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Abstract: This study explosethe 1,650 hosts Wlorld Wide Opporturone@rganic Farm
(WWOOF)in the continental USAAnalyingthe spatial patterns of WWOOF hosts
two levelsprovided insight intahy hosts are located where they Biest, using
Geographical Information Systems (GIS), variables, such as unemployment rate,
amenity index and racial diversityxndesre statistically tested in relation totineber
of WWOOF hosts on the county scale. Two variables consistently positively corre
with WWOOF host locations: Bohemian index and number of organic YeWw@OF
hosts are more likely to live in ceesitvith higher levels pography, unemployment
rate, percentage of female and minority farm operators, percentage of farms with
Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) shamdshigh value goodsich as jams or
beef jerky. They are not in countiek Wigh farming populations and-tuthe farmers.
Secondlytwelve interviewsith WWOOF hostén New York Statprovided a means of
6gr ouing tGiBUnMdimgs. Interviews revealed tlestéchoose tdive in New
York because they are familigdhwhe area, the land is cheap, they have more space
there is a social connection, eithercecomunity or family and friendBhis study
reveals there are patterns regarding the locations of hosts in the USA because hc
looking for places whetteey have social support and community for organic growin
WWOOF has great potential for spreading more sustainable farming and tourism
methods; therefore, it is necessary to know where these initiatives are occurring.
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Introduction

1.1. Introduction

There is gywing recognition that current industrial agriculture is an unsustainable system
for its social, economic and environmental consequences. Industrial agepldtesethe
soil, diminishes fertility, pollutes water sopeceklargely relies on petrol@uanvery limited
and increasingly expensive resource. Though industrial farming has allowed labor and capital
to move off of farms into other sectors of the econdralso accompanies a growing
disconnect between food azwhsumers (Bell 2004). The current agricultural system and
chains of production create a culture that has little connection to the processes and people
who grow food.World Wide Opportunities on Organe/R&@Od-) represents one of many
social movenms by individuals and communities worldwide that reject or challenge the
dominant agricultural syste@rganic farmings the primary activity hosts perfotrawever
there are variations of organic growifige prerequisites anejuirements for hosts range
dramatically, with some countries emphasizing organic methods, such as the United Kingdom,
and others focusing more on the cultural e

More specifically, WWOOF inthe Unied at es attempts to Obui

community conscious ofWWOOBUSA GGl a the Unded mi n g
States alone, there arerenthan 1,650/WOOFfarms and gardettsatprovidemeal and
boardin exchange for lahoin the process, ganipants learn about sustainable living

throughmanaging gardens, building natural structures, keeping bees, working with livestock

10ln an effort to provide access to a greater diver
what mighbe called a sustainable ethos of ecological, social and economic responsibility some WWOOF groups
have hosts that are for example, places like health and healing centers, pottery and arts, building and restoring
buildings, organic cafes and restaurazdting with animals, eco villages, brewing and production of foods,
nature guide centre, WWV@IFR2HEY s for the environment o (
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and making cheese, among hundreds of other ktsdts. and volunteers dedlie their time

in the fields towards creatimmore direct food supply chaifrom their organically grown
gardens to their tables. They aim to spread and provide opportunities for those interested,
often the youth or collegged individuals, to participate and learn about organic farming
methodgqFigure 1) As a global organization, the WWOOF organizaitios1to create

greater awareness and value for food around the world; however, little is known about the

background, motivations and aspirations of these organiespstsally in the USA.

an“ F WORLD WIDE OPPORTUNITIES ON ORGANIC FARMS

WWOOF is a world wide exchange network where bed, board
and practical experience are given in return for help on organic
farms. Stays of varied length are possible. WWOOF provides
excellent opportunities for organic training, changing to a rural
life, cultural exchange and being part of the organic movement.

For further detalis of WWOOF UK,

Worldwide website wew.wwoof.org
E-mall hello@wwoof.org

WWOOF

Figurd. An advertisement for WWOOF in the UK.

1.2. World Wide Opportunities on Organic Farms (WWOOF)
WWOOF, which currently stands YorldwWide Opportunities on OrganicirBarms,
started in the 198My Sue Coppard in the United Kingdom. Originally knowiorkéng
Weekends on Organic #&aartteenwilling Worker on Organic F-énmsrganization was
created to allow city folk theportunity to get to the countryside and connibtfood and
rr al areas. The establishment of the WWOOI
the Land Movement 6 of the 1970s. -locafioh,as mi d

well as an increase in experimentation witipgocommunes and collecti{@ase 1979). In

2The confusion caused by the word O6worké compell ed
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hopes of a more simple and-selfficient lifestyle, urban individuals and families felt
compell ed to return to t hewrnitdanodandritheisi ded |
food. WWOOF offered, and still does, a more tempatagtterm solution to the desire of
experiencing a greater connection with rural life and organic faheidg/VOOF

organizatiomas grown quickly over the last decade around the world, especially in the United
States. Thereeafew organizations that provide an exchange of labor for food and
accommodation on the sctidat the WWOOF organization does.

Today, the WWOOF organizatioonnects wandering souls, prospective farmers and
curous adventurers to farmers that are in need of workers. WWOOF is a loose network of
individuals, families and/or communities around the world that share a common philosophy
to promote the organic movemedd:movementhat tries to] transcemdtionality age, sex,
religion and social group, and unites those individuals who care for the earth as if they were
membe s of one | ar grgernatianali201yléoudh V&0 idsts vary
significantly in regards to their lifestyles and growing meth®dssumed that they share
the aims of teaching and learning practical farming skills and of being a part of the organic

agriculture movemerithe organization expanded to fifty countries

* [ 1argest WWOOTF organizations
[ cou ith national WWOOF organizations
[ Countsies listed by WWOOF independents

Figur@. The organization is distlilvondde, with varying degrees of involvement and number of +
in each country. The light orange indicates no formal WWOOF organization.




worldwide in the 1990s and today it contains over 6,000 hosts in 100 countries (Ord 2010).
New Zealand, Atialia, the United States, and Canada are considered the largest and most
versatile WWOOF organizations with over 900 hosts in each county (Figure 2).

Generally, the main tenets of the WWOOF organizatioto enable peopleget
firsthand experience of organic growing techniques; to have an enriching experience living on
a farm; to help make organic production a viable alteraativi® improve communications
within the organic movement (WWO®OEependent2011). The WWOOForganization
aims to connect visitors interested in gaining tmemelsperience in sustainable living to
organic farms, communities and garden projgdotke many commercial tourist farms, the
aim of WWOOF is to promote sustainability and rural cudtrgeably a form ecbmmunity
economies, througiolunteer travelingdepending on the county, sobranches have more
of an emphasis on the auiiving and cultural exchange, while others highliglautatien
of the organic methods

“Reconnect to the sodl, get your hands dirty and get grounded;
Reskill and help revitalize ancient knowledge; Gan first-hand
expenience of organic and biodynamic farmmng, growmng,

JAPAN
“.. getbelow the veneer of tourism and away
from thexr daily grind, have genume and
meaningful experiences with people, socety
and culture, in all kinds of walks of kfe,in
hundreds of locations all over Japan. Eatand
think organically!”

harvesting, preserving and anmmal husbandsy; Meet - and find B

mspiration m - lkemmded people; Rediscover the relationships s, -

hetween local food production, social community and spirit; P ~
Taste totally fresh produce; Experience new places and - . o, =
acquire a wealth of experience for a very small financial

outlar. . Walk the talk - tov it out for vourself” p , W ' ’

AUSTRALJA

‘ “Want to arrange a farm-stay n

| J Austraba... . for work mstead of

: 3 il i f" money? ...our Hosts are mamly

RRA ) ; . g pursuing a simple, sustamable,

“WWOOF Siecra [ Ny qf ‘;‘ ) Efestyle. Many are Permacultuze

Leone is part of a wosld it o “The Aims 0f WWOOF are: S 4 enthusiasts, and about 20% use

wade effort o bnk : * To grve first hand experience of organ:ic or
volunteers with b

Bio-dynamic growing
methods. About 240 of the
farms are Certified Orpanic
properties. Some of our Hosts
are alternative co-operative
communities, and a few are
communal lving groups. Since

vouwork as family, often there

. other ecologically-sound prowing methods
P:Ogtessl\'e fﬂrmets, - 2 - - .
+ To give expenence of kfe m the countryside
educational exchange * Tohelp thé organic movem?nt whach is

3 buid 2 elobal labor mtensive and does not rely on arbficial
a.n i ) fertbizers, herbicides or pesticides
+ To give people a chance to meet, talk, learn

promote an

community conscious

of ecological farming
practices”

and exchange views with others i the
are no set hours but an average

of four to sz hours daily of
farming/ gardening type work
would be a far exchange.

DIgZIuC movement

+ To provide an opportunity to learn about
life in the host country by Iving, and working
together”

Figur&. The missions of the WWOOF organization vary across the world. While some organizat

emphasize the cultural exchange and traveling aspects, others advocate organic practices and
methods.




For exampledustralia spefatally mentions that you can learn about Augtnadiagh the

WWOOF cultural exchang#: eave the tourist trail and sec¢
Australia, 2011)n this sense, WWOOF caters towards tourists. Yet, some organizations are
trying to sepate from WWOOF as merely being a farms 3iag .organization emphasizes

a Obottom upd approach to spread the organ
(Figure 3).

1.2.1. How it Works
The organization in each tcoouwndt rfyorp rao vsinda

usually $26 $30 Once participants have received the list, either by snatmadlil oe
through a online directontheyhave access to contact information of hosts and can
independently contact the hosthadir choice. WWOF does not screen every WWOOFer
or host farm and therefore they recommend clear and open conversations about expectations
betweerboth thehossand voluntear Hosts havéhe ability to screen WWOOFers and
decline requests. Once an agreement iseatriaeigveen the WWOOF host and
WWOOFer, the participant is responsible for finding a way to get to the host location.
Sometimg hosts will pick them up from train or bus stations.

