Necessity
Leadership
2B. HFP as a Source| Gardening is Sense of Gardening is Long-Term Love of
of Wellness Therapeutic Empowerment and Healthy Gardening
Ownership
2C. Prefer Fresh, Prefer to Know Food Fresh Food is Participation in Homegrown Food
Local, and/or Origins Healthier Local Markets Tastes the Best
Homegrown
Foods
2D. Environmental Trees Farms Harm  Agriculture Food Additives are  Organic Food is
and Health the Community Chemicals are Not Healthy Better for You
Concerns Poisonous
2E. Family Support | Family HFP Nearby Family Family Garden HFP Brings Family
Network Knowledge Together
2F. Community HFP | Strong Community  Knows someone in  Community Food Community Meals
Network around HFP EBP orat MFP Projects
2G. Food Gifting and | Community and Intentionally Sharing and Giving Supporting Those
Lifetime Family Food Gifting Producing Extra as Part of Local "In Need"
Reciprocity Food Culture
2H. HFPisa HFP Knowledge is HFP Defines the HFP is a Healthy Preference of Food
Community Important Rural Landscape Lifestyle Farming over Tree
Asset Farming
3A. Consume More | Abundance of Fresh Home Garden Eat More Produce Having a Garden
Produce During | Produce During Produce is When it's Fresh Shapes Diet
Growing Season | Growing Season Convenient
3B. HFP Saves Fresh Produce is Family Size Reduces Travel to  DonOt Purchase
Money Expensive Influences HFP Grocery Store Homegrown or
Gifted Foods
3C. Interestin Future| Inspired to Try Plans for Future Interest in Animal Current Containers
HFP Alternative HFP Gardening Husbandry Don't Produce
Options Enough
4A. Geographic Limited Food Travel Out of Travel farfor Stockpile Food that
Access in Rural | Options in Grayson County for Work Medical Care Saves
Areas County
4B. Household and | Poor Local Job Buys Groceries on  Raising Children Limited Income
Community Market Sale Alone
Economics
4C. Barriers to HFP | Gardening HFP is a Gamble Time Constraints Limited Physical
Resources are Space
Expensive




Table8. Frequency of Category Appearance in Unit Interviews for Emergent Themes 1-4

Emergent Themes (ET) Categories Frequency (Units)
ET1 Motivations for EBP 1A. Limited Mobility 11
Participation ]
1B. Past HFP Experiences 14
IC. Curious About HFP Options 11
ET2  Meanings and Existing Values | 24 Self-Sufficiency with HFP 7
Connected to HFP
2B. HFP as a Source of Wellness 13
2C. Prefer Fresh, Local, and/or Homegrown Foods 14
2D. Environmental and Health Concerns 7
2E. Family Support Network 13
2F. Community HFP Network 11
2G. Food Gifting and Lifetime Reciprocity 14
2H. HFP is a Community Asset 11
ET3 Impacts of HFP and EBP 3A Consume More Produce During Growing 12
Participation " Season
3B. HFP Saves Money 14
3C. Interest in Future HFP 12
ET4 HFP and Food Access 4A. Geographic Access in Rural Areas 13
Challenges
4B. Household and Community Economics 12
4C. Barriers to HFP 10

Emergent Theme 1: Motivations for EarthBox® Program Participation

In the original AFP grant proposal, EBP organizers recognized that many MFP

participants had farming or gardening experience; however, 65% of clients were elderly and

therefore “too disabled” to do so anymore (Grayson LandCare, Inc., AFP CFS Enhancement

Grant Proposal, 2014). As EBP participants were required to apply for one of the 50

EarthBox®s, organizers targeted individuals with an interest in container gardening to set them

up for success. Results revealed the motivations for EBP participation supported the preliminary

findings and assumptions for project design. Of the 14 participant units, 11 (71%) were coded




for OLimited Mobility,0 14100%)for OPast HFP Experiences,O an(v2%)for OCurious

about HFP Options@gble8).

Category 1ALimited Mobility

Throughout the interviewsga,disease, illness, surgery, the accessibility of container
gardens, and/or the physical labor required for gardening wdicaiad by 11 participant units.
Limited mobility was often designated by a decline in gardening:

Dianne(P05) O'm just a little bit too old to get out there in the garden and do
like | used to d®

Gretta(P03) O gardened until | got... not able tio it anymore. | wasn't able to
walk up to the garden, | can't stand long enough to do the gardeniEot canerk

and had to qui©

Terri (P04) OThe last couple years, I've not done a lot of gardening because I've
got an artificial knee and he's [her husbarid{d some problems. He [her husband]

don't run the tiller and stéifike he did. | don't either.O

Findingsweretriangulated byhePreliminary 2014 Surveglata and demographic
information In the survey, 6fdhe 14 participant units had specifically indicated disabilities,
physical limitations, or health issues as posing a challenge to home gardening. Ten of the
individual participant§63%)were 63 years of age (average age of 16 participant onibdjler
at the time of the interview, with one participant at age®gtical for determining the
programOs successany participants validated the EBP by discussing the significance of having
container gardenss a way to mitigate the challenges of limiteabitity:

Donna(P02) OWe're getting so old and feeble, it's harder for us to do that, that's

why[we garden] in the [Earth]Box".O
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Carol (P08) ONeither one of ugshe and her husband$ able to do it now So,
these little onefcontainer gardensjvork out fine for ud

Gretta(P03) O put it on the porch, | had got beans in it, | enjoyed them, but |
put lettuce in it. That's my favorite thing in the garden, is lettuce. et tvhat | like
aboutthe[Earth]Box" , | cando it on my porch,rad | don'thave to walk fgrand | can

sit down. So, it means a lot to have it.O

Category 1BPast HomeFoodProduction Experiences

All EBP participants had previolii=P experiences, including farming, gardening, food
preservation, and scratch cookingostindividualsexplaired their knowledge of food
production based on how they were raised

Terri (P04) O was raised on a [dairy] farm, so | kmoall about gardens and
farming.O

Dianne(P05) O grew up on a farmso | know a lot about gardening.O

Laura (P13) OOh, we always had a garden when we were growing up, me and
my husband, b our families raised gardens.O

Homer (P08): OWe grew up making a gardenE We had to work the garden from
the time we were five years old until we were twéing O

Donna(P02). OMy daddy was a farmer, but he worked on a farm for other
peopleE we raised our own garden, we had our own cows, we had our own chickens,
and we killed our own hogE we raised pumpkins, we made apple butter, we made
molasses.O

Others placed importanoa food preservation:



Virginia (P07): “Yeah, we used to raise a garden, can, can all summer long, and
then you had it, all these cans during the wintertime.”

Henry (P02): “We buried our apples and stuff. And then you went to them over
winter time, covered them up with hay or that straw, and you had a certain place like a
door or a piece of plywood, use it for instance, but it's made like a door. And you cover
that straw up with dirt, and they'd be in there when the spring come.”
Someparticipants specifika level of subsistence agriculture:

Kathy (P06): “We just lived out of a garden all summer.”

Henry (P02): “We raised our own hogs... They sold the hams to buy their sugar
and coffee... We had our own chickens, we had our own eggs. Which, that's all we
bought, just a little sugar and coffee. The grain, we had it... we thrashed our own.”
In all, most participants haghrdenedhroughout theififetime:

Dianne (P05): “Almost every place that I have lived, I've had a garden.”
Henry (P02): “We’ve had a garden all our lives.”

Gretta (P03): “I had a garden all my life.”
Michelle (P14): “I've worked in the garden all my life.”
Kathy (P06): “She’s [Liza, the interviewer] talking to two old women

’

[referencing herself and Virginia, PO7] that’s had a garden all their lives.’

Category 1CCurious about FHomeFoodProduction Options

While it could be argued that the act of applying for a container garden would code this
category,11 of the 14 participant units specifically indicated that curiosity around alternative
HFP avenues inspirdteir participation in the EBP. BotGloria (P01l)andAda (P0O9)perfectly

summed ugll three of the motivations in the following passages:
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Gloria (P0O1) Q did have a background as a child in one form of farming
gardening, farming, producing, whatever you want to call it. As an adult, | learned
about, not commercial, but supplemental income farming. And now as | am getting
older, I am going bacto learning, with your help, about container gardening and raised
beds, because | have arthritis and a bad backE | do not know that much about above
ground gardening, and it [the EBP] came in just the right point in myQife.

Ada (P09} OCuriosity maybe Ked the cat, but | wanted to know what | could
grow in it [the EarthBox'] that would be good, and | thoughty€ll, you know, I'm
getting older, I've got arthritis, | need to know this. Could I still grow something, and it
grow good in a container on trearport2D El wanted to find outwhat can you grow in

the EarthBox , how well will it do, how they performhat can | grow, and wher@.

Emergent Theme 2: Meanings and Existing Values Connected todthe Food Production

The goal of the EBP was to Otopawer foodinsecure families to grow some of their
own food and to increase their intake of nutritious, fresh and legedhyn fruits and vegetables;
and to understand the health benefit and significance of a diet that includes fresh local produceO
(Grayon LandCare, InNcCAFP CFS Enhancement Grant Propo2al4). Interestingly, these are
concepts that were already embedded in the value system of most EBP particjainés14
participant units7 (50%) were coded for&elf-Sufficiency with HFRO13 93%) for OHFP as a
Source of Wellness 12 (100%)for OPrefer Fresh, Local, and/or Homegrown Food&d%a)
for OEmironmental and Health Conce®@able §.

While the abovementioneidur categories related to individual perceptions of home

gardening, also of note were the categories related to community networks and values around



HFP. Thirteen(93%)were coded foOFanily Support Network,O 11 (79%) fdCommunity

HFP Network,O 14 (100%)r OFood Gifting and Lifetime Reciprocity,O and 11 (7V)HFP

is a Community Asset@dble §. All eight categories withifE T2 areimportant to consider
independently; however, keeping within the scope of a masterOs thesis, many are explored in

tandam with others.

Categories 2A. Self-Sufficiency with Home Food Production and 2B. Home Food Production
as a Source of Wellness

Most participant ung indicated HFP as therapeutic, empowering, and/or healthy, and
manyparticipants have maintainedongterm love of gardeninthroughout their livesMany
participants spoke fondly of being in the garden, whether feeling the dirt or simply watching
plants grow:

Gloria (P01} Ql like the feel oflirt between my toesH's very therapeutic to
have itin your hands. | love to see thing®g. It just makes me happy.O

Gretta (P03) O love to garden, | loveotsee things grow.O

Terri (P04) OThe peace and the quite, just by yourself working in it, thinking,
talking to God, playing in the dirtE Jusyou know, it's just calming, it helps you.O

Kathy (PO6) Owhen | did raise a garden, | enjoyed pligt it and watching
things growO

Carl (P12} O[IOve enjoyed] watching the plants grow, knowing that youOve
grown somethingE | get a thrill out of how bigay can get, you know, how much you
can get off them.O

Dianne(P05) ONhy, | always liked to garden. | mean the vegetablesE you

would get a feeling that you helped do thisE When you have a garden that you can



actually work in the dirt and get down on your hands and knees and really dig... It's
rewarding to see how things can grow... I don't care what it is, I just love to see them
grow. I just love to see things grow.”
Empowerment through HFP often stemmed from pride inre@#nce, an abilityo
survive and a sensef gecurity in times of hardship:
Ada (P09): “Even if you lost your job, you could still eat. Those cans and that
garden, you won't go hungry.”
Dianne (P05): “It's just amazing that you've always got something to eat... You've
always got something that you can eat without worry about not having nothing to eat.”
Terri (P04): “We picked a lot... by hand, did a lot of canning... I can survive
when the electric's out. Cause, I've lived in a lot of homes that had oil lamps and no
bathrooms, so when our lights are out, ['ve got oil lamps, ['ve got water, and ['ve got a
wood stove, so I can survive.”
While the comainer gardens/ere unable toffer the volume of food thgtast HFP
experienceslid, the EBP was still appreciated:
Gloria (P01): “It's not a survival food source, but it's fun, and it adds to other
things.”
Carl (P12): “Important in terms of food? No. Important in terms of having
plants around and feeling like I'm doing something positive? Yes!”

