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Front Yard Machines i

Introduction

The house and the yard have ceased to be solely functional objects. Rather, today
they are often invested with tremendous amounts of time and money resulting in objects
which transcend traditionally functional roles to become objects of expressive
communication. What follows is an investigation of the house and yard, looking
specifically at one aspect — the front yard. The term “front yard’, to cite the City of
Thunder Bay’s by-laws, “means a yard extending across the full width of the lot between
the front lot line and the nearest part of any building or structure or open storage use on
the lot” (820.1.5). Or more simply put, the front yard in a broad sense defines a myriad of
objects that exist or come together in the forefront of a property or boundary. A typical
front yard has a part sectioned for grass and lawn; another part is usually set aside for
plantings (flowers, trees, shrubs, etc.); there is in many instances a defined path onto the
property, from the sidewalk and from the street, as well as a path to the entrance of the
house. For my purposes “the front yard” is the totality of objects within a particular
space defined from one edge of the property to the next, and beginning at the front edge
of an individual’s private space up to but not including the front of the house.

The front yard is an artificial creation and there exist preferred genres or models
that define and structure spatial organization, construction and/or deconstruction. Thick
green carpets of grass, structured gardens and bright flowers, manicured bushes and
shrubs, and paved pathways are not natural occurrences. These objects create a geo-
social artifact, which should be recognized as a mixed medium. The front yard is created
through the selection and assemblage of choice objects; it communicates both cultural

and personal factors intentionally and unintentionally. The front yard’s encoding and
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Front Yard Machines 2

decoding process organizes codes and subcodes, which govern the combinatorial
possibilities of its components, into a message. There are active agencies of society,
technology and an ideology of consumption present in this spatial structure but it is not
overly determined by just one facior. The combination of such elements into a socially
understood and recognizable display needs to be acknowledged and understood.

My project does not analyze machinic theories for their strengths and weaknesses
but uses them as explanatory tools for understanding how the front yard “works’ in North
American society. Machinic theories are a way to “acknowledge and understand” the
combination of elements in the front yard, as there are many different object assemblages
that define front yard spaces. The assembling of differing elements and objects at one
point or one place, throughout this work, will be referred to as machinic and the whole
process will be referred to as a machine. Machine theory has been used by contemporary
philosophers, like Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, to examine and investigate abstract
social relations (i.e. capitalism and schizophrenia). It is a particularly interesting
theoretical approach in that machine theory encompasses humans, technology and nature
info a communicative-reality-construction-relationship. For there is only “a process of
production” in which no distinction exists between humans and nature and where only
the process exists to produce “one within the other™ as heterogeneous aggregate parts
functioning together as a whole (Deleuze and Guattari, 1977, p. 2). This whole is “a sum
that never succeeds in bringing its various parts together” (Ibid, p. 42) - it is a product, a
part working within a “particular place within the process of production, alongside the

parts that it neither unifies nor totalizes” (Ibid, p. 43).
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Front Yard Machines 2

A classical schema of machines views them more in line with tools or extensions
and projections of human beings rather than as a single entity. According to the classical
schema the only real distinction between a machine and a tool is the degree of
independence the object possesses from humans. Tools are simply agents of contact,
while machines are just removed or separated agents of participation that began with the
tool (Guattari, 1995, pp. 121-122). Contemporary theorists diverge from the classical
schema’s categorization of independent spheres. Humans do not exist apart from the
world; our actions create 2 communicative interaction with the world in which “humans
are a component part” of a machine, or they combine “with something else to constitute
a machine” (Ibid, p. 120) - machines are everywhere and everything is a machine.

Machines consist of connections (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987, p. 82). Encoders
and decoders of front yard machines are part of the machine to the extent that they are in
the communication loop. Deleuze and Guattari conceive of the machine as a “process of
production” that involves all spheres together, including the experiences of “nature” in
the front yard. That the front yard includes the body of the homeowner means simply
that she and/or he is in “intimate contact” with it, engaged in its encoding and the
decoding of social codes that inform encoding. Encoding practices engage desire and
desire is production, for Deleuze and Guattari, machinic production. Desire is not a
personally intended production, though people do have personal repertoires. Instead,
subjective desires emerge through the kinds of syntheses, the couplings of desiring-
machines, that Deleuze and Guattari (1977) describe: connective drives and investments
that energize a person, makes them feel alive; disjunctive syntheses like pleasure and

desire that assemble when the habits from connective systems are neutralized through
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Front Yard Machines 4

differences (breaking and remaking repetition); and conjunctive syntheses that create
relations through which subjects pass and emerge, subjects which then claim that which
constituted them (Deleuze and Guattari, 1977, p. 18).