Once at the host site, which can range from bé&ingead State Departmieof
Agriculture USDA) certified organic farm to a family homestead, WWOOF has fairly strict
guidelines that require the participant to work around four to six hours a day in exchange for
food and boardThe duration and intensity of work hours aremniéted by the host and the
host also decides whether or not he or she would like to work witi+Sidie with the
WWOOFer. There is no requirement for working alongside WWOOFers, but some hosts
and participants argue that in order to teach the orgaming skills and techniques that the
organization emphasizes it is necessary for the host to work with \&dhurgeeare hours.
Since bsts can be negovernmentalrganization@NGOs), educational centers, intentional
or ececommunities, small holdg)gounty estates, hostels, Buddhist meditation centers, B &
Bs, commercial farms and orchardsfelce t ype of O6wor kd sare act i\
involved in vary from weedfigo wor ki ng at far merds markets
(Greenman 2009)The organization is merely a network and does not inspechmbsis,
the living arrangements and food quantity and quality can range significantly.

3Some hostsandvolt eer s jokingly argue that the organizatio
Organic Farmso6 due to the abundance of weeding in w
weeding as a lerisk, fairly easy task that does not cause too mucbealéimene poorly (Farmer 3).
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Coppard (2011), the foundeMBWOOF, believes that the organic movement
should be opentoallasdo o0t here is no qualifying crite
and even that is a matter of interpretation, as a host with an organic veggie garden would
gualify as being able to provide educati on
Smilarly, USA WWOOF does not limit resfThe founder of the organization stéteat:

Our organic iteria arghat a host is not using synthetic or chemical inphis.

seems adequate for us, and specific en@gladlo not require USDA certification
because, as a former certified organic farmer, | know how invasive, expensive, and
inadequate it can b@/e are very satisfied with our program and we all appreciate
how lowkey and selfegulating it isWe rely on member feedback and comments on
host pofiles to know where inappropriate farms are on ouMgéecertainly do

highlight the cultural as well as educational exchange throughout our org@hization
L. Goldsmith, personal communication, 18 April 2011)

Part of the attraction of WWOOF is tlitais simple and unbureaucratic. It is inclusive to all
who desire to spread the organic moveraetdiversity of WWOOF hosts and the
inclusivity of the organization are attractive features of WWOOF.

On the other hand, several common problems sreitientified. First, some
volunteers may simply take advantage of the free food and lodgisg, taedorogram as a
way to see the county, live cheaply, or vacation. The volunteers often stay for short durations,
even though training may take a fews.daye constant twover can be draining to hosts,
whooften, especially in the US®%®come inclined foousingongerterm workers and interns
(Figure 4)The resources, time and energy that go into hosting a WWOOF can be
astronomical, especially ifittaee very needy (e.g., requesting a ride to different places, and
particular kinds of mealB).turn, some hosts expltite free labothroughassigimgtedious
tasks or longehanexpected hoursBBoth hosts and volunteers carekploited in this
atypical exchange.
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View Profile | Renew | Logout |

ABOUT JOIN FARMS FORUMS | CONTACT

SEARCH FARMS [Select Language %] Pouersd by Google" Translste

ADDENDUM TO PRINTED DIRECTORY Farms are ordered first alphabetically by state, and then numerically by ZIP code. The same applies to

farm search resuwlts. This is done so that farms geographically near each other appear near each other
in your search results.

Search for: | lin [~ALLSTATES - v

Additional Search Options:
Limit your search to only Long Term WWOOFing opportunities, This is for seasonal
internships.
Limit your search to farms willing to host families with children®
Limit your search to farms willing to host WWOOFers traveling with their pets™
* after discussion between the host farm and potential WWOOFRN(s)

Search

Please remember to be respectful, responsible, and reliable when communicating and making
arrangements with potential WWOOF host farms. Make arrangements with good character and
intention to follow through, and if plans change let the host know. Thanks for keeping up the
integrity of our organization!

Figurd. USA WWOOF offers more opportunities for longer term work and internships in compar

other national WWOOF organizations.

1.3. Background of Study
1.3.1 Industrial agriculture and contempomary capitali

The current agriculturbh!|lfaymtergn, 6adbsmode
agriculotrurceiondustri al farming, 6 has provi de
efficiency. Though conventional farming systems vary across nations and farrak, industr
agriculture often involves rapid technology innovation (machinery, etc), large capital
investments, largealdarms, monoculture, uniform higieldng hybrid crops, extensive use
of pesticides, fertilizers, and external energy outigitsabor efficiency, and dependency on
agribusiness (Gold 1999anybelieve that these characteristics of farmingpeawvitteda
rise in modern economic development by freeing up agricultural labor to engage with other
productive activities, as wadby creainganabundant and inexpensstgply of food.

Nevertheless, environmental and healtted problems associated withdirrent
industrial agricultural system are well docum@ad®2004; Cook Crane 199899;
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DuPuis 2006; Evans ¢2802; Goodman & DuPuis 2002; Guthman 2004; Holmgren 2002;
Hines 2000; Kov&007; Maxey 2006; Schloegel 200¥.use of chemicals, monocropping
techniques and genetically modified seeds, among other conventional farming methods,
depletesoil and water resources, pollute groundwater, reduce genetic diversity, put stress on
pollinators and other beneficial species, and alter landscapes (i.e. eutrophication,
desertification, loss of wetlands and wildlife habitats, climate charn(@xnldi999).The
hightinput agricultureftenleads to salination, which diminishes soil life and structure, as well
as its range of minerals and trace elements, resulting in soil erosion, less robust animals and
crops, and eventually decreasing harvestsaf@®ff10)The use of pesticides and nitrogen
fertilizers as well as antibiotics in animal produatmmaminates the water and food that we
consume.

While these ecological and human haaltited problems anadoubtedly
important, some believe thiaey are problems of, and therefore can be eliminated by the
enhancement of, technolodyoweverothers argue th#tte problersof industrial
agriculturarearguably deepandmoresystemic These challenges eveted inthe
historical geography giobal capitalism (Harvey 2000). In this historical process, agriculture
becomes another arena in which maximizing profitability through commodity pragluction
the chief driving forcgusta®s or gani c6 farming i s adleso i ncr ¢
captalist logig. Kovel(2007) viewsmdustrial agricultues a system based on domination and
therefore the disintegration of the planetary ecosyGtmerally,iteassumptionsn which
industrial agriculture rests upcludes (i) natures something to overcome and dominate
(if) development requires a continuation of larger farms, and eventually a depopulation of rural
communities (iii) progress can be measured by increased material consumption (iv) that
efficiency is measured by prafitl (v) science is the best way to measure natural forces and
produce social good (Gold 1999).

As a consequencensumerisnand materialism promdteelihoods that view rural
areas and farming as a realm that has been left beysnchliyhand culturally. For the
average American, agriculture is something that she or he does not encounter in daily activities
(Bell 2004). Increasingly, the use of farms as spaces of agritourism promote an idea that
agriculture is a space one carrgoteescape, when one wants to leave the chaotic city.
Critiques of industrial agriculture, andvéilges itinstills agr ee t hat it expl

precious resources and that the continuation sddhierent activities will destroy humanity.

13



1.3.2. Social transformation and the role of utofia

In the intellectualiscourse wherearketor i ent ed capitalism is
onl y wa y20@0) artyaes tha liperd]s are faiqpgomote an alternative social order
based on equality ajudtice For this reasqrauthors such as Kovel (208@dyocate for

creating a new society based on: oecocentri

6ecosd6craefesm to a society thaucera s reco
have been reunited with the means of production in a robust efflorescence of
democracy; and al so recognizably ecolog
respected, and nature is recognized as having intrinsic value, and thereby allowed to

resume its inherently formative path (K@o@i7:8).

Kov el & acompldtelrestfucturing of economic system, rejecting the current global
capitalism, may be seen as a utopian thirlkideed, the idea of sustainabibtypreserving
resources for future generations while accommodating the basic needs of present inhabitants,
is a deeply utopian concept (Baeten 2002; Blomley 2007). Utopian thinking is often regarded
with a great deal of suspicion these days (for exaampieunism as a failed utopian
project), but some authors argue that that optimisticaa$ibapeareprecisely what
mobilizes resources for social transformation (Harvey 2000, Wrightt2®@6gllenge lies,
according to Harvey (2000), in the negmidetweemealized, utopian visions (which are
often static and exclusionafyboth spatial antemporal elementsand the spatiality and
temporality oexistingplaces.

Wright(2006; 2010) approaches this problem by arguing that alternativesisorcapi
are credible and can exist within the framework of our institutions. Wright declares that
alternatives are not given and must be imagined and constructed, especially since neoliberal
hegemony has destroyed the imagination of the movement.ftisimpnt t o o0envi s
utopias rather than fantasies because of the attempt to formulate workable daalges for
instituti onsNigh) Wrdghot 2010t o ot he Real Ut o]
project designed to rid the temsbetween dreams and practice, places his work as an

example of an existing alternatives.

4Utopiaa vi sion of hope, o0social dreaming, 6 oexploring
creative and fulfilling a life as possibled (Turner
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TheReal Utopias Prageah attempt at countering this cynicism by sustaining and
deepening serious discussion of radical alternatives to existing instibgions

objective is to focus on specific proposals for the fundamental redesign of basic social
institutions rather than on either general, abstract formulations of grand designs, or on
small reforms of existing practices. This is a tricky kind of dis¢agsiosue

rigorously. It is much easier to talk about concrete ways of tinkering with existing

arrangements than it is to formulate plausible radical reconstruction2QA@ight

Though there are significant challenges in creatira) edigimatives to the existing world
system, Wrightelieves that transformatsoofsocial institutions of the current system is
within the grasp of human beings, and that uttipigking plays an important role in
collectively and effeetly fostering change and creating alternatives.