Carol (P0S8): “It’s not a very big one, but... I'm tickled to death with that

EarthBox®.”
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Categories 2C. Prefer Fresh, Local, and/or Homegrown Foods and 2D. Environmental and
Health Concerns

All participants were coded for OPrefer Fresh, Local, and/or Homegrown Famdisy®
appreciation for the taste tifis produce led many to make purchases at roadside stands and
farmers marketsConcerns around agricultural chemicals and food additives lead many
participants to value knowing the origins of their fofagther influencing their participatiom
local markets.Gardening was also seen as a source of healthsnic produceMany
specifically used the word OfreshO to describe their preference of homagaiamocafoods

Gloria (P01} Ql like to eat good foodE It was so nice to have some fresh good
homegrown potatoesE | don't buy store potatoes, because | donOt like theynagtée
when you raised them for yeaps.

Donna(P02) OFresh vegetables are just automatically better tasting.O

Gretta (P03) OFresh stuff's always 100% better.O

Laura (P13) A like to have fresh food.O

Often, participant$elt uncomfortable purchasing foods without knowing where they
were gown or how they were processed

Laura (P13) OYou know what'sniit when you grow it yourself.O

Donna(P02) OWe love to buy the locally grown foodE If it's not locally grown
and you buy it from away from here, you really don't know [what chemicalssedf
they [local farmers] don't use as much chemicals on them as they do away froth here.

Henry (P02} OYou wort be going to the doctor as much if you'll eat organic
food. Now, anybody knowsat. Or should know it anywayE You've read up on these
sprays, what it does, you know. Now it's dangerous. 1tOs no wondeethgiseape

eaten up with cancer.O

78



Terri (P04): OYou know what's in it... you don't have to pick up a can and read it
to see if it's got too much saltE @oo many unknown ingredients.O

Dianne(P05) ONot the store stufft Homegrown stuff. | mean, it's more
nutritious for you, too. You don't haa# those preservatives and additives.O
While only 7 of the participant units (50%) had visited the IFM, many participated in the

local food system by visiting other markets or informal roadside stands:

Terri (P04) Q've not been to the Independemearket or any of those kind.
Maybe if we're riding down #hroad or somethingnd we see somebody selling
vegetables and we think we want saohit, we'll stop and get it.O

Ada(P09) OThe produce standskve have to go further to those, but I will for
fresher, more local vegetablesE One's an hour away, but I'Dgo.
Another interesting findinfueling environmental and health concerns among

participantsvasthe predominance afee farmingn the area

Gloria (P01} OThey're growing right after they cthie Christmas trees and
theyre growing them on poison landE becausese ae some really nasty chemicals.O

Henry (P02) Q'd rather have something to eat growing out thigvan them
trees€ some of them use some bad stuff. You see them in them whiia st field
mask is on. You don't want to spray yeegetables and stuff with that.O

Terri (P04) OThat spray junk, but they say it won't hurt youE | don't agree with
themE If | had a million dollars and a million acres, they wouldn't be plantedria p

treesE They just ruin it [the land)], really. It ish@ood for a garden.O
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Angela(P10) OTree farms, I'm not for them because if they spray, you see dead
animals after thatE It gets into the water system. And you see a lot of men that work in

the tree farms; they get cancers. So, | am not a tree farmosteapO

Categories E. Family Support Network2F. Community HomeFood Production Network
and 2G. Food Gifting and Lifetime Reciprocity

Every participantinterviewwas codedfor OFood Gifhg andLifetime Reciprocity,O and
al except onespoke of sharing garden produce with family memb&mmwing extra produce
could beintended or unintentional:

Donna(P02) OThe kids come home and help us plant them and grow enough
potatoes soE [our familylcan all share the potatoes.O
Michelle (P14} QAll the family did, if somebody had too much, they'deskath

the rest of the family.O

Community reciprocity was often spoke of as neighbor helping neighbor:

Carol (P08) OThe preacher and his wife thatés right down the road. They
usually have a pretty good sized garden and she's always sending me something.O

Gretta(P03) O had a guy come and plow it [the garden]. He lives down below
usk He plows several people's [gardens] around [here]. He neigtcharge me
anythingto do mine He alwayslid mine for free.O

Donna(P02) OOur neighbor brings us things, and, if we have extra, we take
things to them.O

Terri (P04} Oveah, we all shareE She [neighbor] gave me some last year, and

gave me a couplhis year cause | didn't have a gardén.



Henry (P02} OThat's about the way it is around here. And our neighbors, if they
donOt have something, we give it to them, you know. Share, share, alikeE That's the way

it's supposed to be.O

Category 2HHomeFoodProductionis a Community Asset

Many valuel home gardening as a healthy lifestyle and an important part of the rural
landscape. Therefore, having the knowledge to grow a garden, preserve produce, and prepare
homegrown foods were important skills to maintain aasspgdown to younger generations:

Terri (P0O4) A think it'd be good if more people had gans, epecially younger
peopleto] learn how to do it. Bemuse there wonOt be Jdrody] to carry it on after
us.O

Dianne(P05) Qlt's [the EBP] educational for the children, and | think it's good
to let them see how vegetablesE grow.O

Henry (P02} OThe growing boxes are great. It gives the young people that have
never had the experience to show them how teEdd think it's a great thing.O
Some emphasized their perception of gardening as a rural characteristic, either by

comparing to urban landscapes or by highlighting the ubiquitous nattifeRah the region:

Henry (P02} ONeed to bring them [young people] out and let them raise their
ownstuffE Some of them have never been off of concrete or pavement, and they'd starve
to deathE | mean, you can't live without something to eatE And in the city, I'd say
youOve got to have thfgontainer gardenspP

Dianne(P05) O'm sure city kids think thonly way you get a vegetable is to go

to the store and buy them in a dan.



Gloria (P01} Qt's pretty common around Grayson County for peoptioto
survival, substance farming.O
Gardens werequatedvith food, andmore HFP in Grayson County was sesa
positive:
Ada(P09) QAnywhere there's gardens, therging tobe more fod for
peopleO
Michelle (P14} Qit'd help people be healthier. That way thdyave more

vegetables and stuffandy, andhey would eat more vegetables.O

Emergent Theme 3: Impacts of Home Food Production and EarthBox® Program
Participation

As statedn theoriginal AFPgrant proposal, the EBP was organized to make tbyeal
local foodO more attainable, imprdte nuritional status of MFP clients, as welliaspire sel
reliance and seléfficacy through HFPGrayson LandCare, IncAFP CFS Enhancement Grant
Proposal2014). Results revealetmpacts ofEBP participatiorstemmedrom previous HFP
experiencesa categorywhich dl participant units were codedParticipantsvalued the EBP as
providing alternative and feasible modes to continue gardefui@l)g theexisting impetus
around HFP Twelve (86%) were coded for OConsume More Produce During Growing Season,O
14 (100%) for OHFP Saves Money,O and 12 (86%) for GiimeFature HFP(réble §. The

first two categories are presented together as participants often coupled them in the interviews.



Categories 3AConsume More Produce During the Growing Seasamd 3B. HomeFood
Production Saves Money

All participants stated a preference for fresh, local, or homegrown foods; most also
claimed to consume more produce during the growing season. The abundance of “free” fresh
produce, obtained either through the convenience of a home garden or from gifting, shaped
participants’ diets in the summertime. One participant (Carl, P12) indicated his diet was
unaffected in the growing season because he was able to purchase produce at grocery stores year
round.

When expanding upon ET4, challenges were often found to hinder participant’s access to
various foods. Importantly, the household food environment was altered by increased access to
fresh produce when participants were gardening:

Donna(P02) Oln the wintertime, you either got it frozen or yogeeit canned.

So, you don't eat as much of it as you do when it's fregshy@ncan gather it and eat

it.O

Ada(P09) Oveah, it's more readily available, fresh produceE If it's growing in
the gardenE I'mgoing to go get it right then.O

Michelle (P14} Oyveah, | eat a lot more vegetablesE Because you have a lot more
coming out of theayden andE you have it on hand.O

All participant interviews were coded for “HFP Saves Money” and often coupled this
with category 3A (increased access to fresh produce through home gardens), reinforcing that
household economics are part of the food environment and influence food choices. The
convenience of homegrown produce was valued for reducing trips to the store, and saving time
and money on grocery bills:

Gretta(P03) Ait's handy when you've got it youfsand not having to go buy it.O



Ada (P09): “It's helps with the grocery bill.”

Henry (P02): “You'll save 50 percent, easy, on vegetables. You go buy them out
of the grocery store, they're high.”

Terri (P04): “It [the garden] helped with the groceries... [Providing] a lot more
fresh vegetables, cause they're so expensive to buy.”

Michelle (P14): “It seems like everybody around here is having a hard time
making ends-meet anymore. And if they did a lot more gardening, it saves money.”
While most felt the containers added more to their personal wellbeing thanidretglx

single guardian raing two grandchildren on a lowcome, felt aspecificeconomic impact:
Dianne (P05): “It's [the EarthBox®] helped me out sometimes when I just didn't have
maybe a little extra funds to get an extra can of something, I could get that instead of

using the cans I have in the cabinet... It's been essential.”

Category 3Clnterest in Future HomeFoodProduction
Values connected fmast HFP experiences gave present gardening activities significance
and influenced participation in the EBP. Whalgeneral interesh HFPalready existed, the
concept of food gardening gontainers was nevandmany participants werinspiredto expand
gardening effortbeyond EBP containers:
Michelle (P14): “I thought about maybe trying some raised beds... a few people
around here has started doing that a little bit... I'm just hearing people saying that they
did good. So, I thought sometime, [ might try that.”
Gloria (P01): “It [gardening in containers] was fun, and I'm going to do it
again... I've been reading about tires. Growing potatoes in tires... I want to try tires next

year.”
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Many wanted to continue gardening, whether in the ground, in containers, or other not-
yet-discovered avenues, and some indicated the potential for future animal husbandry:
Gloria (P01} O'm looking at beef. Maybe get them in the spring when | retire,
bottle feed the and sell them in the fall.O
Carl (P12) OIf we got chickens, well, that's food! Eggs and chickenE | would

slaughter them, | don't have a problem with it.O

Emergent Theme 4 Home Food Production and Food Access Challenges

Clients of the western Grayson County MFP were considered food insecure based on the
fact that they took personal action to obtain free food; however, it was unclear why food
insecurity existed in the first place. A portion of this study was designed to learn what
challenges residents experienced around EBP participation as well as food access and HFP in
general. Thirteen (93%) participant units were coded for “Geographic Access in Rural Areas,”
12 (86%) for “Household and Community Economics,” and 10 (71%) for “Barriers to HFP”
(Table 8. The first two categories are presented together as these challenges often intersected
for participants with economics exacerbating difficulties common in other rural areas in the
United States. The last category is presented independent of the other two as it is specific to

HFP and informed the solutions collected in ETS5.