Machines are not metaphors. There is nothing particularly metaphoric about 2
woman’s or man’s attachment with his or her lawn mower or hedge trimmer. Yard tools
illustrate beautifully the point that machines create interruptions or breaks by entering
material flows and shaving bits (of grass, or branches, etc). For every interruption of a
flow there is a connection to another machine that produces the flow (Guattari, 1995) -
like for example a lawn care regime, a horticultural model, and a bag of fertilizer.

An assemblage consists of parts (components) distributed around nuclei by a
variety of connections with degrees of probability. The components are heterogeneous.
Within assemblages certain consistencies emerge around coordinates that are weak,
strong, and/or abstract. Potential is realized in terms of a component’s mutational
capacity for escape or at least release or extraction. For e;gampﬂe, Deleuze and Guattari’s
idea of a rhizome is reflected in how a weed escapes the monoculture determination of an
overgrown despotic lawn when it is reclaimed as a “heritage” plant or regional plant or
“flower” (i.e. new term of reference emerges for dandelions in yuppie cuisine and
immigrant cooking, including such things as cornflowers, etc.).

My project attempts to apply machine theory to matters of physical reality —
landscapes. In chapter one the codes and subcodes structuring the front yard are
examined as a machine, a system of connected structures webbing together flows that are
more than the sum of their parts to create the front yard machine. Examined

pansemiotically front yard codes and subcodes create a particular landscape with an
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Front Yard Machines 5

immense input-output matrix that is not separate from humans, technology and nature,
but a networking of all. This network is a compilation of related and non-related
elements coming together under the direction of certain flows. Humans as interpretive
and structural agents repeatedly shape land for new uses and pleasures, bringing different
code webbings into the construction and interpretation of front yard spaces. With
numerous possible influences or altemmative codes front yard machines are a kind of
spatial communication assemblage that delivers messages through the structure of
particular landscapes, the inseparability of individuals, technologies and geography. The
different flows, which come together, influence the construction and/or de-construction
of this codified flow-web space.

Using Manuel DeLanda’s reality flows (the slow, the thawing and the fast) it is
possible to construct a model which describes a particular front yard code. “Natural”
front yards are spaces that are unmarked and often assumed to be ‘the way things are’ due
to slow code flows. Slow flowing codes are a seemingly solid communication loop
between a sender and interpreter. Here the communication is taken to be one way, from
the sender to the user (as an encoder or decoder of space), yet the truth of the matter is,
communication is a continuous loop. The communication back from the user to the
sender (as questioning and testing) is simply very slow or so infrequently occurring that
the structure appears to be static and solid; thus creating a ‘naturalness’ of traditional
ideas and perceptions concerning front yards. When concerns or issues do arise the code
flow begins to thaw and the speed of the communication loop increases.

With thawing, problems and issues occur with the existing codes or code

structures. Personal changes to interpretive repertoires, social change, fads and fashions
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Front Yard Machines 6

become new ways to understand front yards, thereby increasing the speed of flow
between senders and receivers via a variety of sub-codes and “official” codes such as the
neighbourhood norm or city by-laws. Change is much like that for Kuhn’s scientists, but
takes place instead in the minds and opinions of landscapers, gardeners, homeowners and
neighbours with regard to front yard machine structures. As the loop becomes fluid and
fast-flowing communication is ready to institute change, change that may be irrational
and aberrant or chaotic.

Fast flows then occur: the thawing of solidified code flows become frenzied and
unable to re-solidify within front yard machines. These will typically resultin a
challenge to traditional or existing structures. During this time new codes and subcodes
will be tried and used in order to solve issues or concerns. The use of the new structures
can then result in either the adoption of the newer or new codes and/or subcodes, or may
validate existing codes and/or subcodes.’ In either case, once the new codes or existing
codes are in place the communication loop will eventually once again begin to slow or re-
solidify.