123Al ternative economies and OActually EXxis

In a similar vein to Harvey and Wrjdhit focusing more strongly on existing
practicesiibsonGraham (2006) and Krueged Agyema(2005) argue that elements of
alternative society are present here andRomthem, sustainability, or alternatives to the
current capitalist system, does not necessarily involve a paradigm shift, but rather a
continuation and extensionexisting policies and institutions. Gib&aham (2006), for
example, poisto the growing number of commuprsigale projects as evideaf alternative
economies with the larger structure of capitalism (Blomley 206&s 2000; Jessop 2002;
Leyshoret al 2003ylosedale 200Baasi 2005; Pinder 2002; Samer 2006; Sayer & Walker
1992 Watts 200T)hey caution us that the economy is not simply an abstract notion, but
rather as something that people |livetgot i
blinds us from seeing the multiplicity of economic relationships that are present around us
(GibsonGraham 1996).

Similarly, Krueger and Agyeman (2005) c
rather than broad initiatives or agem@revegui di ng pr i ncaboptl es, 6 whi
sustainabl e devel op me(@a30(adcltlu)a.l | Fyo lelxa wsitni gn gA
societies of East European socialism durin
exi sting sustoai makeii lailt & owleissh wiig h t he res
enormous differences in social, institutional, and discursive practices that often seem irrational

at best and schizophrenic at worsto (416),
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grownd up, as it actually exists in local places, a3 fsee vol vi ng practi ces¢
examining a set of practicegher than the ideological struggle between capitalism and
sustainabilitypeople can be held more accountable to their actions. idgigordther than

examining sustainabilttigcourse and practice at the national or international scale, they

believe thathe city-region is the appropriate sdalethe exploration of political engagement

with sustainability.

1.3.4. Rual Areas as Potential Sites of Sustainability Initiatives

A large number of studies on utopian possibilities and alternative economies have
typically focused on the urban settings (Friedmann@o@®er & Hillier 200 #arvey
2002; Krueger & Agyemaf05; MacLeod 2002; Pinder 2002). Given that the majtrgy of
worl d popul ation |ives in urban settings t
S uUst ai quikeperseasive.i Isdeed, cities have been the main aeema@imental
policies and politics, sodpatial justice, urban regeneration and alternative life style
movements (Blomley 2007; Krueger and Agyeman 2005; Pinder 2002; Websta2001),
though cities continue to be patchwaguilts of utopia and dystia (MacLeod 2002).

In this intellectual climate, rural areas are often excluded from the contemporary
utopian discours®ural areas, at least in the United States, are often portrayed and
approached as places of despair, distress, population lessnenval degradation and
competitive disadvantage (Isserman 200%is rural discourse, the focus turns to
alternative economies and stsdlle approaches to sustainability, as manifeatgdfood
networkslocalism and emenmental conservation (AllehaR003; Belasco 1993; Bell &
Valentine 1997; DuPuis 2006). Although various initiatives for community development and
environmental sustainability are recorded (e.g., Weber (2003) on grassroots ecosystem
management (GREMYJojects) relatively fewcholargpproach rural areas as sites of
innovative sustainability practices. Yet, rural areas may be more appropriate sites for
alternatives to capitalism as evident bBdb#to-the-Land movemerdanddiverse array of

commuritarian anditopian experiments

5He describes rural communities in the western UtitedtSe s, such as Wil |l apa Bay, \
watershed, Idaho; Applegate Valley, Oregon, that have integrated environmental sustainability while also building
institutional capacity to ensure a future desired by local residents.
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Many of the characteristics often cited as making economies and commaodities
6alternatived overlap with those freque
more facdo-face interactions, less physical andlstistance between production

and consumption, a thorough embedding of the economic in a social context and

more (McCarthy 2006: 804).

Rural settings house many communities that emphasszéfisgdincy, cooperation,

community participation and maktaependence. McCarthy (2006) notes that rural spaces,
products and identities, which are all heavily associated with the local, coincide with the
imagination and creation of alternative economies. These alternative economies support
GibsonGr a h a i@ recogniaeland enact alternatives to the dominant capitalist

formations.

1.3.5. Existing studies on WWOOF

To date, virtually no studies have examined WWOOF within the framework of
alternative economies and actually existing sustainaliitié¥WGDF organizatioand
ideas have been covered in blogs, magazines, and newspapers amply, but there has been

surprisingly minimal academic, or peer reviewed, investigation.

o~

r("
™ Live Organically NG

wWww.wwoofjapan.com

Figur&. Japan WWOOF empbsasialtural exchange and touristic pursuits, as well as organic farm

and living.

WWOOF is often used as a model organization for sustainable traveling and tourism
organi zations. Schl oegel (20-6s@blishedi ghl i ght
intermt i onal volunteer programdé with the oOpot
| ocal far mer s, Inaapdn auBoutheKorgag WVBCGOE is (n@eésinyly
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viewed as a form of tourism that can contribute to local developmengjwgedid learning,
as well as soeaultural environmeal conversation (Choo and Jag@08)Figure 5) The
organi zation can be characteri zeoganiafarmoa po
tourism)dé (Choo and Jama2008)vi@stdiristd, 3uth as Sim
WWOOFers, as contributors to regional development though thewodblabor. Access to
human resources and low cost labor is an important tool for agriculturally dominated regions.
Ooi and Laing (2010) cite WWOOF asrmfof volunter tourism that can benefit
backpacker tourismTlhey describe WWOOF as a-tmst network that has the potential to
assist local farmers and communities around the world through the dedication, promotion,
and sharingf sustainable living. avly authors focus on tiielunteer nature of WWOQB
provide a valuadded activity for international backpackers, or those who seek new, exciting
and different adventures.

More specificallynfiormation available on the USA WWOOF organizatiorainly
through blogs, radio clips, and newspaper and magazine Btéinkesnvironmental
magazines, suchi&g he Environmentdflother Earth Ne¥zus on the organic educational
and traveling opportunities that WWOOF USA piexiln these and other publications,
WWOOF isillustrateca s a ©6no payd wor ki ng desoribethéday adyv
steady increase in the number of WWOOF par
be basic and the work mundane, butfanyi membership in the U.S. chapter doubled in
the last yedarthe opportunity to travel and learn about organic farming is worth the elbow
gr e as €re rapid growth in the number of WWOOF participants stems from an
increased interest in local, chesgation options that include gefedling work outdoors.

On the other handRyanLeo Goldsmith, the WWOOF USA administrator and
founding board member, claims that some people are WWOOFing because they are serious
about farming, but a majorityraémbersimply want to "get more involved with the
movement toward | ocal and sustainabl e agr.
provides opportunities for sédfarning. WWOOF is depicted as a program for those who are
interested in farming, but who hawefarm experience or who want to experience something
less formal than an internship (English 2007).

Academic researon the WWOOF organizatiom the USA, and internationally, is
quite limited, especially from a geogramhgppctive. Only four pe@viewed papers focus
specifically on WWOOF. New Zealand is known for its size arabtablished reputation
as a WWOOF destination and its organization has been explored the most. Mcintosh and
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Campbell (2001) investigatesllNZealand host farms, the motivations and ecological values
of the hosts and how they fitinto farmtouridmh e se host s wer e more O
minded, possessed environmenkabed values, displayed environmental concern and
reported followinggon d envi r o n me n tWANOOIp hostscptovidecevssitors (11 1 1)
with greater setfevelopment, care and concern about the natural environment, and support
for the organic movementicintosh and Bonnemann (2006) conducted a complimentary
study that expled the volunteer perspective of WWOOF in New Zealanda personal
level, volunteers seek authentic experiences, express an interest in travel, and a desire for
personal growth. Interpersonally, WWOOFers show a desire to help, to interact with locals
and cultures, and to meet new peoplel (2010) analyzed Canadian WWOOF data in hopes
of identifying where WWOOF fits in the con
organic farming, and environmental sustainability can all be linkeddhgangtations such
as WWOOF that facilitate market synergies
Thus, WWOOF has chiefly been studied from a tourism lemmshawd it can contribute to
rural development and tourism.

Most recently, Mosedal®{®)explored the alternative economies of the WWOOF
New Zealand organization. He argues that there is a gap in literature regarding community
and alternative economic development as it relates to labor mobility. Sineegpeople
becoming increasingly bile and globally connected it is important to study how mobile

individuals interact with multiple economies and experiences.

The aim [of studying WWOOF] is to move forward in our understanding of the
cultural and socieconomic construction of altelimateconomic practices focusing
primarily on the determination of value of the exchange relationship. It is important
to emphasize that much of the attraction and popularity of WWOOFing lies in the
complex interplay of unpredictability, alternative erges, embeddedness in local
culture, cheapness and the flexible and transient nature of the alternative system
(Mosedale 2011)

While Mosedale understands that there are other factors that contribute to the popularity of
WWOOF, namely the adventure aedibility, he views WWOOF as a useful organization to
studylabormobility in alternative economies. WWOOF is a beneficial way to increasing

awareness of alternative solutions to industrial agriculture, as well as transfer knowledge within
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andoutside th@rganic movement. The organizafimovides a network of multifaceted,
flexible and opeanded economic practices that can be transtbnadyh the traveling

participants.

1.4. Objectives of the study
WWOOF is recognized as a growing organiza@brcéfiebrates sustainability, or
hope for the future, on the graiests level.The purpose of this thesis is to explore
geographical patternsWiWOOF USA from a supplier (host) perspeciilies will be done
through a countievel analysis of hosts lre tcontinental USAndwith a particular focus on
the WWOOF farms in the Upstate New York regByncombining quantitative and
gualitative analytical methods, | wish to provide much needed empirical evidence to support
the emerging literature of actueMisting sustainabilities and alternative econonhies.
central research question is: what do the locations of WWOOF hosts reveal about the cultural
and structural settings of alternative economies, which give emphasize on other forms of

capital besideconomic onés

Based on the central research question, two key questions are addressed:

Where are WWOOF hosts located? What does this reveal about alternative economies?
Spatially uneven development is a hallmark of capitalism (Harvey 2000hesmd has
subject to numerous studies in geography, economics, and other social science fields. If
WWOOF can be seen as a radical challenge to the capitalist mode of production and its
associated problems (e.g., wage labor, industrial agriculture, angrowévemre
WWOOF farms located in places where such problems are felt particularly acutely? Or,
alternatively, do WWOOF hosts tend to choose locations that do not mitigate, or even
reinforce uneven development? What are the actual rationales beWhNd@h@®F host s o

locational decision making?