Categories 4A. Geographic Access in Rural Areas and 4B. Household and Community
Economics

Implicit to understanding the persistence of food insecurity in any community, household
food environment inclusive of household economics and food access must be critically explored.

In rural areas where grocery stores are even more widely distributed, issues related to



transportatioomust be taken into account. In reference to household finaresasgdaphic
informationrevealed (57%) participant units had social security benedgstheir main source
of income Beyond the act of participating in the MFP, shopping for grocerisslenndicated
food budget constraints
Terri (P04} OHe [her husband] watches for saleskE if he sees something like
soup on sale, he'll get several cans.O
Laura (P13) OSometimes I'll look at the sale paperE You can watch the sales
and see who's having tihest sale for what you need and go there.O
Two participants were enrolled in SNAP, dddnneindicated her dependence on the
benefits:
Dianne (P05):0OThank God for SNAP. Shew, | don't know if | could ever make it if it
wasn't for SNAP.O
Regardless of ilome, most indicated lordjstance travel to grocery storesgalical
centers, and, as a result of the poor local job market, places of lemgthy commutes
increased the cost of living for marfyrther straining already low incomes, especiallytiimse
raising children aloneOvenall, transportation was highlighted as a challenge across the Grayson
County community:
Dianne (P05): @ lot of people, they just don't have gas money or maybe they
don't have the transportatn to get to a different st®.O
Carol (P08): QVith me being diabetic, | need vegetables, a lot of them... and 1, |
can't get them without going all the way to Marfan 18mile/30minute drive].O
Ada (P09} Oreah, we have to travel a good ways, you know. And | don't like

that, butit's worth it b live, you know, a rural life.O



Terri (P04): QVe're in a 2&mile hub of everywhere theredsound hereE we're
real rural.O
Gretta (P03) Ot takes you about 45 minutes [to drive to Wadrt or Food City
in Marion], if you dort break aspeed limit.O
From the interview data, the closest grocery store for mostouas to bebetween 12
and 30 miles or 15 and 45 minutes. Only two participants indicatediauie drive to thé&ood
City in Independencget still preferred to travel t&alax for better quality producelhe spatial

distribution of EBP participafs homeshd their preferred grocery st are shown iRigure 7.
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Category 4CBarriers to HomeFoodProduction

The EBP was designed to mitigate existing barriers to HFP, including limited access to
land and mobility. Thesand other challengesgerediscoveredhrough participant interviews.
Eleven participants were coded for OltédiMobility,Oa category discussed undet 1.

Limited finances and expensive gardening supplies coupled with time constraints and the
unpredictability of food gardening réered the activity to Oa gamble
Gretta (P03): “[A garden] doesn’t benefit you no more. Everything is so high, it

costs you so much to put one out...The seeds, and the fertilizer, and everything's so high,

that if you don't get much of it, it don't pay you to do it... Unless you have a real good

garden spot, it don't pay you... it's [seeds and starts] expensive. And the fertilizer's

expensive, t0o.”

Terri (P04): “The seeds are expensive anymore, but in the long run, if they do
good, you save money, but if you get a bad set of seeds or some that don't want to grow
good, you loose money.”

Gloria (P01): “Dirt is expensive to buy...I can't afford to buy more [potato

growing] sacks. They're expensive, I checked them out on the Internet.” “One year...

you're broccoli does really good, and the next year, it won't go at all, but your green

peppers do good... It's a gamble. Farmers are the biggest gamblers in the world.”

Referencing challenges related to land access, two interviepeks about land
condemnation byhe ForesService. Gretta (PO3)ndicated the landround where she grew up
was OtakenO and houses were torn down, and Ada revealed her family land was condemned and

acquired in 1966:



Ada(P09): Orhe, the park, Grayson Highland Park took our landE They took a
lot of land that they never did develop. Owss some of itE. Out ofE 56 or 58 acres,

he [her father] didn't get enough back to buy 4 acres and this Ediisewas] evicted.O

Emergent Theme 5: Solutions to Gardening Challenges and Emergent Theme 6: Low Food
Access

The initial codes fronET5 andET6 were consolidated directly from participant
interviews as categories,da accordance with the research philosogthparticipantindicated
solutionscould be presentegfjuallyto EBP organizersTable 9describesautions to gardening
challengeghe participants identifiedincludingfree and/or lowcost gardening supplies,
alternative HFP education, and support with manual laBdditionally, many participants
preferred the EarthBox's over other containéos reasons indicated ifable 9

Ada(P09): OThe EarthBox" is the way to goE the way the shape, the square,
you can plant moreE the longer is betterO

Donna (P02): Olt [the EarthBox™ watering system] keeps moisture underneath
there all the timeE When you're doing something in the bucketE Aaddil pan, you're
watering everything from the top, so the grow boxes are the best idea.O

Henry (P02) OWe thought about just buying about 10 [EarthBox's].O

Gretta (P03): OI'm just glad that I've got it [tEarthBox"]. | wouldn't mind

having another oato set on the porch (laughing).O



Table 9 Categories foEmergent Themes&nd6

Categories forEmergent Theme 5 Solutions to Gardening Challenges

Free and/or Low-cost Gardening Supplies Alternative HFP Support with Additional
Education Manual Labor EarthBox™ s
Seeds Lumber Workshops Tilling Wheels Help with
Limited Mobility
Labeled Starts Containers Low-cost Gardening | Putting up a Fence | Watering System

Soil

Fertilizer

Fencing Materials

Perennial Food Plant

Tubes for Watering
System

Community Seed
Swaps

Options

Gardening Club

Alternative
Gardening Options

Constructing Raised
Beds

Spring and Fall
Garden Preparation

Volunteer Groups to
Help with Manual
Labor

Works Well

Wide for More Plants

Categories forEmergent Theme 6 Solutions to Low Food Access

Closer Affordable
Food Options

Alternative IFM
Hours

Local Produce
Available in Stores

Nutritionally
Adequate and Safe
Food Items

Bulk Local Produce
at Lower Cost

Also shownin Table 9were the solutionparticipantsoffered to low food acess. Ada
described her vision for locally grown produce to be available in grocery stores and restaurants
Ada (P09} "I think it's crazy that asupermarket chaidoesnOt buy locallyE it's
growing in the community, it just makssns& If the farmers have it for sale, yeah, they
should buy i | f there's an organic farm, they can go and have a contract with a
supermarket chain, locally, or restaurants. Just makes senssritdt?"
Some participants expressed concerns regarding the nutritional adequacy and quality of

available foods, either through the MFP or the Food City in Independence:
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Henry (P02): “That food they bring in over at the school house [through the
MFP], I don't know where it comes from, but half of it's rotten... And some of the other
stuff was busted, been handled rough... Sometimes you go, potatoes and stuff'is good...
Next time you go, they're ruined.”

Donna (P02): “The vegetables and fruits [from the MFP] are spoiled before they
get to us... But, there's a lot of the food that you can use.”

Hannah (P11): “It's [the Independence Food City produce] bad... You'd be lucky
if the produce isn’t already bad... Sometimes... you'll go through stuff, and it's like
actually needing to be thrown away, “science experiment” ... And some of their stuff is
moldy... You've got to check them over really well before you buy them.”

Carl (P12): “The produce selection in Food City in Galax is amazingly better
than here... What we get here in Independence, I would consider seconds compared to
Food City in Galax. It's like, they pick what they want and they send the rest over here.”
While some participants preferred to purchase groceries in larger stores, Gloria expressed

her appreciation for the local Food City while also reiterating the challenges of long-distance
travel:

Gloria (P01): “Food City's good, it's local... Prices are good... it's 14 miles from
home. I'm in Galax all of the time because of my work. I don't usually buy groceries
there because of the travel time... So, it's just where it is. We only have one store to
choose from here. There's a lot of people who go to Galax or go to Sparta for some
bigger stores, but Food City has all the basics, that's all I need.”

Dianne discussed many of her challenges as an older single guardian of two

grandchildren and expressed great appreciation for the MFP distribution:



Dianne (P05):0'd like to get bacto gardening] but | can't. Like | said, my

health won't let me. And having two kidsraise, and starting all over when you're not
used to having no children at all, and all of a sudden, impact and, bam, you've got these
two little children b take care ofE When they started tH&FP] food box up at the

school, it was, | mean, thoseotbboxes are a blessing. When | don't get to go up there to
get my food box, | do, | feel kind of ddwb sually, in a WalMart bag, they've got

banana& I've gotenlemons, limes, tomatoes, and different things in that bag. And
when you gethem home andetthem out of that bag, you sa9tey, look! We'vegot

something else, not justEfBe [MFP] food boxesto me are greatO

Participant Suggestionsfor EarthBox™ Program and Independence Farmers Market
Improvement

In addition to providing individual and communi$pecific solutions to gardening
challenges and loMiood access, participamidsogavesuggestionsor EBP and IFM
improvements noted ifmable 10 Some suggestions were offered through brainstorming
sesonsand some organically appeared throughout the intervidindeaswereaggregated

from participant interviewto beshaedwith theEBP organizers.



Table 10 Participant Suggestions for EBRdIMF Improvement

Participant Suggestions

EarthBox® Program Independence Farmers Market
Grow HighDollar Crops in Containers Advertise
Seek Donations for Gardening Supplies Market Structure

Use Community Centers/Hubs for Gardening

Awareness/Outreach Higher Volume of Product

Partner with the Canninfgactory in Hillsville Transportation to IFM

Increase Food Production with Raised Beds for Able|

bodied Folks Additional Vendors

Containers foElderly, New Gardeners, Time/Space

Constraints, Mental Health Education on SNAP Doubling Program

To remain authentito the research philosophy guiding this study, participaste
givena voice in EBPspecific program guidancelrhe mairrecommendationsegarded the use
of the containers for food productiomwelve out of 14 (86%) households indicated success
with their EarthBox™, and half (=7) had various levels of success growing in the other
containers2 successful with potatoes grown in buckets (3 unsucceskfijccessful with
potatoes grown in Wood Prairigarm Smart Bags (1 unsuccessf8lsuccessful with other
vegetables grown in buckets (1 unsuccessBuuccessful with other vegetables grown in pans
(1 unsuccessfulland 4 did notise other containers

One suggestion shown Table 10wasgrowinghigh-dollar crops, such as tomatoes and
lettuce, in containers for economic efficiendythers hinted that it might not be worth the time,
money, and effort to grow potatoes in containers gaatatoes store well and arexpensiveat

the grocery store. Ufther, many participants indicated that the contagaedening waa great
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fit for the elderly and those with time and/or space constraints who simply loved to garden.
Container gardening was also purported an avenue to educate new gardeners and young people
about tending food plants. Many gardeners also expressed that offering assistance with raised
bed gardening could encourage food production for able-bodied people, thereby impacting
community food security:

Gloria (P01} Q think for massive food production for a household, big raised
beds... | think that way, you would probably produce more food than the little
containersE For apartmenpeopleE for people on walkers, their little containers are
really cool, because it Istthem do something on many levels. But for actual volume of
production, you don't get much. So a combination [of offering raised beds and container
gardens] would probably be very good.O
Referencing the IFM, long-distance travel was a reoccurring obstacle as some reported up

to an hour of driving to reach Independence from their home. Another complication revolved
around the current hours of operation for the county market:

Carl (P12): OThey're [the IFM] not exactly open during conducive hours for
somelody who works a-80-5 job. And so, you either have to have somebody go for you
or take a day off work.O

Michelle (P14): Olt's [the IFM] a good thing to go whenever you have a chance
to go while they're openE Because where we're so far awayE If it was biggon a
Saturday and have it a little later.O

Gloria (P01): OFriday morning is nice. The only reason | go is because |
can incorporate it into my work, which is very rare for most people, but | work in the

communityE But most people around here wirla factory; they can't get thereE A



weekend hour would be really nice... Maybe not crack of dawn Saturday, like 10 to 2, or

something.”