Re-solidification occurs as a code is repeated or maintained within the front yard
machine. It may either become a new ‘norm’ through its adoption by a critical mass of
people, or it may just become a new part of an individual’s interpretive repertoire. Re-
solidification slows the communication loop as guestions and concerns of encoders and
decoders decrease. It should be noted that this process is in no way isolated, re-
solidification may be global or it may be local. Front yard machine structuring is a social
and natural process that can take place individually, on a community basis, regionally, or

globally.
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Front Yard Machines

Chapter two discusses the front yard machine as a complex sign by examining the
status producing elements within the spatial structure. Since consumption has become a
particular way of life in contemporary society, the objects one consumes say much about
the person or his or her social group. Objects of consumption become invested with
meaning and are consumed for their sign value. Goods and objects constitute signs in a
system of communication based on acquisition and display of minutely defined
differences; differences that place individuals on a hierarchical and indefinite scale, in
relation to what Jean Baudrillard refers to as ‘models’. Thus, concrete differences are
done away with and instead differentiation is achieved through display and consumption
of sign values — communicating difference through sameness or ‘conformity’. Objects
of consumption create distinctions among consumers by assigning them a place in
relation to a code, which then marks status.

Since lawn and landscaping in North America is growing fast and proving to be a
very lucrative business, its links to individuals and groups becomes important. The front
yard machine displays in tangible and visible form homeowner consumption; ability, that
is, directly related to the person’s economic well-being and/or physical capabilities. The
front yard machine, with its direct link to the homeowner or homeowners, may be viewed
as an extension of this person or group of people. Iis organization and structure become
ingrained with ‘value’ that encoders and decoders are aware of and use to construct and
interpret the space. Front yard machines may be used to manage societal impressions by
communicating consumptive normality or acceptability.

Front yards are a coupling with human bodies and landscaped space where space

is not a simple static domain free from social structures, institutions and the biographies
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Front Yard Machines g

of its inhabitants. The objects and products used within front yards become imbued with
socially perceived significance, a value instilled upon them due to their expense.
Functionally, the value of differing front yard products is done away with; instead, the
products become associated with a particular sign value. For instance, the different
products used for surfacing driveways and walkways all function relatively similarly -
they are all effective ways to construct ‘useable’ surfaces. Yet the differing expenses that
accrue with each product installation become a means to hierarchically rank and rate
them. This happens with all the elements and structures that create front yards. Each has
a certain place or association on a relativity scale, which becomes a system for assessing
the value of particular landscapes, and thereby assessing the status of particular
homeowners. Front yard machines are spatial cues using ‘average’ consumption ideas to
mark or restrict those unable to socially participate (to consume objects) in the same
manner as unmarked persons. As a result socially aberrant status is labelled and those
individuals or groups (associated with a particular local) who are unable to consume
similar quantities or levels of objects as the majority of the population are distinguished.
Like it or not your front yard says ‘something’ about you. Yet, because yards by and
large grow and thus change, this ‘something’ is not static.

Finally, chapter three discusses the front yard machine as another sign, but this
time by examining it as a surveillance apparatus. Surveillance in a very general sense
simply refers to the watching and observing of others. Within contemporary society
surveillance is said 1o be increasingly more common and we as 2 society are becoming
voyeuristic. No longer is surveillance simply thought to occur from a centrally located

figure or organization (Big Brother): instead, everyone is becoming an involved
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Front Yard Machines 9

inspector. Suddenly visibility moves from the direct realm of personal physical
observation to entail all extensions of the human body, (i.e. clothes, cars, home and
yards}). Bodily extensions are read to tell personal stories of ideologies, values and social
cohesion — a recording of behaviour that can be used to make assessments about a person
or group of people. Front yard machines, like the human body, possess a particular
significance in society crucial for everyday recogrﬁtion and identification. It is possible
for the front yard to become a socially understood communicative system, whose surface
provides information and knowledge for an inspector or inspectors. Front yards and
human bodies form a network through which occurs a particular landscape as an
introduction for visitors or viewers. Since much of human interaction is materially
constituted, front yards as human meodified spatial arrangements provide a visible surface
which records the lived experiences of homeowners and displays social acceptability or
aberration through individual encodings and decodings of the space.