How do they represent alternative economies? What do hosts in New York value?
WWOOF hosts participate andiverse array of activitvsich classify as alternative
economiesln fact, he nature of this orgaatron and hosts are based upon exchange

relationships and alternative lifestyddthough WWOOF is generally conceived &rm of
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alternative economjes i t i s not necessarily obwe ous wh
alternative communiti@apact their surrounding environmenRecent regional

developmenand tourism literature suggestitical importana# different forms of

0 c a p & bppdsed do narrow economic capital based on monetaryfprdditstainable
development. bl aredifferentforms of capital (social, intellectual, ngturab a c c umu | at e

by WWOOF farm® What can this reveal about e veeomom@éc a pi t al 6 devel orp

In examining the spal patterns dWWOOF individuals, couples, families and
communities, insight cae provided into thgeographgf organicallyninded farmers,
gardeners and educators. Locations of WWOOF hosts are chosen not on their basis of access
to markets, or relative locations, but rather, | hypothesize, because of the differences in local
condtiondi in this case, land costs, taxes, organic nadatjnetworks. These choices
are increasingly dependent on the dynamics of social collective, or organic and more open
communities. | argue that WWOOF hastainge themselvesspecifigpatterrs of living
due to the natural, economic, and social conditions in thoseTrisathesis explores if
WWOOF hosts attempt to balance out uneven geographical fixes, which are products of
imbalances formed between social needs, economic imperatiags@ndental concerns
(Whitehead 2010). WWOOF hosts tend to be arranged in areas that exhibit cultural and
structural characteristics of-monethrycapitaiat i ve
and exchanges.

1.5. Outlineof Thesis

In thefollowingchapter, the quantitative (GIS) and qualitative methods (interviews)
are explained in greater detail. Through GIS analysis and interviews, the location and
aspirations of hostsemore clearly fit into alternative economy conversations. Chapter 3
discusses the geography of WWOOF USA hosts and the statistical relationship between 35
variables tested at the county level. This investigation gives clarity into where hosts are located
andwhattype of counties they liue Chapter 4 is devoted to tredues and belief syseem
that WWOOF hosts share as evident by the twelve interviews and six completed
guestionnaires conducted in upstate New York. As a method oftgutiind, these
interviews acted as a supplement to GIS analysis and providethiosigtat truly
motivates WWOOF host locations andstifles. Chapter 5 sums up the study and highlights
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ways in which WWOOF hosts represent alternative econtasély, Chapter 6 suggests

possibilities for future research on this organizatiotsaorganic movement.
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Methods and Data

This study is conducted on two levels, a mixed methodology of quantitative and
gualitative research. The two component§largeographic analysis of WWOOF hosts in
the continental USA and (2) intervigsth New York statéarmers.

2.1. Locationsand distributions of WWOOF hosts

Iln 2001, WWOOF USA was founded in Sant a
and friends. Initially, the organization provided a host list for only Galthatrit quickly
expanded o0to accommodate the -beAd @OGolad £miht
201). Currently, the organization has hosts f®athtes, Puerto Rico and th& Wirgin
Islands. ltis listed as a 501(c) 3profit organizatiohn h at i s O jwideeffortmf a w
link volunteers with organic farmers in order to promote an educational exchange and to build
a gl obal community conscious oGoldsmtlo!l ogi c al
201). As of March 2011, tNeWOOF USA directory listabout 1,650 hosts and about
11,200 active onear membership&lnfortunately, the USA organizatawes notollect
demographic data froparticipants, but studies and data avaftableCanada and New
Zealandndicatehat the average participartymcallya single, young (B3 years old)
student coming from thended StatesCanada, or Europe (Mcintosh 2006; Ord 2010).
Anecdotal evidence indicates th& hosts receive a large numbetahestioVWOOFers.

Thecommt i nent al USA contai ns Bdefe@déntatipsu nt i e ¢
and 2,532 of these counties do not have any WWOOF hosts (Appeddiz counties
have one WWOOF host, 105 have two hosts, 54 have three hosts, 2thererfioes
hosts, 18 counties have five hosts, ten counties have sirtabsits counties have seven
hosts. Jackson and L&@eegor) house 26 and 16 hasigile Sonoma and Mendocino
(Californiafontain 26 and 33 hosts, respectively.
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A map of WWOOF bst locationsé1,232) by county shows two obvious
concentrations hosts along the West coast and Appalachia (Map 1), but a closer look at the
map indicates other clusters of hosts around specific cities, such as Austin, Texas; Santa Fe
and Albuquerque, Asille, and Tuscdn.

The locatioaof WWOOF hosts arurthertested inocalMor ands | t o det
whichcountiehavesimilar concentratisof WWOOF hostg§Map 2) The indewalues
measuré¢he strength athe spatiatorrelation, while the Z scoreseal the statistical
significance of the test (Map S)nce this test createores based on areas of similar values,
two types of clustersaterialize Areas, such as the West coast, the four corner States,
Western Tennessee, New York, New Englangelhas the city areas of Austin, TX;
Madison, MN; Washington D.C., have Imglex and& scoreswhich indicate thdhey have
statistically significatd WOOF host clusters. The counties in the centraldl$shavehigh
scoredbecause they are clustefrareas that do not have any WWOOF hosts. The negative
Z scores show countiegth dissimilar numbers of WWOOF hosts. For exarsplghern
counties in Colorado have a negative \alaa though they have WWOOF hdstsause
they do not have similanmbes of WWOOF hosts witltheirneighboring counties. The
Opioneer® hosts can be seen arpuplecodnties i n t he
surrounded by green. These counties have hosts while the surrousdilogatrea.

6 To create thismap and analyze statistical patterns, | needed to create a database. To do so, | extracted the

WWOOF hosts®6 addresses from the USA WWOOF 1list onli
database of the 1,232 hosts whose zip codes were avdilaihle6®0 total hosts. After the data were reviewed
and corrected, the addresses and zip codes were 06Ge

clarity of the specific addresses of many hosts, the zip code locations are considereppitupriaist a

representations of the host locations. Though this means that many locations were generalized and randomly
assorted in each zip code, it enables an understanding of the general spatial trends. This means that dots, showin
the locations of WWOORosts, are randomly scattered in a county in which hosts are located (i.e., not actual

point locations). All of the continental U.S. maps are all projected in USA Contiguous Albers Equal Area Conic
with GCS North American 1983 datum.
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Map3. A cartogram of the distribution of WWOOF hosts by absolute number of hosts per count
the ratio of hosts to population in county.

The cartogramsterestinglyllusrate where hosts are densely populated by the
absolute number of hosts and the proportion of hosts to population (Map 4).

Tof urther i1 dentify the degree of a given
location quotientare appliedlhe location quotietQ) is a common technique in
economic base analysis, and measunedatiecsignificance of a focal indugioy any
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activity in a given region relative to the national average. Here the number of WWOOF hosts
per the number of (a) organic farms oc@yventional farms in a given agricultural district is
compared with the respective national averages. Unlike the other maps and analysis, the
location quotients are analyzed in an agricultural district, rather than counfjhedate.

location quotients are calculated as follows:

LQ vwwoor organiar (Number of WWOOF hosts in district)/ (Number of organic farms in district)
(Total WWOOF hosts in USA)/ (Total organic farms in USA)

LQ wwoor gams  (Number of WWOOF hosts in districtimber of farms in district)
(Total WWOOF hosts in USA)/ (Total farms in USA)

A LQ larger than 1 indicates that WWOOF hosts areewessente(specialization
in WWOOF) and LQ smaller than 1 indicates that they are underrepresented, in comparison
to the national averag&heWest coast, Four Corner states,Nodheast have greater
guantities of hosts than the national avenagieas Local Moran indicatesd to cluster
(Map 3. Areas such &%oridg Wisconsinand thesoutherrAppalachia stateseomildly
strong WWO Onkeaninghgtthesa regioas alehtlymoreo s peci al i zedo
WWOOF than the nation as a whbiizona,New Mexico, Colorad@regon, Washington,
Northern California, Southern Apmhia, AustinTX), Missouri, Tennessgouthern New
York,among a few othehsive more WWOOF influence in correspondahceveal
stronger concentrations of WWOOF in relation to organic farm prodimctiomparison to

the national average.

2.2. Regression Anlgsis
The goal of this analysis is to explore the relationship between the number of
WWOOF hosts per countyith various countievel variablesypically, te Poisson

regression model is used for count ddtaweverthe inspection of the dependent variable

7 The district scale these maps is used instead of the counties because at the county level there was not enough
variation due to the low number of hosts.

8 To clarify, counties that have the same number of WWOOFs hosts have different values of location quotients
due to tle strength of the denominator, or number of farms, in portion to the rest of the country. For example,
northern Texas has counties with a couple of hosts just like Southern Utah; however, southern Utah has a
stronger location quotient because therewss farms in those counties. Therefore, those counties have a

greater Ospecializationd of WWOOF.
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(count of WWOOF hosts) indicates tthegt data dmot have a Poisson distributiorhe

count of WWOOF hosts by county8109) hassmean of 0.413 and variance of 2.177,
aboutfive times larger than the medrhisis a signhat the distribution isver disperseand

we cannot assume a Poisson distrib(figure 6)In this case, it is more appropriate to
assume that the WWOOF variable has a negative binomial distribution, and conduct the

negative binomial regsem.