Outreach about gardening and the IFM was mentioned by several participants. Since a
goal of the EBP was to increase SNAP participation at the IFM, it is important to note that at
least one of the two SNAP-enrolled interviewees was unaware of the benefits-doubling program:

Dianne (P05): “Somebody said, because I get food stamps, that you could take
your food stamps and use those, you could turn them in, and for every one dollar, you get
two dollars, or something. 1, I can't compute that... I just didn't understand how to do it
[use the SNAP benefits-doubling program], so I never [attended the IFM], but maybe

this year, now that I know how it works, starting this spring... I'll start going there.”



CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS , AND

CONCLUSIONS

There is a substantial gap in research around home gardens in rural areddnitetd
States.August €holars havealledfor supplemental qualitative research to determine the extent
to which home food production relates to household and community food security (Kortright &
Wakefield, 2011; Schupp & Sharp, 2012; Taylor & Lov20]14). Further, Gray et al. (2014)
determine there is a need for research in industrialized countries to determine whether O[home]
gardens can scale up to have broader effects on household and community relationships...
becom[ing] more than the sum okthparts [and] resulting in forces for broader social change,
cultural preservation and seleterminationO (p. 188T.hese callsvere addresseitirough an
investigation of the EB®hile also leavingotential for future work Designed to generate
impetus for engagement in civic agricultimeludingHFP, the EBP was anticipateditcreas
community food securitympactnutritional status of residentand cultivateelationships within
Grayson CountyQOs local food system.

Goals of the EBP collaborators included addressing food security, food accessibility, and
health through home gardening in rural western Grayson County and increasing SNAP
participation at théndependence Farmers MarkdtN1). Collaborators theorized thgrant
allocation to support home food gardening would empower households who identified-as food
insecure to provide fresh vegetables for themselves, which would build a levet of self
determination to address their individual food security. Furtheghmmiators hypothesized

home gardening would help participants gain a new appreciation for local farming operations,



which would encourage them to attend the county farmersO market anpatariicthe local
food system.

This researchurther investigate if the EBP acted, as the collaborators theorized, as a
springboard for further agricultural activities to impact community food security, food choices of
individuals, and the local food systemith theguiding philosophy of prioritizing prticipantsO
voices case studyindings were understood withthe OredlifeOcontextthat wasdeveloped
through ethnographic, historic, anbdservationainvestigations Using a communityengaged
research lensnput fromEBP organizes; key informans, and intervigvees was used to design
and achievehe following originalobjectives

1) Identify similarities and differences between participant motivations/goals and the
EBP collaboratorsO motivations/goals

2) Determine key findings about if, how, and why the participaaksevengagement
in the EBP

3) Explore the experience of and impacts on participants, and recommend future
actions to improve the EBP

4) Record what solutions to food access participants propose, and recommend future
actions to improve local food accessibility@rayson County

The following sections move through each component of these original objectives to

discuss the findings.

Participant and Organizer Motivations

Thisresearchvalidated whyEBP organizerdecidedto distribute container gardens over

in-grourd gardening support-or participants limited mobility and access to landten



hindered engagement iiFP. Barriers togardeninghave been discussed in the literature
includinghealth conditiongperceived resources of time, space, and maewell g interest

and knowledgen food productior{Gladwin & Butler, 1982Kortright & Wakefield, 2011;
Quandt et al., 199 Shupp & Sharp, 201 aylor & Lovell, 2014 Winne, 2003. Beyond
mobility and physical garden space, this stathprevealed other OBarriers to HFP,O including
expensive gardening resources and time constralimss offering free container gardemns

those unable to garden or who foresaw future limitations to gardemiiggitedalmost all the
challengedoundin this andtheseother studies.

All interviewees havingast HFRPexperiencewasasubstantiafinding. It can be
postulated that th2014 EBPapplication process targeted those who were already intesexied
knowledgeable in gardening, which has been found to be a barrier to igFimus work by
other researcher8Based on this case studgd the successes of the EBFs recommended that
futureHFPnitiativesbegin by conducting preliminary inqury to discovercommunityspecific
needs and barriersimilarto conclusions offered by Taylor and Lovell (2014henprogram
design can be groundedthin the context of the target populatji@mdan application process

can direct resources moefficiently by allowing individuals to seltlentify interest

Valuing Container Gardening as a Continuation of Home Food Production Endeavors

When asked about what was valued in EBP engagepemicipants often used stories
from the past to explain whyardening was important to therihe meaning and value of
gardening emerged through participants reminiscing about past HFP experiences. When the
focus of the conversation returned to the containers, participants often maintained that, regardless

of howsmall these gardens were, they tapped this existing meaning and value system. Drawing
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upon the concept of indexical signs from semiotic theory, the relevance of these subjective
meanings and values is justified through an objective perspective.

Semiotic theory is the study of signs and the meaning that is made of them (Ahern, 2012;
Gumperz & Hymes, 1972; Mertz & Parmentier, 1985). Indexicals are a type of sign, often
explained as, like an index finger, “pointing to” something else within the mind of the subject.
That something else could be a tangible object or even a more abstract concept, such as cultural
norms or personal meanings, feelings, and values (Puckett, 2005). Indexicals, or “learned
associations” (Puckett, 2005), relate to this “something else” through iterative co-occurrence in a
specific context. A traditional example of an indexical is how smoke is often a sign for fire.
Whether or not fire exists in the exact moment that smoke is perceived, fire is interpreted when
smoke appears because they have been repetitively perceived in the same moments of time and
space. Participation in various EBP activities (planting, watering, harvesting, cooking, visiting
the IFM, etc.) mimicked, to a degree, other forms of HFP and, therefore, evoked similar
responses. As the system of meanings and values was generated through previous experiences
and container gardening is considered a type of HFP, components of the EBP are understood as
indexical signs for the 8§ categories within ET2, “Meanings and Existing Values Connected to
HFP.”

The motivations, meanings, and values found around container gardening paralleled most
of those found the literature around gardening, in general. Food production for personal
consumption, recreation, access to fresh produce, educational purposes, and cultural reasons
have all been found to encourage gardening practices (Gladwin & Butler, 1982; Kortright &
Wakefield, 2011; Shupp & Sharp, 2012; Winne, 2008). When discussing past HFP experiences,

EBP participants spoke of subsistence agriculture, personal enjoyment, preferences for fresh



produce andthe importance of gardening knowledgéhich also explained why many were
coded for Olnterest in Future HFRR&searcherKprtright & Wakefield, 2011; Schupf
Sharp, 201palso reportedhterest in engaging with local, sustainable food systems as having
influence on the decision to engage in home food production, and all participants were coded for
OPrefer Freshpocal, and/or Homegrown Foods@ntrary to the literaturehis value instilled
in container gardening was developed through past gardening experiences, meaning that interest
in local food system participation was cultivated through gardening, ratdreb#ing a
motivationto garden With EBP goals ofFM engagement and sedimpowerment through home
gardeningijt was surprising to find that the impetus for HFP #reinterest inlocal food
systens already existed within this population.

Another unexpected finding revolved aroyatticipantperspectives of tree farming,
which comprises only about 10% of the total market value of agricultural products sold in
Grayson County. While still only relatively small component of the local ecaony, it seems
Christmas tree production is becoming a prominent component of the landscape as it ranked third
in total market value, after livestock and livestock products, and comprised over half of the
market value of crops sold in the county (USDA Certgusgriculture, 2012). EBP participants
highlighted these tree farmsver other more prominent forms of agricultuas sources of
pollution and local job loss. Necal migrant laborers wer@served buhotablynot blamed
for their participation irtree farmingratherparticipants ressed concerns about those, local or
nontlocal, which owned and operated the farm

For interviewees,@iculturalsprays and chemicals were seemingly relatedltband
domesticanimal deatlas well agperceivedises in cancediagnosis Some even indicated that

tree farms OruinedO the land for potential food production, wishing vegatabfeuis would



insteadpervadethe countryside While Donna and Henr{P02) did participate in tree farming at
one time they still maintained a fairly concerned view on the practice. Henry reiterated his
environmental concernsp@luting this waterE is the worst thing that's ever happened to this
countryQlinking agricultural chemicals, environmental pollution, @adce, the latter of which
heOd begrersonallyfighting over the past yeaThese farmgvokedstrong enough concerns
that those living in close proximity to tre@erations were hesitant to use their |&ordHFP.
Clearly,food production in Grayson Couniyas not only impacted by criamd displacement
Anxieties aroundhe potentiabnvironmental and healtmpacts oftree farmsalso thwartedhe
existing impetus for kground gardeningand container food productigrave ease to
apprehensions of gardening in contaminated soil.

Through past experiences, interviewaksady perceived gardening as having an impact
on their diet, finances, and wellbeinlylost participants indicated they consumed more&pce
during the growing seas, andhis type of seasonal eating has been confirmed in other studies
of rural and agriculturdased populations (Quandt et al., 2001As people were used to
Oannual cycles of scarcity and plentyO (Quandt 20alLh p. 366), gardening was assdeh
with abundance and there was no need for @getening actionsO (Quandt & Rao, 1999, p. 30)
with respect to fresh produc@ther researchers have reported how seasonal access to
community, friend, family membes, or personatjardens correlate tagreased consumption of
fruits and vegetablg#\laimo, Packnett, Miles& Kruger; 2008; Litt et al., 2015Morton et al.,
2008. Suchbenefits of increased acces®d consumption giroducefrom gardens are often
revealedn studies orurban areas and could becoamplifiedin rural areas, as grocery stores

selling fresh producean be even farther away from the household.