As a form of physical surveillance front yard machine inspection is used socially
at many levels; it provides inspectors with encoded signs that allow people to judge and
determine others’ social fitness. Within municipalities there are by-laws that restrict and
determine ‘appropriate’ front yard assemblages, which are enforced by municipally
employed by-law officers, whose duty it is to ensure homes and yards meet set standards.
In addition, the province of Ontario also encourages physical surveillance and front yard
inspection by the municipality, and also by private citizens. Locally, in Thunder Bay, two
separate cases of physical surveillance, supported municipally and provincially, will be
discussed. The first concerns the case of the two Kasstana sisters, Clara and Micaida, and

the second involves the discovery of the decomposed body of Tovio Sistenin. In both of
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Front Yard Machines 10

these cases the front yard machine, as part of a larger social machine whose function is to
ensure normality, becomes a surveillance apparatus that begins with private citizen
inspectors and eventually includes both local and provincial levels of government. The
front yard machine therefore is simply another visible feature of a person. 1t is viewed as
an extension of the physical body, and is a recording surface that interpretively informs
any interested inspectors about the social acceptability and aberration of an individual or

individuals involved with the space in question.

Methodology

The choice of the three areas within this project was made primarily on a personal
basis. The areas attempt to provide a rough coverage of literature about landscapes, in
particular the front yard, within North America. Sources used were not predetermined
and are by no means exhaustive. Research began by reading professional texts and
literature on landscaping, urban geography, cultural geography and semiotics. The texts
included in chapter one’s discussion provided a general platform for texts in chapters two
and three. Additional texts came to be included in chapters two and three simply due to
increased awareness and exposure to the literature and discourses within the field. The
method of research used dealt mostly with reading and searching to fit together the
structures that seemed so disparate at the beginning of the project. Each chapter does
investigate other themes, and the entire project aims to bring together some of the broad
discourses of front yards.

Limited fieldwork, within Thunder Bay, was performed over the course of
summer 2003. During these outings, and especially during the 2003 Pond Tour,

impromptu discussions occurred between the creators of landscaped spaces and myself.
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Front Yard Machines 11

As well, I visited local garden centres and siores where brief discussions with staff
occurred. This was done so that I could familiarize myself with local products and thus
gain an idea of the regional preferences and styles, as most of my own experience and
background is of Central Ontario, specifically Simcoe County and the City of Toronto.

My employment background has been very useful; over the course of the previous
five summers I have worked as a ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ landscaper. As a ‘hard’ landscaper I
installed many different natural and manufactured stone products in applications such as
paved walkways and driveways, retaining walls, and built flowerbeds. In addition, I have
worked on residential ponds, decks, and fences, aliowing me the opportunity to
familiarize myself with other landscaping products and equipment. While working as a
‘soft’ landscaper I had the chance to labour on some of the gardens within the ‘Bridle
Path’ in Toronto, Ontario. My duties were performed under the supervision of a licensed
Horticulturalist, who was hired to care for and maintain the splendid gardens and lawns
within this one area of Toronto.

In a sense it has been my summer employment, while a student, that has been
most influential in determining the course of this investigation. I believe that much of my
previous experience has helped to structure my understanding of landscaped space,
especially front and back yards. Iknow that my experience has provided a general
expertise that helped me begin and continue discussions about landscaping, landscaping
products and services with homeowners, landscapers and landscape product retailers. I
wonder though if it has not somewhat limited my view of the front yard and restricted

other venues of investigation. To that I have no real answer. Yet to conclude, I do not
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feel that my search and investigation for new knowledge is overtly hindered: who I am

and what I know is very much a part of this thesis.
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CHAPTER 1

Interpreting the Front Yard Machine

A dark dense green carpes with the fine leaf texture of Kentucky bluegrass
blended with perennial ryegrass and fine fescue greets the eyes of passers-by. The well-
manicured and maintained lawn is neatly trimmed and ordered to distinguish where the
homeowner’s ‘natural’ space begins from the public space of sidewalks and roadways.
The lawn’s distinguishing boundaries also set up and define other features and
characteristics of the privately landscaped area. Grass and flowers neatly border the
driveWay, black asphalit recently tarred to blacken and preserve its surface. Terracotta
colored interlocking stones pave a walkway from the driveway to the front steps, which
too are distinctly outlined visually by grass. In front of the house, separating the
walkway from the foundation of the home is a planter box, a mound of dark earth made
conspicuous with a stone boarder material. Similarly on the other side of the steps along
the house’s foundation is another such planter box this time separated from the thick
green lawn. On the lawn’s edges, closest to the driveway and furthest from it, are
miniature evergreens trimmed to give a characteristic triangular shape. On the other end
Jjust by each side of the steps leading up to the front door is a juniper bush, a short
billowing shrubbery. Separating the evergreens and junipers is a maintained grassless
earth planted with well-ordered and multi-coloured perennial and annual flowers.