2533
1

Frequency

20 30 40
WWOOFusa

Figuré. The number of counties with no WWOOF hosts is considerable high and therefore it is
negative binomial distributions to conduct statistical analysis on this heavily skewed data distrib
Furthemore, the histogram of the frequency of the WWOOF host variable shows

that there is an extremely large number of counties with no WWOOF host2538(

81% of all counties). Under this circumstance, we can think of two distinct reasons that could
lea to the WWOOF host value of zero. First, a cagiriplymay be unsuitable for

agriculturdor physical environmental reasons (e.g., too urban, too mountainous, too dry,
etc.). Second, a county may not have a WWOOF host even if it has a suitable physical
condition due to other, perhaps saonomic or cultural reasons (this is considered a
ocertain zerodé). I n this case, the number
means that we need to account for two separate processes for the zdor tladue

dependent variable, but not for thezeno values. For this reason, Zeflated negative

binomial regression is adopted in this analysis, and its results are compared with those from

the (conventional) negative binomial regression.
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In essencehe zeranflated negative binomial regresgancombination of two

modelsalogitmo d e | predicting whether a county 1is
bi nomi al model predicting the counts of WW
zer@ group. I n t hi Socedam aerapwith tree humbves of fanmeechise t t h e

the presence of (any) farms indicate that the county is suitable for at least some farm
operations. In the negative binominal model component, we use the filiotywvayiables
(Tableb).

2.2.4.1. Dependent Variable

After much deliberation, the number of WWOOF hosts per county was deemed the
best representative of the independent variable for WWOOF influence in USA. There was
some discussion on using locationigotd of either population, number of farms, etc, but in
the endt seemed that the absolute nund&VWOOF hosts would suffice.

Originally, | had intended to use a standardized number of WWOOF hosts over
organic farms, but after a few interviews #rbecapparent that many hosts do not define
themselves as solely,-fufle organic farmers. While some hosts do devote their livelihoods
to organic farming, many other hosts consider farming or gardening as merely one aspect of

their lives.

2.1.4.2. kependent Variables
Thirty onesocialagricultural and economic variables were tested to determine their
relationships with county location of WWOOF h@Sppendix B. The Pearson correlation

testis usedo examine milti-collinearity

Basic Charasters
The basic characteristic variables were chosen to provide atbenseuoity
Natural amenity and prospegtyegeneral feel for the physical and social amenities of the

county while populadn density addresses the urlparal classification.
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Tabld. Descriptive Statistics for basic characteristics of counties in the continental USA.

Variable Units Min Max Mean Median  Std Dev
WWOOF Hosts | Hosts per county 0 33 0.41 0 1.48
Natural Amenity | 1-7 score (based on topography, sunlight, 0 7 3.49 3 1.04
temperatur e, humi di
amenity)
Topography 1-21 ranking (1=flat, 21=open high 0 21 8.88 5 6.59
mountains)
Prosperity Score | 1-4 score (based on poverty, unemployme 0 4 2.53 3 1.24
2007 school droput, housing ownership; 4 is th
highest prosperity)
Population People per square mile 0.07 71,505.3¢ 262.15 45.08 1,771.56
Density 2009

Natural Amenity (McGranahan 2004and Topography(USDA 2004)

Recent studies on regional development indicate natural amenity as an important
attraction of people and jobs (Vias, 1999; McGranahan 2004, 2010). Such a factor may be also
associated with the locations of WWOOF hosts because both hosts and volunteers (quasi
tourists) may prefer areas with high amerihe natural amenity indedeveloped by
McGranahan (2004anksU.S. countiethat areendowedvith natural amenifypuchas
temperate climate, ponds and lakes, and hills and modigicempositendexcombines
sixvariablesaverage January temperature, January days of sun, temperate summer, low July
humidity, percent of county that is surface water, and topologatadriawhich ranged
from flat(1)to mountainous (2IYSDA 2004)Using this index, McGranahan (2004) shows
that natural amenityhsi ghl y associ ated with a countyos
over the last 25 years.

While examining the mapladsts there seeto be a correlation with topography.

Many of the hosts follow the Appalachian mountain range and are dispersed throughout the
Rockies, Coastal Range, and Sierra Nevadas. The land surface topography codes range from
to 21. They arevdded into five categories: Plaing)(ITablelands ), Plains with Hills or
Mountains (4.2), Open Hills and Mountains-13 and Hills and Mountains 8.
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Prosperity Scorglsserman 2009)

Isserman (2009) hasrecdny ex pl ored t he where and wh
counties in the United StatBefusing o def i ne r withanlyinconenelatedp er i t y
variableshis prosperity inddrsteads a composite @overtyrates unemploymentates
high school droput ratesand housingonditionsMy intuition is that WWOOF hosts may
prefer to operate in Oprosper noomdregonseas, W
because the nature of WWO®Hyle exchange (free labor and meal/board) is thought to

imply a peference for high quality of life without necessarily having a strong monetary focus.

Population Density (USDA 2009)

Population density of a county (people per square miles) is used as a simple
measurement of rurality, altgbuhere are other, somewhat more complex, indices such as
the urban influence index (USDA 2004) and the “adpaincontinuum index (USDA 2004)

(See Appendix D for more informatioBince the WWOOF organizatemphasizes

0 o n g a nrel s rierely organic farming, population deissityeful to decipher how

remote versus accessible these hodtar@ne hand, agriculture by definition requires
sizable areas of land. On the other hand, WWOOF hosts, which tend to-beatamall

farmers, may consider proximity to urban market, or even urban amenities, as an important

factor. Therefore, the direction of influence of this factor is uncertain.

Farm Characteristics

These variablespture countievel, general agricultural famaracteristics (Table A)hey
reveal how significant the agricultural sy
Some variables reveal the progressiveness of the county, through the number of organic farms

and the number of female anchamity operators.

9 Most WWOOFing volunteers come from rwamuntry settings, and usually fly into or are from nearby cities
(Ord 2010)
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Table. Descriptive statistics regarding agricultural characteristics of counties in continental USA

Variable Units Min Max Mean Median  Std Dev
Number of Farms Farms 0 6,687 706.52 585 562.35
Number ofUSDA Farms 0 444 6.37 2 16.61
Recognize®rganic Farms
Percerageof County Land in| Percentage 0 11310 50.59 47.6 31.53
Farms
Average Farm Size Average Acre of 0 47,421 613.10 243 1,567.93
Farm
Total Farm Sales Less than| Percent age 0 100 58.03 61.63 19.15
$10,000
Average Market Value of Dollars 0 2,896,342 138,642.24 84,430 202,816.27
Agricultural Products Sold b
Farm Operators
Average Value of Land and | Dollars 0 457,143  3,459.05 2,507 9,774
Buildings
Average Government Dollars 0 123,303 8,753.40 6,380 9,202.82
Paymentgreceived by farm
operators divided by the
numberof farm operations)
Farm with High Speed Percentage 0 100 33.05 32.73 11.74
Internet
Farms with Direct Sale for | Percentage 0 100 6.22 451 5.97
Human consumption
Farms with Marketed CSA | Percentage 0 9.52 0.59 0.39 0.77
Farms with Value Added Percentage 0 100 3.59 3.19 3.05
Commaodities
Farms with Income from Percentage 0 30.77 1.43 0.76 2.32
Agritourism
Percent Women Operators | Number of 0 100 13.99 12.85 6.82
principal farm
operators that ar
female
Percent Minority Operators | Number of 0 100 6.01 2.44 10.22
opertors that are
of minority
Principal Operators over 65 | Percentage 0 57.14 29.47 29.47 7.18
years old
Principal Operators working| Percentage 0 100 38.53 39.38 7.74

off farm 200 days in row

31



Number of Farms (USDA 2007)
This variable represetit® number ofarms, defined as aegtablishmerthat
produces and sells $1,000 of agricultural produictg the census year, in the coulrty.
2007 thenumber totaled over 2.2 million faimshe United States, lthis number is
deceptive because nearly-tinads of all farmsodd less than $10,000a yearbut theyadd
up toonlythree percentofth nati onds farm output (USDA 20
farms account for roughly 75% of all farm producthort, this variable aims to capture the

dominance of agriculture in a county, but tends to underestimate the presence of small farms.

Number of USDA RecognizedOrganic Farms(USDA 2007)

There are roughly 4.1 million acres of land and about 14,540 organic farms and
ranches in the tited StateOf those farms, 10,903 were USDA certified and 3,637 were
exempftrom certificatiol? Thesums of these numbers still underestithatctual number
of farms thatiseorganic methodbgecausenany organic farmers do not register or certify
themselves with the USD&nd this may be especially trud\f@avOOF hoss. Nevetheless,

I still expect that counties with many o6fo

hosts because they maystylebriantaBonsa si mi | ar

O
(@]
c

Percentgeof County Land in Farms (USDA 2007}

Farm land is an operating wuohcept and includes land owned and opeesectll
as land rented fromtars (USDA 2007). Land rentedhssigned to a tenant was considered
part of the tenant 06s s(USDA BO7. nndthisrcase, "lapdaimr t o f
farms" consists pnarily of agricultural land used for crops, pastures, or grazing, as well as
some woodlands and wasteland that are part of the farm and used for pastures or grazing, but
not necessarily under cultivatiéri.and in farms also includes acres set aside amulal
commodity acreage programs and Conservation Reserve Programs. It is useful to know if
there is a relationship between WWOOF location and counties with large areas of farmland

10USDA clarifies exempt from cédation as farms that adhere to National Organic Program (NOP) standards,

but have less th&%,000 in annual sales. These farms may use the term organic but are not eligible to use the
USDA Organic seal (USDA 2007). Many WWOOF farms are not inclutisccatggory because they either

do not sell their produce or do not desire to follow certain certification protocols, such as the paperwork.

11The proportion of land area in farms may exceepek06nt because some operations have land in two or

more ounties. Fortunately, all acres are tabulated in the principal county of operation (USDA 2007).

12To get a sense of the coverage, in 28@8ers and ranchers in the USA own more than 900 milllion acres, or
about 60 percent of amhe (WSDAOCRIDIPri vadathel nahelwds f
declining steadily for more than half a century.
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because it may reveal a | i tplelaelivingin of whet

agricultural dominated counties.

Average Size of Farms (USDA 2007)

The USDA classifies all farms into size groups according to the total land of the farm.
This variable was calculated by totaling the farmland by number of farrosunttheThis
measuremeht along with percent of farms wittesaunder $10,000, attempts to determine
where the smaller farthare located in relation to WWOOF hosts.