As all participants were coded for OHFP Saves MoneyO and many coded for challenges
related to OHousehadehd Commurty Economics,O findingsaralleled how home gardening has
been used in time of economic hardship to increase access to food and saveAmoresgs &

Clark, 2015 Bassett, 1981Gladwin& Butler; 1982 Ni—ez, 1987. With respect to local food
system engagment, Winnie (2008) has discussed how financial constraints and limited food
access can reduce discourse around local and/or organic foodimclmwe commurties, but
warns that this does haccurately reflect interest in or inclination to purchasinghgoods (p.
128). When consideringhe importance of home gardening through the lens of food security, it
must be recognized thtte values EBP organizers hoped to instill in participants were already
there, butvariousobstacleglimited mobility, expensive grdening resourcetime constraints

and contaminatesioil) hindered exercising those values. With recommendations similar to
Wyker, Jordan, and QuigleyOs (204:2)k on consumer behavior of SNASrollees
programmatic focuessshould be shiéid from shaping participant percepticiasvard addressing
communityidentified barriers to healthy food behavior

Researchers have discussed existing networks of food sharing that further increase access
to producan rural areagQuandt et al., 1994Quandt et al.2001a Morton et al., 2008) Winnie
(2008) references a 2001 study that found-ileeome families with high participation in social
networks were more likely to be food secure (p. 1&@)andt et al. (200)aven repodda
theme on foodraring among older rural adults called Osharing food helps prevent hungerO (p.
155). Similarly, manyparticipant interviewes who wereoded for OFoodiffing and Lifetime
ReciprocityO discussed producing, distributing, or even redistributing food spélyifo those
who Oneeded it.M0 this way, food sharing, like gardening, can be seen as another piece of the

food security safety net for those in Grayson Couldghoing the literaturet becomes evident



that food-sharing networks should be taken into consideration when considering food security
and designing social service programs in rural areas of the United States.

Beyond contributions to food security, food gifting has also been found to offer a social
dimension in the lives of rural elders (Quandt et al., 2001a; Quandt et al., 2001b). DeCroix
Bane, Rathbone-McCuan, and Galliger (1994) discuss how the out-migration of young people,
possibly from diminishing economic opportunities like that seen in Grayson County, have
affected the social climate of many rural areas, specifically the formal or informal support
systems for the elderly. The geographic and social isolation that can occur in rural areas is
further exacerbated for those with low incomes, limited mobility, and restricted transportation
options, which diminish community interactions that build crucial social capital through
engagement in local social networks (Gray, Shaw, & Farrington, 2006). Quandt et al. (2001a)
revealed a theme titled, “Food sharing reflects a sense of community” (p. 154) and discuss how
gatherings around food, food gifting, and receiving foods are all “part of the fabric of community
life” (p. 157), offering social inclusion to those vulnerable to exclusion.

Activities around food allowed many participants to stay involved in community and
family networks, which were two noteworthy categories found in this research. Flora, Flora, and
Fey (2004) discuss how successful communities maintain high levels of cultural and social
capitals, among others. Community reciprocity and food gifting is an expression of cultural
values, and therefore builds cultural capital, within this and similar rural populations. Through
this cultural expression, social networks are maintained, and participants feel engaged in their
communities. Quandt et al. (2001a) indicates “reinforcement of the idea of community may be
particularly important for older adults” (p. 155). Trust and reciprocity have been indicated as the

basis of social capital within communities that can lead to material and social benefits, including

| "4



transportation, food gifting, and social support. Kingsley and Townsend (2006) discuss how
participation in community gardens can grow social connectedness, but these benefits can be
limited to the garden setting in urban areas. Since social networks are already established in
many rural areas, researchers and practitioners should work to understand food sharing through
these networks as having the potential to not only contribute to rural food security, but to also
build social capital and provide community inclusion for the rural elderly.

While only 11 of the 14 participant unit interviews were specifically coded “HFP is a
Community Asset,” this category could arguably be a culminating code for this research. Past
experiences of personal enjoyment, accessibly to fresh produce, and community engagement led
many to value home gardening as a healthy lifestyle and an important part of the rural landscape.
As food production was once a huge part of many participants’ lives and connected to an
established value system, free container gardens were emphasized as a way to mitigate barriers
and continue a meaningful practice. Though food security and increased vegetable consumption
were minimally impacted through participation in the EBP, cultural insights into how HFP was
situated within the lives of this population proves the EBP as a successful community food
project.

From the emotional and social benefits described above, the EBP could be a low-cost
prototype community-based service with the potential to impact the wellbeing of elders in other
rural communities. Kraut (1994) indicated that community-based services in rural areas often
lack resources such as money and service infrastructure for such a dispersed population. Also, as
working-age residents migrate to urban areas for work, rural areas also experience a shrinking
pool of trained labor for specialty staff and potential volunteers. As a result, social services for

the rural elderly are often “stretched to the limit” (Quandt & Rao, 1999, p. 34), and some
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individuals do not receive the support they may need. As funding allocation is severely
restricted in rural areas, DeCroix Bane et al. (1994) describe how community-based services
often focus on the limited mobility of elders rather than support their mental or emotional
wellbeing.

Quandt et al. (2001b) call for food security programs to fit within the value systems of
rural elders, and this study supports that gardening provides “an opportunity for older persons to
express cultural values” (Quandt et al., 1994, p. 198). As a result, container gardening programs
could also become a culturally appropriate service directed toward the emotional wellbeing of
rural elderly with the added dietary benefit of fresh produce. For able-bodied elderly or those
with HFP community networks, more extensive gardening support has the potential to expand
beyond mental wellbeing to impact nutritional status and community food security. Ada (P09)
sums up the importance of container gardening for rural elders in the following passage:

“It is fun. You've got to admit, that to water it, you could sit down in a chair if
you want to... I wanted to see how easy it was and, well, how well it worked because,
inevitably, I'm going to get to where one day, it's going to be hard to garden or
impossible to have a garden. But if you can have an EarthBox®, even if you're really
disabled, and you could sit down and watch that grow... I mean, let's face it, when you
get elderly... you've got nothing but what time that you're just sitting. It would make life
a little bit more pleasant to get to watch something grow, see something growing, or you
could still work with it [gardening], maybe, longer.”

As rural areas are experiencing an outmigration of young people and struggling social
services, it is recommended that container gardening support offered through the EBP be

replicated as a low-cost culturally appropriate mental- and nutritional-health service for the rural
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elderly. Targeting those with food production histories, container gardening can allow those
with limited mobility to tap their existing value system and engage in a meaningful practice.
With an appreciation for local foods already present in Grayson County, this research shifted to
indentifying barriers to engagement in the IFM, expanded upon later in this chapter. Based on
the findings from this case study, other similar initiatives should begin with appreciative inquiry
to uncover existing perceptions, values, assets, and potentials through recognizing the lived
experiences of those within a target community (Emery, Fey, & Flora, 2006). Through extensive
preliminary investigation, needs and barriers can be acknowledged and community-identified

solutions can be implemented through culturally sensitive program development.

Solutions to LowFood Access irGrayson County

In conjunction with how the MFP operated, interview participants were not asked to
reveal their income. Collecting information about who received SNAP and social security
benefits established a better understanding of participant income as revealed in this study. Two
households interviewed, both with single guardians of two children, indicated enrollment in
SNAP, which translated for this 3-person household into a gross monthly income of $2,177 or
below, and/or the net monthly income of $1,675 or below, based on enrollment in other
assistance programs (USDA FNS, 2016). Additionally, over half of the participant units
indicated social security benefits as their main source of income. For insight on the amount of
income this means, the average monthly benefit from social security in June 2015 was $1,335 for
retired workers (Social Security Administration, 2015).

For those who did not indicate receiving SNAP or social security benefits, a lack of full-

time employment opportunities and a high cost of living in the county was a prominent topic.
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Travel toout-of-county workor unstablencome from informal jobstressed household budgets
even more.A few femaleinterviewees once worked stable jobs with textiustriessuch as
Mr. Casuals untithe sewing factorglosedin the 1990Gend many held housekeeping positions
at one time.Henry (P02) @perate[d] and r[a]n equipme® for work, including helping to build
interstate 81, until he retired. Terri (P04) discussed how she took informal babysitting jobs after
Mr. Casuals and othéactories were outsourced to El Salvador or Mexico. At the time of the
interview, Michelle (P14) traveled to West Jeffersdliorth Carolinafor work, a 27mile/35
minute drive from her homeThese finding are validated by 2012 Census Burdatathat
found over 80% of working Grayson County residents commutefergunty for their
occupation(Virginia Employment Commission, 2016)ack of jobs could explainnstable
incomes and outmigration of the working class. A decreasing and aging populatitadceiip
low wages and social security benefits provide the ebifve grocery store closings, and thereby
low food-access.Those addressing issue of food security in the region would benefit to consider
economic development opportunities to boost sagkde job creation, support a working class,
and create an environment where food stores could maintain a viable business.

Limited incomesn Grayson Countyvere further exacerbated by characteristics coded
OGeographic Access in Rural Areas,O with patitsfraveling12-30 miles or 155 minutego
their preferred grocery store. Thesgectedindingsparallel those of Smith and Morton (2009)
and validatehe original concerns of organizers who indicated most residents traveled to Marion,
Galax, and Wiheville, as well as West Jefferson and Sparta in North Carolina because these
stores were biggecheaperandor closeras well as had more options at higher qualities
smaller, local stores ¢he Food City in Independence (K. Cole, personal comeation, April

19, 2015; M. Stamper, personal communication, April 20, 20B&%ed on this information, itOs



not surprising that “Household and Community Economics” was a dominant category identified
as a challenge related to food access. While low disposable incomes and food insecurity are not
necessarily synonymous, “there is a strong overlap” (Burns, 2004, p. 8). These challenges
helped to explain why participants chose to participate in the west Grayson MFP, as Grant,
Virginia, is geographically closer than many grocery stores and the MFP offers free food items.

Winnie (2008) discusses how low incomes and low food-access contribute to the food
gap in urban areas, often forcing residents to spend higher percentages of their income on food
compared to those closer to quality grocery stores and higher disposable incomes. As urban low
food-access is measured differently (residents reside more than 1 mile from a grocery store,
versus 10 miles in a rural area), it is important to consider that those who reside in more
mountainous and less developed areas must travel even farther distances along curvy roads,
thereby increasing car dependence, travel time, and expenses. These transportation challenges
and costs affect the food access and security of rural communities, and especially the rural
elderly, in a way not always observed among their urban counterparts (Arcury, Quandt, Bell,
McDonald, & Vitolins, 1998; Blanchard & Matthews, 2007; Sharkey, Johnson, & Dean, 2010).
This is not to say that urban areas are more food-secure, only that food access challenges are
different, and therefore the solutions must also be different in rural localities.

One objective of this study was to record participant-proposed solutions to food access
challenges in Grayson County. While many of the solutions to low-food access were beyond the
scope of the EBP, it is important to report these findings to help guide future policy and
development planning around food access in rural areas. Reiterating the aforementioned
geographic and economic challenges in western Grayson County, participants called for closer

and more affordable food options. Additional participant concerns around expensive, low-
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guality foodsavailable at smaller stor@sth limited selectiorwerecorsistent withthe literature
(Quandt & Rao, 1999; Quandt et &0013. Food system and industry consolidation coupled
with rural factory closings help explain why small grocery stores struggle to stay open or are
forced to sell lowequality food itemsl{yson, 2004; Mitchell, 2006).