Total Farm Sales Less than $10,000SDA 2007)

As another measure for small farms, or a more sustainatdémcalection, this
variable measures the distribution of farms th#&sethan $10,000 of agricultural
commodities during the yearThis variable indicates whetddNOOF hosts are
surrounded by small farms gqagsiblya larger network of support.

Average Market Value of Agricultural Products Sold (USDA 2007)

This category represents the gross market value of all agricultural products before
taxes and producti@xpenses. It includes sales by the operator, as well as the value of any
shares received by partners, landlords, or others associated with the operation. It does not
include paymentsom Federal Farm Programsincome from the sales of forest products
income from nofiarm sourcesiorincome from faramelated sources, such as custom work
and other agricultural servicaggnowing if WWOOF host live in areas of high or low average
market values provides greater insight into what type of farm comMOM@E3F hosts
are surrounded. Are they in areas where there are high value goods, such as vegetables or

other nonstaple products?

13This variable does not take into account the range, or standard deviation, of the farms in the county. There are
some cases where counties haaesdame averages but one could has a number of small farms, while the other
has a few large ones and few small ones.

“While there are many different technical definitio
sales, the most commone is a privately owned farm that is not associated with a large corporation, and that
has few if any employees. The term small farm is s

mean Ohobby farmdé or a f aurceoftinceme fordhe ewsiernot provi de t
15The snall farms account for 91 % of all farms and 23% of national agricultural production. Mastsmall
production occurs on small commercial farms with gross cash farm income(GCFI) of at least $10,000. Most
places aanted as small farms, however, are much smaller tlia6@atof small farms have GCFI of less than

$10,000, and 22% have less than $1,000 (USDA 2010).
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Average Value of Land and Buildings (USDA 2007)

The value of land and building refers to the amount that the landldind beould
sell for under current market conditions. This average is the estimated current market value
of land and buildings owned, rented, leased from others and rented or leased from others.
Since WWOOFers are a form of cheap or free labor itus tasefeasure if there is a
correlation between financial resources, i.e. price of land. Though this measurement does not
reveal the standard deviation or distribution, it alludes to the relative cheapness, or

expensiveness, of the land.

Average Governmet Payments(USDA 2007)

The arerage government payment of a county is calculated by the amount of
government payments received by the farm divided by the number of farm operations. These
government payments includeuenber of programs, such as Conservation Reserve Program,
as well as federal, state and local government prograsngariable tests how financially

strapped farmers are in the county.

Farm with High Speed Internet(USDA 2007)

In the United State$8% of farmers report having a kFégked connection (USDA
2010).Therelatively low use bigh speetihternet hintatthe age of the farming population
and thec o u nf tayr onsenne@t®n to technology innovatio. Internet i powerful
means of communicating and obtaining knowldddact, most WWOOF hosts are quite
reliant on theénternet forgathering data on how to do certasks, especiallyose who are
new to farming and homesteadary] for communating with WWOOF participants
There are some hosts who can only be contacted throughmeharehelesdn fact, while
some WWOOF organizations send out a list of hosts via snail mail or email, the USA
WWOOF list serve is mainly organized througmimeodatabase. Furthermahe,

Internet provides a way for hosts to follow their past or future WWOOFers through blogs,
Facebook, or websites they have created. A few hosts discussed following their WWOOFers

bike trips across the country through thietures and blogs.

Farms with Marketed CSAand Direct Sale for Human Consumption (USDA 2007)
These two variables reveal the amount of support and community that a WWOOF

host may have in the county. If there are many farms that have GgiSopported
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Agriculture (CSAY¥)and sell directly, then one might be able to deduce that there is strong
support for local products.nBeé manyosts are involved in the local market, such as through
CSAs or participat i oncialitomedsare tneealabosshipietvéee t s ,
location of hosts and counties with many CSAs and direct human consumption. Also, organic
produce has a strong relationship with dir
community supported agriculture mgements. According to the USDA, about 6.8 % of

2008 organic sales were direct to consumers, including 2skté&qexg. farm stands and

youpi ck operations), 1.9 % vi asuppartedner sd mar |

agriculture arrangements.

Farms with Value Added Commodities

This variable is the percent of farms in the county that report making and selling value
added products, such as beef jerky, fruit jams, jelly, preserves or floral arrangements. Since
WWOOF host®ften produce their own food an attempt to be healthy arsliilient it is
useful to determine if they are surrounded by other farms that produce and sell value added
crops, livestock and products. Do they have community support, or other knmeviteatge

that can help them with these methods and techniques?

Farms with Income from Agritourism

Agritourismis newly sold way to diversify the farm and create more irCoisie.
variablendicates the percentagdasm operations that receive income from agritourism or
recreational services, such as farm or winery tours, hay rides, hunting or fishing. Mansury &
Har a ( 2 0 0 7ayritoarisngpuoenotibnrbentfits the lowiesbme group
proport i oneotdiegtosthe msultseoba sacial accounting matrix (SAM) model
they used on the Liberty Tradeao&New York. It is useful to understand if WWOOF
hosts are located in areas that have taken on agritourism as a method of development.
WWOOF is often cigin the literature as being a form of tourism and so by figuring out the
relationship the hosts have with areas of agritourism maybe more clarity can be provided on
whether WWOOF is a form of it.

16 Community Supported Agriculture (¢S#hich involves customers buying a regular boxseéson fruits,
vegetables, eggs, etc. from one or more local producers, provides farms with a secure income and the ability to
diversify the types of produce they provide.
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Type of Operator (Age, GenderfRace Number of Work Dayson farm) (USDA 2007)

The USDA "operator" correspondsatperson who operatagarm?’ These
operatoreither work on the farm or make the-ttagtay decisions, such as decisions based
on planting, harvesting, feeding, and markekimg operator may ltee owner, a member of
the owner's household, a salaried manager, or a tenant. For partnerships, only one partner is
counted as an operator. If there is no-cléigpartner in charge, the senior or oldest active
partner is considered to be the operator

According to the USDA Census 2007, the average age of farmland owners is 57 year old

and in 2007 less than 22% of farm operators were under the age of 45. The 66mber of
years or oldesperators outnumbered the numbe2®f/ear old farmeby three to one.
The majority of farm operators are between 45 and 64, but the fastest growing group of farm
operators is those 65 years and ibld&r retirees. It is useful to get an understanding of
WWOOF hosts and how they relate to the aging pmmsdatf farmersDo they follow the
norm or all they located in areas that have younger farmers?

Other useful indicators of farm operators include the percentage of minority, which is
defined as all people of color and white Latanasfemale farm odors in a county.
Higher percentages of minoatyd female farm operators support the natiercounty is
open to diversityAccording to Florida (2000), diversity is often associated with low barriers
of entry and openness. These categories reghegeManyfemale and minority principal
operators are on the risand it is interesting to evaluate if they WWOOF hosts have a
relationship with these indicators of divelsatsgtly the number of days an operator works
on the farm represents hovl fime and involved the surrounding farmers are. It gives clarity
as to whether farmers in the area aréirhdl, retired, or hobby farmers.

Exploring the characteristics of operators engaged in farming gives some insight into
the expectations anditattles of those engaged in farming near the WWOOF hcato
provides information regardiwtpo hosts are not surroundeg Understanding what type
of farmers WWOOF hosts are neighbors with reveals a little bit about the larger community
and possiglwhy WWOOF hosts decided to live in that location.

17The USDA keeps the number of operators consistent with the number of farms.

18 According to the 2007 Census, therealast a 30% increase in female principal farm operators as compared
to 2002. The count of Hispanic operators grew by 10%, and the counts of American Indian, Asian and Black
farm operators increased as well (USDZA&)200
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Economic Characteristics

The economic status of the county is revealed through poverty, unentdogmealth

indicators of per capita income and household GINI. These economic measures provide
insidht into the patterns and possibly priorities of WWOOF hosts. Are hosts generally found

in prosperous areas or do they mainly live in areas of high poverty and unemployment?

Tabl&. Descriptive statistics regarding ecoteisicsitdireounties in continental USA.

Variable Units Min Max Mean Medium  Std Dev
Poverty Rate2009 Percentage 3.1 62 16.35 15.4 6.45

Per Capita Incomaverage of | Dollars 0 62,544 22,106.75 21,480 5,278.46
20052009

Household GIN| 2008 0 (total equality) to1 0 0.60 0.43 0.43 0.04

(maximal inequality)

Unemployment Ragt2009 Percentage 24 28.2 8.98 8.7 3.21

Poverty Rate(Census2009)and Per Capita IncomegCensus 2009)

Poverty represents the ultimate measuheaheven distribution of capital. In the
realm of capitalissin which standard of living is based on how much you can afford, poverty
is a good measure of where fioshy be using the organization more as a means of cheap, or
free, labor.Similarly, er capita income is a useful economic indicator for counties ltecause
is the amount of income each individual of a population would receive if the county's total
incore were divided equally among all me mber s

how wealthy the county is in which WWOOF host live.

Household GINI (Census 2000)

As a measurement of wealth distribution, this variable reoea&eédmly spread
financial capital is in county population. Counties that have eguaspread of wealth are
closer to zero, while counties with an uneven distribution of financial capital are closer to one.
Mansury & Hara (200@)guethat organicgriculture can be used as a sustainable
development strategy because of its contributions to a more egalitarian distribution of income.
Since WWOOF hosts emphasize taking care of the land and people of the earth, one would

expect hosts to live in areasowfer GINI values; however, since the GINI is on a ceunty
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level and hosts impact at the smaller, dcaie not expecting there to be much cdioala
Therefore, on a largseale it is expected that WWOOF hosts will be found in cohaties t
are more egalitarian, or have a lower household GINI.