Researchers Story, Kaphingst, Robin€d@Brien, and Glanz (2008) indicate that rural
areas will need Ocommunity action and public policy improvements to strengthen the capacity of
rural grocery stores to provide nutritiohigh-quality and affordable foodsO (p. 359). In fact
some small rural groceese stayingppen through coperative models or local government
involvementas residents see stores as places for food purchasing and social interaction
(Kurtzleben, 2012) Interestingly, there was a request for local produce to be available in
grocery stores, as all participants preferred fresh, local, and/or homegrown foods and some
traveled out of their way to access local mark&arriers to participation in the IFM pdieled,
to a degree, those related to grocgtgres as some participants lived up to an hour away from
IndependenceAccessingreshlocal foods at closer stores with longer hours seemed more
appealing.Local food projects, including value chain builglithrough farmerOs markets, local
food labeling and promotion, and small farmer supports and traimavgpeensuccessful
across various Appalachianmmunities validating the potential fdocal food developmenh
Grayson CountyTaylor, Taylor, Price & Munn, 2014). By incorporating the benefits of social
capital through communitgngaged business planning, it may be possikdesansuccessful

food store with or without local food options Grayson County.
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|
Recommendations ér EarthBox™ Program Organizers

OCommunity food project success stories clearly need to be told but so also do stories
that explicitly illustrate what was tried and failed and how that failure was used by determined
leaders as a stepping stone to move toward the goal forngebg food needs of lenvcome
people and increasing the sed#fliance of communities in providing for their own food needsO

(Maret&xi & Tuckermanty, 2007; p. 343

Reid and Taylor (2002) described how academic work, especially in Appalachia, could
shift from a capitalist “knowledge industry” (p. 28) to understanding ““the thick particularity and
holism of living communities and local history” (p. 24), creating the opportunity for more
sustainable community development programs. As “the [Appalachian] region suffers from
severely underfunded public services” (Taylor et al., 2014, p. 17) and is experiencing a rise in
interest around food system work, leaders including EBP organizers are working to address food
security and local food system development with creative, culturally appropriate, and
community-specific program design. Further, these critical projects are favoring sustainable
community revitalization through economic development and strengthening community identity,
following the model of civic agriculture (Lyson, 2004).

Honoring the requests of EBP organizers, specific findings around container use and
success have been reiterated here. Twelve out of 14 (86%) households indicated success with
their EarthBox®, and half (n=7) had various levels of success growing in the other containers: 2
successful with potatoes grown in buckets (3 unsuccessful); 1 successful with potatoes grown in

Wood Prairie Farm Smart Bags (1 unsuccessful); 3 successful with other vegetables grown in



buckets (1 unsuccessfu successful with other vegetables grown in pans (1 unsucceasidil)
4 did notuse other containers

Although me participant (Hannah, P1djas unabléo grow anythingsheindicated she
and her children enjoyed the program, regardless. 38&08f)paricipants were able to visit
the IFM at least once, and one (Dianne, P05) indicated she would go during the 2016 growing
season after learning about the SNéddubling program With 2 interview participants enrolled
in SNAP, DianneOs (Pa&mmentarnymplies a lack of awareness around this IFM program.
EBP organizers may then benefit framilaborating withocal Extension agents to design
education and outreach programming

Most participants indicated-3 container garderdid notproduce enough fabto impact
their householdOs food secyritgd # developed a preference for fresh, local, and/or
homegrown dods prio to EBP patrticipation which ¢emany to engage in local markets other
than the IFM. Though the original goals of impacting commuoibg security, food choices of
individuals, and perspectives of the local food system were not met, the EBP was successful in
other ways. Using stories from the past to explain the importance of gardening, those with
limited mobility indicated an improveemt in mental and emotional wellbeing. Some were
exposed to the IFM and the SNAIBubling program for the first time. Also, either through
growing vegetables in a container for the first time or through simply maintaijardening
momentun®when an inground plot was infeasiblenany interviewees were inspired to expand
their HFPin the future withraddedcontainers or raisededs.

Gratitudefor the program was found throughout interviews, and Dianne provided a very
specialappreciation

Dianne (P05):At's [the EarthBox ] helped me out sometimes when | just didn't
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have maybe a little extra funds to get an extra can of something, | could get that instead

of using the cans | have in the cabinetE It's been essentilist love the programk |

just love ny EarthBox™, and | just hope we can keep on doing stuff with the

EarthBoxE | hope everybody appreciates this as much as | do. | cannot say enough

about it, it's just terrificE It's this kind of thing that | need, and I'm glad that | had a

chance to talk vth you and share and let people know, hey, there are people that do

care.O

An original guiding aspiration of organizers was to provide a service to MFP participants
that would bring them joy and inspire pritteoughHFP. In this andhe unanticipated ways
describedabove, the EBP was a successful community food proytth some of the original
EBP goals yet to be fulfilled, a full program evaluation including suggestions for future
improvements important In alignment with actio-oriented and communigngaged research
(CENR), this study provided the space for EBP participaraffeofeedback and ideas for
programbetterment In the following sectionsboth participant and reseaecliecommendations

are providedor organizers

Improving Local Food Accessibility through the Independence Farmers Market

Paralleling barriers indicated by Trivette (2012);rent hours of operation, limited
product, and high prices for small quantities were expressed as challenges to participating in the
IFM. Though many participants were retirachumbemworked during thd-riday 9am to 1pm
market hours Of those not woring during this timeseveralkravekdlong distaces, up to an
hourdrive, to IndependenceAlternative hours on a Saturdayexternding into the afternoon on
weekdaysvererecommended to accommodate work schedules andrlaogimutes.

Interestingly, the IFM manager has chosen toedshing hours on Wednesdigm 4-7pmin
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2016 unrelated to the findings of this case st{kdyCole, personal communication, ApgB,
2016)

With an existing preference for fresh, local, amdvomegrown foods, a number of
participants were alreagyatrons within what they considered the local food system through
visiting nearbyroadside stands or larger farmers markets (such asithddingdon or Rural
Retreat). When choosing é&tweengoingto a larger market or the IFMpmeindividuals
surprisinglypreferred to invest their time and money traveling to develapddamiliarvenues
with morediversity and volume of product at lower pric&ften, these preferred markets also
acceptedrouchers for the Senior Farmers Market Nutrition Progif@8FMNP) further
influencing individual farmers market partialitie®n top ofaddingevening market hours; the
IFM will also accept SFMNP vouchers in 2016 (K. Cole, personal communication, April 21
2016), another decision unrelatedhesefindings.

Though manyntervieweesad restricted incomes, only two were enrolled in SNAP
benefits and could participate in the SNA®&ubling program. As a resuftayingthe full price
for what was consideresmall quantities of produacgas not always feasibl&EBP participants
perceived lgh prices and low volume of produas resulting from a small number of market
vendors. Those involved with th&FM havebeen working on these issues since the market
openel in 2009 yet participants nevertheless encouragadnier recruitmends a way to increase
volume and decrease price&/hen akedabouthow toaccomplish gettingthers to visit the
IFM, participantsuggestions ranged from simple advertisement and eolucat the SNAP
doubling program to a large market structure and free transportation to the nidudet.

proposition of free transportation to the IFM was surprising as this was offered to EBP



participants in 2014. Organizers indicated few utilized this service, which may reflect the
challenges related to market hours rather than a lack of interest in visiting the IFM.

While some of the participant recommendations are already in the works and others, such
as a permanent structure, may not feasible at this time, many insights from this research are
helpful in determining next steps for [IFM outreach. Based on participant reactions, it is
recommended that EBP organizers work to inform Grayson County residents of new market
hours, the SNAP-doubling program, and the IFM’s participation in the SFMNP. Limited
Internet access, a common characteristic of rural areas, especially the elderly (LaRose, Gregg,
Strover, Straubhaar, & Carpenter, 2007), leaves many unable to access social media or the [FM
website. Therefore, well-crafted flyers for community hubs such as the MFPs, churches, and
libraries coupled with radio and newspaper ads may be more appropriate marketing avenues.
The IFM currently runs weekly radio ads with success (K. Cole, personal communication, April
23, 2016), so it may behoove organizers to include this missing information and watch for any
impact on shopper demographics. With many of eastern Grayson County residents living closer
to the IFM, it is also suggested that organizers reach out to the eastern Grayson MFP in Fries,

Virginia, to continue diversifying the customer base and increase SNAP participation.

Expanding Gardeningmpacts throughHome Food Production Programming

Twelve (86%) participants indicated community and individual economic challenges, and
10 (71%) were coded for “Barriers to HFP” which included the initial code, "Gardening
Resources are Expensive.” From these findings, it was not surprising that many interviewees
requested free and/or low-cost gardening supplies to support them through another year of HFP.
EarthBox®s were preferred over other containers because of their width, wheels, and watering

system. As a result, many suggested dispensing wider containers to accommodate more plants
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compared to the-§allon buckets. Those with limited mobility appreciated the wheels because
they could move containers, even if they were fully watered, to follow the sun or make room for
other activities. The watering system helfeep disease down, promoted healthy root growth,
and was easier than watering at the soil surface, especially when the plants wgr@utly
Hannah (P11) commented on how the tube prevented her from overwatering the EarthBox",
something she was woed about with other containers.

Beyond EarthBox 'sand wider containersequested resourcegluded geds, starts,
soil, fertilizer, fencing marials, lumber for raised bedserennial food plants, and irrigation
systems (especially tubes to recondtimrthBox™ watering sysems). The seeds and starts
offered in the 201rowing season were deeply appreciated, though some either forgot or did
not know what they had received. As only 3 participants felt successful growing potatoes, many
preferred to se their limited time and container space to grow more expensive products with a
short shelf life, such as lettuce and tomatoes. With-tbsignce travel to the grocery store,
many limited their purchases of fresh market produce and stocked up on oanatared
produce, such as potatoes and onidhgs recommended that the EBP oftézarly labeled
seeds and starts more vulnerable, highollar crops teset gardeners up for successtend
financial savingsandincrease access to fresh produce

The original AFP grant proposal indicated Oa significant supply of free manure and
compost in the area that [could] be tapped for soil enrichment and container gardénéygon(
LandCare, Inc AFP CFS Enhancement Grant Propogall4 p. 4). It is suggsted that EBP
organizergeach out to the Grayson County commufitythese and othetonations rather than
continue tarely on grant funding.Once these connections are madeveen donors, organizers,

and participantsOCommunity HFP Networks,O a category found in this stadige expanded.



Grounded in experiences of organizing gardening projecss,ecommended that organizers
also reach out to local businesses during the growing season for donations. Gagplieg
that can no longer be sold, such as y@drseed andlder starts, could bgifted and
redistributed through the EBP.

In addition to actual gardening supplies, some simply wanted ideas faokivor
alternative gardening options. Workshops gardening clubs offered through community
centers were suggested as a way to support new gardeners who were inexpavested.
intervieweeshoweverjndicated they already knew how to garden, cook, oisoahey
anticipatednot attenthg. Therewas however gxcitement around the idea@mmunity
gatherings, such aged swap3o meet other gardeners, learn new tricks, and obtain free
supplies. Thus educational opportunitiee recommended tme built intomultidimensional
community events tencourage aidersity of gardeners to attend, building community HFP
networks and using organizer time efficiently.

With 11 (79%) participant units experiencing limited mobility in some form, there was a
request for support with manual labor includingrdl, putting up fencing, constructing raised
beds, and spring or fall garden preparatiBased on participant feedback and experience
supporting home gardeners with volunteer support siigiestd thatOmaual labo© days be
organized a few times pgear and homes are visited in geographic clustéfigh this approach,
volunteers are not overworked and transportation costs are minin@zedwoman (Gloria,
PO01) indicated that a friend had constructed a réigelchigh enough for her to sit next twda
work in without experiencing back or arthritis paimspired bythis andpast farm to school
organizing,it is suggested thdiigh school agriculture studertsuld potentiallydesign and

construct raised bed frames to accommodate various needsyanchplimitations.
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As previously mentioned, it is recommended that container gardening support offered
through the EBP be replicated as a-owst culturally appropriate mentéalth service for the
rural elderly and those with limited mobility. Pampgants also promoted container gardening as
way to educate young people or inexperienced growers on food production. Other researchers
have found that youth and lesvcome women experience behavioral changes with gdrdsed
educationincluding increasd consumption of produce, personal wellbeing, along with overall
gardening skillgo reinforce these transformatiofMcAleese & Rankin, 2007; Rustard & Smith,
2013). Unigue and successfptograms such as therfReacy Garden in Christiansbuigirginia,
areoffering garderbasedhealth education to people with low inconmesural areagM.
McGonagle, personal communication, April 23, 2016herefore beyond being appropriate for
those with limited mobility, container gardening may servaresternativeeconomical, low
maintenanceand unintimidatingavenuefor youth programsand families with lonincomes.

As food produced iri-3 containers wasonsidered minimal compared to past
experiencegarticipants specifiethrgergardensvould allow households$o produce even more
andincreag the potential foHFP to impactfood security From this and other participant
suggestions around HFP alternatives proposedhat the EBP be expandamoffer multiple
HFP options to accommodate various levels of need, interest, limitation, and knowledge.
Beyond gardening options, one participant suggested a partnership (Carl, P12) with the cannery
in Hillsville might help extend the impact of gardegiefforts beyond the growing season.
Gloria sums up the importance of offering a combination of gardening options:

Gloria (P01): “I think for massive food production for a household, big raised
beds... I think that way, you would probably produce more food than the little

containers... For apartment people... for people on walkers, their little containers are



really cool, because it lets them do something on many levels. But for actual volume of
production, you don't get much. So, a combination [of offamed beds and container
gardens] would probably be very good.O
In consolidating participant and organizer perspectiagrdening support and local
food system developmerit,is recommended that EBP organizers seek out a partnership with
Grow Appalachia(GA) to build capacity for food production and community-selfance in
Grayson Countypeyond MFP participantdNith a focus on rural areas in the Appalachian
region, GAoffers a tailored set of resources for individuals and communities to engage in food
production. GA organizers recognize challenges related to food access and food security in areas
like Grayson County. In response, they offer a wide range of resdaresghasize Ofood
production in order to introduce as muchaust, fresh healthy food as possible to the region.
The basic goal is to help as many families grow as much of their own food as po&#leO (
n.d., OWhat We DoO). GA prograffer garden gants, workshops, technical and physical
assistance, harvest donations, entrepreneurship training, capacity building, chickens, and high
tunnels in a way that honors and preserves local tradition and hef@agea.¢.).
Appalachian Sustainable Developm@ED) located in Abingdon, Virginiahas
maintained a GA partnershiince 2012 to Oprovide training, technical support, seeds, plants,
tools and garden partnersO (ASBrow Your OwnOn.d.)through the Grow Your Own
programin addition to container gards through their Garden Box Projedthe ADS office is
located just under an hour and a half from the Grayson LandCare, Inc. office in Independence,
and theEBP was partially modeled aftdre Garden Box Proje¢K. Terry, personal
communication, November2, 2015) As a result, it may be possible to extend ASDOs GA

programming into Grayson County as the existing offerings match requests from the community.



By building networks from existing community assets, the BRfanizers couldffer diverse
gardemng and farmetraining programsvith the support oASD and GA Thereby impacting
both community food security and the local food sydbeyondthe western GraysdiFP

clients

Conclusion

Through this evaluative case study, it was found that physical limitations, community
food experiences, and a deep personal connection to past food production intersected to create
the context for participation in container gardening. When examined imdieqpity of other
related activities, EBP participation minimally impacted community food security, individual
food choices, or perspectives of the local food systdeverthelesscontainer gardening was
seen as part of lifelong HFP endeavors, and ppatits placed great value on the containers as
providing alternative and feasible modes to continue a meaningful practiese small gardens
and IFM opportunities providiparticipants avenues to exercise their value systahfueled
the existing impetsiaround HFP.This confirmed the EBP as a success because community food
projects do not simply address issues of food security, but also nurture social cohesion,
community development, and individual wellbeiiMaretzki & Tuckermanty, 2007

Barriers oflow-income and high transportation costs overlapped with existing gardening
knowledge and prefereas for fresh produce to create excellent opportunity for the EBP
organizers to begin addressing issues of food adoeskchoicesand local food system
engagementEvaluation of this program revealed the potential for container gardening to be an
inexpensive and culturally appropriaemmunitybasedsocial service to maintain the mental

wellbeing of rural elderlyespecially those with limited mobilityFurther, an existing impetus



for HFP proves the EBP has potential to expand through partnerships with ASD and GA to offer
alternative gardening and farming options. By incorporating these recommendations, HFP
programming in Grayson County could incredsod security, preserve cultural traditions, and
serve as a model for buildimgcal food systems in rural areas of the United States

This study is another example Othe contribution of academic and practitioner
partnerships in research and practizeed at understanding and guiding food system changeO
(Hinrichs & Barham, 2007, p. 346As a result, hiis researclprovided a wealth of findings
while leavingroom for future work.Personal storiesvere utilizedto understand how HFP was
situated witln the lives of EBP participants, revealing the importance of being able to garden in
containers. There is potential to expand upon this storytelling component through the methods
of narrative inquiry Clandinin & Connelly, 2000or portraiture (Lawrencé.ightfoot & Davis,
1997)to gain deeper insight into the meaning and value systems around HFP in rural
Appalachia Furtherinvestigation oftontainer gardeningnimal husbandry, homesteading, and
in-ground or raised bed gardenioguldfurtherdeterminethe potential or existing impacts of
HFP on rural communitiesOverall, whether the intended outcomes include personal wellbeing
or increasedFS thiscasestudy serves to endorse a public effort to evaluate and support home

food production in rural areaof the United States.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Preliminary 2014 Survey

EarthBox" Gardening

1.

2.

3.

4.

How has the gardening experience been for you?

What did your family or household think about gardening? Did they help with the
garden?

What did you grow in your garden box?

Did you try to grow green beans?

If you tried to growgreen beans:

5.

6.

7.

8.

How many of your bean seeds sprouted?
How many of your bean plants produced beans?
How many times were you able to pick beans?

How did you use them, and did everyone in your family or household try them?

FarmerOs Market

1.

Where you able to attend the Independence Farmer’s Market this summer?

If you were able to attend the market:

2.

3.

4.

What did you think about the market? Is there something you’d change about it?
How many times did you go?

Did you purchase anything at the market and, if so, did you use SNAP benefits?

Additional Questions

1.

Did anyone in your family or household experience any changes in their diet this
summer? If so, what was the change?

2. What would you like to see in your garden box this winter and/or spring?

3.

Did this experience inspire you to try something different?
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PROTOCOL TITLE: Goals, Motivations, Impacts, and Meaning of Home Gardening in Grayson
County, VA

IRB NUMBER: 15-607
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protocol and supporting documents.
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subjects. Report within 5 business days to the IRB any injuries or other unanticipated or adverse
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http://www.irb.vt.edu/pages/responsibilities.htm
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Appendix C: Interview Protocol

Goals, Motivations, Impacts, and Meaning of Home Gardening
Interview Protocol

The purpose of this qualitative study is to listethiexperiences of participants in the Grayson
Green Bean Projectlso called the EarthBox™ Programn order to discover their goals within

the project, their contextual and personal motivations for participating in the project, the impact
of their engagend in the project, and what personal or cultural meanings they attach to their
engagement in the project

Further, this qualitative study will investigate the potential for the EarthBox™ Program, to act
as a springboard for further agricultural activiseo impact community food security, food
choices of individuals, and the local food system.

Through up to twentfive participantinterviews, the goals and motivations of project

collaborators and participants will be compared and analyzed to detenfmimaw, and why
participants may value engagement in the project. In exploring the experience of and impacts on
participants, recommendations for future actions of the project and improvement of food access
for Grayson County residents can be offer&drther, this study will reveal personal and

cultural differences in attitudes and values towards gardening and local food access. In doing
so, this and future projects can develop more culturally sensitive models that consider social
diversity and impro& the success of the project for new and retained participants.

Introductory Protocol

Hello, I'm Liza. I don’t know if you remember me, but I’ve been volunteering with the Food
Pantry in Troutdale and handing out seeds and plant starts this summer. I grew up in a small
town in Kentucky, and my Mom is from near Meadows of Dan in Floyd County. I just spent the
summer working on a farm in Giles County, and I was hoping to learn more about your garden.

(Go over consent form)

Thank you for meeting with me. To help with my note-taking, I’d like to audio record our
conversations as [ mentioned in the consent form. Again, I will use the recording to make sure I
get your words exactly. This information is completely confidential, and only the three
professors helping me with my Master’s project, possibly an IRB-approved undergraduate
researcher, and I will have access to these recordings. Again, we will delete the recordings when
the project is over. If you ever feel uncomfortable answering a question, we can stop the
interview at anytime.

Do you have any further questions about participating in this interview?

(Turn recording devices on, and test one)
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I am hoping to learn why you decided to garden and what gardening has meant to you. You have
offered to chat with me because you’re in the second year of the EarthBox® Program. I will use
these interviews to help direct and improve the program to better serve you and others next year.
This Master’s project may also determine whether this program may be useful in other places.

I have planned this interview to last up to two hours. During this time, I do have some questions,
but am here mainly to listen.

Part 1: Introduction

This section will be used to offer spacegarticipants to talk about who they are. This section
will hopefully make the participant more comfortable and show where the Ea@hBayect

may fit into their life.

1. Could you tell me a little about yourself?
a. What do you or did you do for a living or as a home person?
b. Did you grow up here? Where all have you lived in your life? For how long?
c. Do you have family here?
d. What events or kinds of events in your life have had the most impact on your
values and beliefs? Since becoming an adult, have you changed your values and
ideas about the world over the years do you think? If so, in what ways?

Part 2: Gardening Background
This section will help bring the conversation back to gardening, in general.
2. Could you tell me when and why you first started gardening?
3. What do you like about gardening? Why is it important to you?
4. What have you grown, and what all did you do with it?
a. Do you preserve any through canning, freezing, dehydrating, etc.?

b. Do you share with your family, friends or neighbors? Do they share with you?

5. How did you cook or fix what you grew? Any special recipes? Any new recipes or new
ways of preparing foods?

6. If you ever stopped gardening, why did you do so?
(Write down challenges to reference in reflection section)
Part 3: EarthBox™ Gardens

This section will touch specifically on the EarthBox™ gardens.

7. Why did you decide to apply for an EarthBox® and continue into the second year of the
garden program?
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8. Was gardening in an EarthBox™ and/or containers what you expected it to behgrd

9. Was there anything difficult about gardening in the EarthBox™ and/or other containers?
(Write down challenges to reference in reflection section)
a. Where do you usually get information about gardening (people, internet, books)?
b. Did you have to get ore information about how to use EarthBox™ Gardens than
was provided to you by project personnel? If so, how did you get it?