Unemployment Rate 2009

The unemployment rate is calculated as a percentage by dividing the number of
unemployed individuals by all individuals currently in thédader Unemployment,
according to the International Labor Organization, occurs when individuals are without jobs
and they have been actively looking for work in the last four weeks. Though the
unemployment rate includes those who are voluntary and tawyolathout work, it is a
good measure of the type of semonomic environment of the county. It provides
information on the market structure, government intervention and level of aggregate demand
through the percentage of indivals involuntarily urmgloyedAlthough WWOOFMoss are
not expected to mediate the problem of unemployment in any significant way, a positive
correlation would indicate that it may at least function to absorb some of unemployed

workers.

Social Characteristics

These varialderelate to the demographics of the population in the county.

Tablel. Descriptive statistics regarding demographic characteristics of counties in continental U

Variable Units Min Max Mean Median  Std Dev

Percent Bohemian Percentage of amtlated 0 6.67 0.70 0.63 0.46
employees per total
employed, 2000.

Diversity Index 0 (homogeneous)tol O 0.76 0.25 0.19 0.18
(heterogeneous)

Percent Foreign Born Percentage 0 4945 4.19 2.28 5.32

Population Change Rate Percentage -39.53 9211 3.38 1.49 12.86

Percent with college degree on] Percentage 7.46 7273 26.01 2455 9.21

higher 20052009

Population over the age of 65 | Percentage 0 36.51 1536 14.9 421

Percentage of Population Farn Percentage 0 0.48 0.07 0.05 0.07
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Bohemian Index (Florida 200Q USDA 2000

This index wasriginally advocatddly Ri char d Fl orida as a m
cultural capitad The countylevel index was created\dgGranahan and Wojan (USDA
200@), and measures the perceri &f 0 h e nwokkingsadists, musicians, writers,
designers, and entertaiparsongdtalemploymentFlorida (2000) associaties t
concentration of Bohemiaw#h progressiveneasd openness, and ultimately with
economicgrowttF 1 or i dads r e c eve tlasanbolkemianshaseermbeth c r e a t
influential and criticized in the regional development litefdanauéen 2006; Montgomery
2005; Peck 20p%° Herg | expecthat WWOOF hostandbohemian populatioris have a
tencencyto colocate. In facskomeWWOOF hosts areorking artists themselves and ather
live in intentional communities withb o h etmyi pefestyleshnd work Florida stipulated
that the presence and concentration of bohemians in an area creates environments that attract
other typesfatalented or high human capital individuals, which | argue in this case as the
WWOOF hoss.

Racial Diversity Index(Census 2008) and Percent Foreign Bof@ensus 2008)

Also known as the Index of Vaility,the diversityndex is commonly used in
demographic data to determine variation based dn egmepulation A perfectly
homogeneous population will have a score of 0, while a perfectly heterogeneous population
will have a diversity index scofd. UsingSi mp s o0 n d exquatiorby Ghbsand vy
Martin (2000, the index is created basedb8.Censug2008 data of seven racial categories
(white, black, Indian, Asian, Hawaiian, two or more, and diiaiarly, thegrcentage
foreign borrof county populatianAlsoknown as the Melting Pot Index, this variable
represents openness and diversity of the county. Florida (2000) argues that the number of
foreign born in a population relates to Bohemian index because they are both indicators of
openness and low barrier exginto acommunity. The sharing of different languages,
cultures and cuisines is something that the WWOOF orgarizesioo providetherefore, |
expect positive relations between WWOOF lowaéind these indices.

Population Change RatgCensus 2008)

19 Critics question his methodology and data. Some argue that he is elitist and biased towards certain cities.
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It would be useful to understand if WWOOF hbgén places thdtave been
gaining otosing populations, suchthse case of certain rural ar&dkile some hds may be
moving into areas that are losing populatohavecheapeland others may be setting up
organic production in places that are gaining residents, and an organic market in which to sell.
The population change in relation to WWOOF hosigpeceed to occur at both ends of the
spectrum and therefore it is difficult to predict what the exact correlation may be.

College Education (Census 2008)

Consumers of all ages, races, and ethnic groups who have higher levels of education
are more likelip buy organic products thasseducated consumers (USDA 201Gme
hosts are retiring or rejecting the mainstream lifestyles after they have experienced a college
education.Yet, WWOOF hosts offer alternative forms of education through experiential
learning opportunities, such as working in the fields, learning about canning or drying, etc.
Since anyone is able to host participates there is no strong prediction for this variable.
Therefore, iprovidesmore clarifyingnformation on the typef populationsby which
WWOOF hosts are surrounded

Percentage of Population Farmex(Census Table P2 and GC'P1)

Using data ragved from the U.S. Census Bur@80§, the ratio of farmets total
populatiorwas calculated. This variable reveals howlagaltyidominated the county is,
and in some ways how rural a caurgy i chay bd. iSihcg thember of farmers is
normalized by population, this variable gives an accurate account of how the population is
influenced by farming lifestylése WWOOFhosts located in areas wHarening more a

part of the lifestyle?

2.3. Interviews
23.1. Interview Process
To schedule interviews;dntacted0 hosts in New York Stat@e-mailusing the
contact information on the WWOOF USA web%it®ore than 30 hosts responded to my
interview plegherefore, | scheduled interviews based on reasonable routes and dates to meet.

Driving length and date availabigre the only two factors that | considered for the

20Though there are 78 hosts in NY State, eight of them do not have email addresses. Phones numbers are the
only listed contact information
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interviews.In fact, two of the host colgs that | interviewed had not hosted WWOOF
participants yet.

| interviewed ten hosts at their homes, two through the phone, as well as receive seven
responses to my interview questlnsmail. The interviews were all conducted in 2011
from 27 Januaty 5 March.The hosts that | interviewed were dispersed centrally in Upstate
New York, ranging from one farmer up north in the Adirondacks to three West in the Finger
Lake region to four south in the CatsKilap5). Theon-site interviews ranged @mgth
from 75 to 110 minutes. The two phone interviews both lasted around 45 minutes. They
were all recorded with a Live Scribe Pulse Smart Pen (except for the first host due to technical
difficulties). Questions covered a variety of topics, begintiiregh@ckground on their lives
and reasons for living where they do. | asked them abotartheigtechniques, use of
machinery and what type of organic enterprise they were involved in. | also inquired about
their involvement with the WWOOF orgatimaandwhat their experiences witblunteers
havebeen like. The conversation wrapped up with what they believe their strengths and
weaknesses are as organic growers and what they envision for the future of small, organic
fams (See Appendixfor the main interview questidn¥hrough the interview and

guestionnaires, | was able to get a feel for the goals and aspirations of these WWOOF hosts.
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Map5. These hosts are dispersed throughobtdlgresasde pottion of them in the Southern counties
There are a few clusters of hosts in the St. Lawrence in the North and amongst the Southern pe
such as Hudson Valley and the Finger Lakes.

After transcribing the recorded intervidwseated general categories in MAXQDA
a qualitative data analysis softveane coded the texts accordinght@egeneral themegl)
costs and benefits of WWOQR)ways in which WWOOF addresses environmental, social,
intellectual, and financial comsgand3)t he o6sustainabilityd init.i
involved in (improving soil, closed cycle of engigypendix G)Because it was my first time
to use qualitative data analysis soffwaxercoded the transcriptdater | narrowed down
these codes once | understoodctvtirection Iwanted tdake the paper. Though there
were only nineteen responses to code, MAXQDA was useful because it helped organize and
decipher through the material in one workspace.

2.32. Host Characteristics

The hosts ranged from ages 24 to 68, with a majority of hosts in their late fifties and
sixtieqTable $. Since two respondents were couples, there were a total of seven women and
seven men intervieweBour hosts classified as intentional commsywtigh 501 c(3) status;
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three hosts identified as commerci al organ
and were in the beginning stages of creating homesteads; one host family owned an eco
friendlybed andoreakfastpne couple sold orgameats and ran an educational equestrian

center; and one young host was in the process of starting his ovBiXdrosts were

involved in the local farmers markets and/or heldsb&res.Two hosts were currently

USDA certified organic.

Tablé. Descriptors of the New York WWOOF hosts that were interviewed by (a) age, (b) numb
cultivated, (c) description of property and (d) type of organic enterprise.

(a) WWOOF host (b) Number of (c) Self-Identified Description # (d) Type of Organic Enterprise
ages* cultivated acres
20-30 4 0-10 4 Family Home and Garden 4 Educational Opportunities and 3
, ~ I - workshops
30-40 5 10-20 5 Commercial Organic Farm 2
Lodging 1
40-50 2 20-30 2 Non-commercial Organic Farm | 7
Restaurant 1
50-60 6 30-40 0 Educational center 1
‘ - — Guided Tours 1
60-70 7 40-50 0 Agritourism Destination 1
Other 2
Mean 48 50+ 1 EcoCommunity 4
None 4
Number | 24 Mean 15 Other 24

*Includes some of the community members that I talked to but did not interview
#3ome hosts described themselves in more than one option

Six hosts had be®WWOOF hoss for roughly a yeathree for two years, two for
three years and one for more than eight yéhesnumber of years that hosts had been living
on their farms or in their communiesdiffered dranatically. Two hosts wergansitoning
into farming and had their land fadd¢han a year, while two hosts had been on their
properties for about three yedfsur hosts had been living on their land ppraximately
twelve years and four hosts had farmed and gardening the land they were on for more than
twenty yearsOne hostommunity that allowed WWOOFers had been on their land of 350
acres for more than fifty years. The size of land that the hosts owned ranged significantly from
two™ to 500 acres, but the number of acres cultivated was usuallyearacres. One farm
grew certified organic grains and hay had over 350 acres of tillable land.

Most hosts did not have full time outside workers, but a few were able to afford a
couple partime workers.Some hosts also had volunteers, either througheQ&ifemets
or through specific networks, such as Catholic workers or international exchanges that helped

out on the land.