10.What would you need to continue gardening in your EarthBox™ and/or other containers?
(Write suggestions down to referenceeflection section)

Part 4: Food Access

11.Do you eat any differently when your garden is growing compared to when itOs not
growing?

12.Do you save money when eating from your garden?

13.Where do you do your grocery shopping, and why? What kinds of foodudgeyahere?
What do you not like about these grocery stores?

14.Do you wish there were other options? If so, what would they look like?

15.Have you visited the Independence Farmers Market? If yes, what did you think about it?
a. Did you buy anything, and valt?
b. Would you go back, and why?

16. (If the FarmersO Market experience was positive)
What would you suggest to encourage more folks to attend?
(Write suggestions down to reference in reflection section)

Part 5: Reflection

Remind participants that respasscan help improve the program to better serve them and

others next year. Remind them that answers will not have any negative consequences to their
involvement in the gardening project. Remind them that their responses will remain anonymous.

17.Has gardemng in an EarthBox™ and/or containers been important or of value to you? In
what ways?Relationships, activities, food preservation, saving money, meeting some
value or cultural meaning need)
a. Do you think youOll keep gardening in the future?

18.What do you think could happen if more folks gardened in Grayson County?
(Revisit the suggestions mentioned previously)



19.Do you have any ideas on how to improve and/or expand the project through gardening
and/or visiting the Farmers Market?
(Reuvisit thechallenges & suggestions mentioned previously)

20. Is there anything else you would like to share that we have not already covered?

(Ask participant to fill out Demographics Form)



Appendix D: Demographic Form

Demographic Information
Interviewee Pseudonym/Code:

Thank you so much for your stories.
It would be helpful if you wouldnOt mind filling out this short form.

Filling out this form is completely voluntary.

Age

Gender

Race

Total # of folks in
household

# ofkids in household

Do you have SNAP
benefits?

Do you have social
security benefits?

If you have social
security benefits, is it
your main income?

Thank you so much!

All information on this form is confidential and will be deleted when the progemter.
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Appendix E: Informed Consent Form

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY
Informed Consent for Participants

in Research Projects Involving Human Subjects
Title of Study: Goals, Motivations, Impacts, and Meaning of Home Gardening in Grayson County, VA

Graduate Co-Investigator: Liza Dobson, VT Department: Horticulture, liza7@vt.edu, 606 - 407 — 1501
Primary Investigator: Dr. Susan Clark, VT Department: Horticulture, clark55@vt.edu, 540-231-8768

I. Purpose of this Research Project

The purpose of this project is to learn why individuals decided to garden using the EarthBox® Program
and what the program has meant to them. We may also talk about the Independence Farmers Market,
if you were able to visit it. | plan to use what | get from interviews in my graduate thesis. The plan is to
interview up to 25 individuals in the program who participated in the second year. | will ask a few
questions, but | mainly want to listen to your stories.

Il. Interview Procedures
The interview will last up to two hours and will be audio-recorded with your consent, so that | get your
words exactly right. | may also take notes during the interview.

After our chat, you could:
1. complete and/or return a short form with basic information about yourself and your household,

such as age, race, gender, and the number of individuals in your household;

2. provide the physical location of your EarthBox® and/or other gardens

3. allow me to visit your EarthBox® and/or other gardens

4. allow me to take a video and/or photos of your EarthBox® and/or other gardens

5. let me call or email you to double check that | got your words and information all right
Ill. Risks

The risks associated with participation in this interview are considered to be minimal. | hope to talk
about where you do your grocery shopping, and we may chat about the Food Pantry in Troutdale and
the Independence Farmers Market. Other than that, | hope to focus our chat on your garden. | will not

ask for sensitive personal information during the interview.

IV. Benefits
There are no financial benefits to participating in this interview.

The results of this project hopefully can benefit society by gaining new understanding about how and
why individuals garden. You may also learn more about what is happening with the Grayson County
food system. This interview will give you an opportunity to chat about and reflect on your experience in

Participant should be given a copy of this form

Virginia Tech Institutional Review Board Project No. 15-607
Approved September 21, 2015 to September 20, 2016
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the EarthBox® Program. These interviews can help direct and/or improve the program to better serve
you and others next year. This research project may also determine whether this program may be
useful in other places.

V. Extent of Anonymity and Confidentiality

This project has been reviewed and approved by the Virginia Tech Institutional Review Board, which is a
group that makes sure researchers do everything we can to make you comfortable and safe during our
research. You have the right to remain anonymous in any publication.

We will do everything we can to keep the interview confidential. All voice recordings, pictures/videos of
your garden, and forms will be labeled with a code or pseudonym (i.e., false names), so your real name
and other identifying information will not be attached to anything from our visit. A paper with your
code/pseudonym and real name will be kept locked in a file cabinet on Virginia Tech campus. All
recordings, photos, and forms labeled only with your code/pseudonym will be locked in a different file
cabinet on Virginia Tech campus when we aren’t using them.

Either an IRB-approved undergraduate researcher or | will transcribe the audio recordings under the
supervision of Dr. Susan Clark. When transcribing the interviews, codes or pseudonyms will be used for
your name and any other individuals you mention. Any details in the interview recordings that could
identify you will also be altered during the transcription process. These codes/pseudonyms will also be
used in preparing any reports of the research. After we are finished transcribing, the audio recordings
will be deleted from recorders and appropriately destroyed. The transcriptions will be stored on a
password-protected computer for a minimum of 3 years.

| may use direct quotations from our interview in my Master’s thesis, and they will be labeled only with
your pseudonym or code. If you ever want to read my final thesis, you can search for it through the
VTechWorks Library site at http://vtechworks.lib.vt.edu/handle/10919/9291. You are also free to
contact me at 606-407-1501 or liza7@vt.edu, and | will send you a copy.

There is a chance that the Institutional Review Board will ask to check on this Masters project to make
sure I'm doing everything | can to protect you as a participant, and approved individuals could look at
the information you provide. Again, this board is responsible for making sure we do everything we can
to keep your information confidential.

VI. Compensation
You will receive no fiscal compensation for participating in this interview; interviews are completely
voluntary.

VII. Freedom to Withdraw
Your participation in this project is in no way required. You are free to choose not to answer any
question. We can also stop the interview at anytime. If | feel we should stop the interview, | will do so.

Participant should be given a copy of this form

Virginia Tech Institutional Review Board Project No. 15-607
Approved September 21, 2015 to September 20, 2016
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Your participation is entirely voluntary, and if you should decline to participate, that is fine. It will not
have any negative consequences to your involvement in the gardening project. Similarly, you are free to
withdraw from this research at any time. If you choose to withdraw, any information about you and any
data not already analyzed will be destroyed.

VIIl. Questions or Concerns

If you ever have any questions about this Masters project, you are welcome to give call Liza Dobson at
(606) 407-1501 or send me an email at liza7@vt.edu at any time. You may also contact Dr. Susan Clark
at 540-231-8768 or clark55@vt.edu. You are welcome to call or email David Moore, Associate Vice
President for Research Compliance Institutional Review Board Chair at Virginia Tech at (540) 231-4991
or moored@vt.edu if you have any questions or concerns with this interview.

IX. Subject’'s Consent
I have read this consent form, and all my questions are answered. | hereby acknowledge the above and
give my voluntary consent to (please check all that apply):

O participate in a one and a half to two hour voice recorded interview.

O complete and/or return a short form with basic information about myself and my
household, such as age, race, gender, number of individuals in my household, and so on

O provide the physical location of my EarthBox® and/or other gardens

0O allow Liza Dobson to visit my EarthBox® and/or other gardens

O allow Liza Dobson to take a video and/or photos of my EarthBox® and/or other gardens

O let Liza Dobson call or email me after our chat to double check that she got my words
and information all right

Date

Participant signature

Participant printed name

Participant should be given a copy of this form

Virginia Tech Institutional Review Board Project No. 15-607
Approved September 21, 2015 to September 20, 2016

“#$



Appendix F: Recruitment Materials

Recruitment Script: Phone calls by a Mobile Food Pantry Volunteer
Hello! Is this [insert participant name]?
I’m [insert name].

I don’t know if you remember Liza, but she was handing out seeds and plant starts to folks at the
Food Pantry in Troutdale all summer. She also brought starts in May when we gave out more
containers and soil for folks in the EarthBox® Program. She was hoping to interview folks this
fall who’ve been part of the EarthBox® Program these past two years.

She hopes to learn why folks decided to garden in the program and what the program has meant
to them. She may also ask about the Independence Farmers Market, if folks were able to make
it. She hopes that these interviews can help direct and improve the program for next year. She
also hopes to find if this program may be useful in other areas in the region.

The interviews will last about an hour and half to two hours and will be audio-recorded so that
she gets everyone’s words exactly right. Everything in the interview will be confidential, and all
recordings will be deleted when she is finished with the project. She doesn’t have any funding to
pay folks for their time, so interviews are completely voluntary with no compensation. Also, if
you ever feel uncomfortable answering a question during the interview, you can stop the
interview at anytime; not a problem. She’ll have a few questions ready, but mainly wants to
listen to your stories.

Would you be interested in letting Liza interview you this fall about your EarthBox® and about
your visit to the Independence Farmers Market, if you were able to go?

(If no...)

Oh, okay! Thank you for your time. Have a great evening.

(If yes...)

Okay, great! Can I give her your phone number to plan a time to chat? She was hoping to meet

at folks’ homes to see their gardens, but can meet anywhere. Do you have a preference of where
to meet? Do you know what times you might be available this fall? Liza is available starting at

the end of September.

(Take down information to schedule an interview)

Thank you, again! Have a great day!



Recruitment Script: In -person Conversations at the Mobile Food Pantry

Hello! 10m Liza.

| donOt know if yotemember me, but IOve been handing out seeds and plant starts to folks all
summer. | was hoping to interview folks this fall whoOve been part of the EarirBgram
these past two year®id you get an EarthBoXast year?

(If noE)
Oh, okay! Thankou for your time. Have a great evening.

(If yesk)

Great! | am hoping to learn why folks decided to garden in the program and what the program
has meant to themWe may also talk about the Independence Farmers Market, if folks were able
to make it. Ihope that these interviews can help direct and improve the program for next year. |
also hope to find if this program may be useful in other areas in the region.

The interviews will last about an hour and half to two hours and will be -aiadavded sohat |

get everyoneOs words exactly right. Everything in the interview will be confidential, and all
recordings will be deleted when we are finished with the project. | donOt have any funding to
pay folks for their time, so interviews are completely vedmnwith no compensation. Also, if

you ever feel uncomfortable answering a question during the interview, we can stop at any time;
not a problem. | will have a few questions ready, but | mainly want to listen to your stories.

Would you be interested ietting me interview you about your EarthBox™ and about your visit
to the Independence Farmers Market, if you were able to go?

(If noE)
Oh, okay! Thank you for your time. Have a great evening.

(If yesk)

Okay, great! Could I have your phone numbesdbup a time to chat? | was hoping to meet at
folksO homes to see their gardens, but | can meet anywhere. Do you have a preference of where
we could meet? Do you know what times you might be available, or should I just ask when |

call you? 10Il be ailable starting at the end of September.

(Take down information to schedule an interview)

Thank you, again! | look forwarding to chatting with you this fall. Have a great evening!