2lUnfortunately, | did not interview any urban hosts or hosts with smaller gardens.
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Lastly, | did not focus on the participants in this shudynost of the WWOOF
hosts described their participants as being from subusdastudents in their early 2@so
were in school or had just graduatBukere were a few WWOOFers in their teens or in their
50s and 60s who were o0l i d¢ edstedRE)’pOverallitteid o r
experiences with WWOOF volunteersaniite pleasant and they vadrenthusastic to

have more volunteers

22Due to the large number of host quotations | have emitted the year in the citations.
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Uneven Geography of WWOOF Hosts in USA

3.1. Regression Results

Two specifications of zenoflated negative binominal regresaienconducted The
first model includebe originaBlindependent variables. In this modiel,@value for the
Likelihood Ratio CHsquare test is smaller than 0.01, indicating that at least one of the
regression coefficients is not equal to Zeraddition, he Vuong test resultyalie is
smaller than 0.01) indicates that the-indladed negative binomial model is better than the
standard negative binomial mod@lee second model is constructed by checking the
robustness of the coefficients in the first model. Based on the rotmestisgarors,
following variables fail to exhibit p<0.05: nammranity scorg@rosgrity indexdiversity
index populationdersity, household GINJ povertyrate average value of acexeragéarm
siz, percent of land darmland, agrage governmepaymentgercent of farms with less
than $10,000 in sagl@srcent of farms with high speed internet, percent of farm operators
older than 65, and percent of farms with €SAs

The secondhodel is reestimated with thoder independent variables that ar
statistically significant at the p=0.05 Iéwddoth models, the number of farms is used for the
logit model component. The results from the two models are presented 6nHaiteth
models, lie predictors of excess zeros, the number of fartadisiscally significant.

23The standard negative binomial regression was also conducted, but | willtfezussults of the zero

inflated tests.

24The percent of farms with CSAs variable showed a positive correlation with location of WWOOF hosts in all
tests except for this last zero inflated model. For the purpose of argument, | will argue thabHitbyedy
connected.
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Dependent Variable: WWOOF Hosts
Zero- Inflated Negative Binomial Model 1 Model 2 Negative
Regression Binomial
Regression
Variables Coef. Std. Err.  Coef. Std. Coef. Std.
Err. Err.
Natural Amenity, 2000 -0.105 (-0.059 -0.150* (0.059
Topography, 2000 0.066*** (-0.009  0.060*** (-0.00F  0.069*** (0.009
Prosperity Score2007 -0.002 (-0.05% 0.003 (0.056
Bohemian Index, 2000 0.567***  (-0.139 0.575*** (-0.123  0.402** (0.126
Percentage of Population Farmer -3.393* (-1.31§y  -3.760***  (-1.114  -3.238* (1.330
Diversity Index 0.135 (-0.408 0.072 (0.41)
Population Change Rate 0.013** (-0.004  0.013*** (-0.004  0.013** (0.003
Population over the age of 65 0.048** (-0.015  0.042*** (-0.012  0.053*** (0.012
Percent Foreign Born 0.029* (-0.01)} 0.018* (-0.008 0.031** (0.012
Percent with College Degree or 0.027** (-0.009  0.031*** (-0.009  0.033*** (0.009
Higher, 200509
Population Density, 20062009  0.000 (0.000 -0.000* (0.000
Household GINI, 2008 -0.612 (-2.039 -0.058 (1.953
Per Capita Income 20052009 -0.000* (0.000  -0.000***  (0.00Q0  -0.000** (0.000
Unemployment Rate, 2009 0.038* (-0.019 0.035* (-0.016 0.037* (0.018
Poverty Rate 2009 0.000 (-0.017% -0.006 (0.016
Number of Organic Farms 0.016*** (-0.003  0.015*** (-0.003  0.02F** (0.003
Average Acre Value 0.000 (0.000 -0.000 (0.000
Average Farm Size 0.000 (0.000 0.000 (0.000
Percent of County Land in Farms -0.004 (-0.003 -0.002 (0.003
Average Market Value of -0.000* (0.000 -0.000* (0.000
Agricultural Products Sold by
Farms
Average Government Payments 0.000 (0.000 -0.000 (0.000
Principal Operators working off -0.029** (-0.009 -0.031** (-0.010 -0.015 (0.008
farm 200 days in row
Total Farm Sales Less than -0.005 (-0.005 0.001 (0.0023
$10,000
Farm with High Speed Internet  0.007 (-0.005 0.011* (0.005%
Percent Minority Operators 0.011* (-0.00% 0.007 (-0.004  0.012* (0.005%
Percent Women Operators 0.018* (-0.009 0.018* (-0.007 0.019* (0.008
Principal Operators over 65 years-0.005 (-0.009 0.007 (0.008
old
Farms with Direct Sale for 0.035** (-0.013  0.049*** (-0.01) 0.030** (0.01)
Human consumption
Farms with Income from -0.067 (-0.03¢ -0.075* (-0.032 -0.083** (0.032
Agritourism
Farms with Value Added 0.073** (-0.02F7  0.091*** (-0.02) 0.057* (0.020
Commodities
Farms with Marketed CSA 0.080 (-0.06) 0.134* (0.053
Cons -2.001* (-1.010  -2.934**=*  (-0.57) -3.728*** (0.932
Farm number -0.010*** -0.010***  (-0.002 0.0@*** (0.000

Tablé. The binomial negative regression, inflated with farm numbers, revealed consistently a p
relationship with WWOOF host locations and high concentrations of Bohemia and organic farm:
*p<0.05 ** p<0.0¥** p<0.001
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3.1.1. Coefficient estimates

Following Long (1997), factor changes of the second model can be interpreted as
follows: If a county increases its topographic scale by 1 unit, the expected number of
WWOOF hosts in the county would increase factor of exp(0.06) = 1.06 while holding
other variables in the model constant. Similarly, if a county increases its bohemian worker
share by 1%, then WWOOF hosts would increase by a factor of exp(0.575pth#r78.
variables that the number of WWP®@usts are positively associatedlide: population over
the age of 65 (0.042***), farms with direct sale for human consumption (0.049***), percent of
population with college degrees or higher (0.031***), number of organic farms (0.015***),
population cange rate (0.013***), percent female operators (0.018**), unemployment rate
(0.035%), percent foreign born (0.018*) and percent minority operators (0.007*). Conversely,
the number of WWOOF hosts decrease mgher percentages of the population as farme
(-3.760***), farms with income from agritourisbr0{5*), and principal operators working
off the farm more than 200 days in a FOW81**).

In the standard negative binomial regression, Natural AmenityBt662)(and
percent farms with markdt€SAs (0.134*) appear to be connected with number of
WWOOF hosts.

3.2. GroundTruthing Results

The aim of this section is to relate the information gathered during interviews with the
results of countievel testsThe GIS analysis provided a rough fraonk for discovering
what type of counties WWOOF hosts are located in and the interviews supplemented, as well
as revealed the limitatipathe GIS analysis.

The statistical testsequite limited in their ability to reveal patterns regarding
locationof hosts. There is inherent difficulty in examining trends regarding WWOOF hosts
because they constitute a range of activities, locations, and sifltzdiogis.they all share
the common principles of chemlifree planting and growing, hosts havegeraf
interpretations for ttse notiors. The New York interviews and natieitle, countyevel
variables only provided a limited scope of this international organRetotenWWWOOF
hosts and reasons for being in a certain area are complex and depencherititude of
different factors, most of which | could not measure, such as relationships or specific

communities, these statistics are merely descriptive and explorative
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Furthermore, though results provided insight the interviews helped eeveal th
importance of scalés with all generalizations, even the disaggregated analysis that follows
cannot capture every detail and individual difference. Still, it yields useful information for
understanding the complexity of rural Americaditions, trends, needs, and prospécts.
will try to theorize specific reasons for why | think certain correlations occur, but they are only

speculations.

Natural Amenity and Topography

While natural amenisgore differed in relational direction depending on tests,
topography was consistently positively correlated with WWOONasts) | believe that
the negative correlation of natural amenity with WWOOF hosts may relate to the affordability
of land, lad being handed down, or the urban and suburban settings of some hosts. Hosts
are located in areas of high amenity value out west, but they also live in areas of low value.
Areas of high amenity index are found primarily in the West (down the coastibsiwgh
Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, Utah and western Texas), Southern Florida, and bits of the
South and Northeasthese WWOOF hosts are probably retiring or returning to the land
and can afford to live in more expensive, beautiful areas or havenledmban land in
high amenity areas, such as in the Adirond@clesfarmer who had grown up in the area
claimed that he made most of his income from tourists in the summertime and so he was
dependent on his area being a tourist destination. Pladew aitienities are generally
found around the Great Lake states, the Great Plain states and parts of the Northeast, with a
majority of Upstate New York considered l&wother host exclaimed that her farm was
onot | i ke the coas ws..dherfakdis moea,tourdtrdesfinatidre.ad g o
candt i magine what would attracftherpfee@pl e he
though host locations are affiliated with low amenity scores, many hosts believe that they live
in beautiful ames on a larger scale

In New York statehosts lived in counties that were categorized as low on the natural

amenity score, they believed that they wer
most beautif | pl aces that you can ever i magineod
(Host3) , ot he farm is beaut i f 8irhilarly,fpartypfdhe reasannt t

that one couple got into farming was for the landsddey. described ¢ir land as attractive
since it is not open and windy, nor deeply wooded, but rolling héisbelieved that their

land was high in natural amenities on a more locgHsestl&). In fact, most hosts
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mentioned that they chose to livetloeir land because of its beauty and remoteness (Host 1,
3,4,7, 8,9, 12)Therefore, the scale at which natural amenity score was tested limited the

results between WWOOF host locations.

Mapé. (Source: USDA 2004)
Furthermore, WWOOF hosts can be found in areas of greater topography, which
often lends itself to greater physical beauty (McGranahan, T88®ocky Mountains,
which form a large portion of the Western US Pacific Coast, and Appalachia Mountains are all
hilly and mountainous areas scattered with (Megts7) The positive correlation with
topography may hint at similarities between WWOOF hosts and the rural creative class.
Florida claims that the creative class is characterized by an attractiooits adfcentures
and natural beaufiylap 8) WWOOF hosts are attracted to areas with diverse topography,
just like the rural creative class.
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