Tulips, daffodils and a rose bush provide colour in the planter box.

The scene described, or something very similar, is regularly seen throughout

communities in North America. Certain features may change: the products used to create

walkways and driveways can be different; there may be trees, shrubs and gardens, or
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Front Yard Machines i4

maybe a pond within the grassed space of the front vard, but the similarity of the entire
system is typically preserved. The commonality and repetition of the entire system
produces a static space that appears to be outside of time — a ‘natural’ landscape. Yet in
some cases variation does occur, movement away from the typical.

Dominant cultural codes of the developed western world enable one to discemn
and interpret space and the organization of landscapes; to differentiate between individual
spaces and make meaning in, on, and before these areas. The front yard is a learned
interpretative process of landscape identification where the collection and assembly of
objects within this defined space has resulted from the organizational and structural flow
of shared codes and subcodes. To understand the front yard phenomenon — its coded
naturalization and its coded change — first requires one to understand that the space is a
machine. As a machine it is a system of information and communication flows and
breakflows between non-related systems assembled together; the front yard machine
brings together humans, society and nature into one system. Communication occurs at
different speeds between encoders/decoders and codes used; the speed of this flow
determines code solidity and acceptability (its naturalness) or code fluidity and
unacceptability. By examining this particular space pansemiotically and using a machine
model to describe the construction and de-construction of the space provides an

encompassing theory to explain front yards.

The Front Yard Machine
A front vard is a landscaped space within which, as within all landscaped spaces,
exists an immense input-output matrix, a network with flows and interactions (Meinig,

1979, p. 38); an assemblage of non-linear connections, heterogeneous materials and
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Front Yard Machines 15

unrelated elements structured and put together in order to create a working whole
{DeLanda, 1993, p. 5). Front yards are an ordered assemblage of objects that act as a
signifying system? a social system that can communicate, be reproduced, “experienced,
and explored” (Duncan, 1990, p. 17). Its codes come from other significant cultural
systems; there is not only one signifying or determining system in use. D.W. Meinig
(1979) said it well when he recognized that, “any landscape [like the front yard for
instance] is composed not only of what lies before our eyes but what lies within our
heads™ (brackets added, p. 34). The front yard is a system of couplings, different objects
and social systems flowing together in the creation of a space, a system - a front yard
machine.

Working from a radical claim that “everything is a machine” (Deleuze and
Guattari, 1977, p. 2), it is then possible to consider the front yard as a machine possessing
a system or webbing of structured interruptions or breaks in the productions and
transferences of information and/or knowledge - communication. Unlike a tool, which is
more an agent of contact, machines are more than distinct processes removed or separate
from humans and nature. They are not the totality of their parts or connections because
machines consist of a process through which “structures can be created by bringing
together heterogeneous materials, that is, by articulating the diverse as such, without
homogenization” (DeLanda, 1995, p. 5). In a machine there are components or other
‘flows’ connecting with existing assemblages or flow-webs that create a continuum or
Deleuze and Guattari’s (1993) ‘machinic phylum’. There are ruptures in flows and flow
directions; each new connection is a break in relation to the one it replaces, but in the end

the entire thing is simply one entity, one machine. The entirety of the machine, the
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‘socius’, forms a surface where productions of communication are recorded so there are
no distinctions between the social and the technical; there is only the process.

A machine, like the front yard, is based upon flows that enmesh the process of
communication and its production into a ‘web’. The front yard therefore is a ‘web’ or
production structure connecting and coupling together humans and nature ~ in essence
the two are one reality or one machine whose flows need not be linear relationships.
Delanda in A Thousand Years of Nonlinear History recognizes and provides a narrative
process of communicating through non-linear couplings. Reality consists of matter-
energy and information flows that harden for periods of time in reaction to other flows
that attempt to constrain the matter-energy and information in a variety of ways.
DeLanda uses the oceanic crust to serve as a metaphor for his nonlinear history. On this
crust continents are “constantly being created and destroyed (by solidification and
thawing),” as such, “the rocks and mountains that define the most stable and durable
traits of our reality would merely represent a local slowing down of this flowing reality”
(DeLanda, 1997, pp. 258-259). Let’s say, then, that a regional ecology is machined in a
lawn-style that slows and stabilizes it. There are numerous possible influences or
alternative codes that could flow into the front yard machine, into the communication that
flows between all front vard connections.

The ability to perceive front yard spaces results from learning how to recognize
codes that form and organize this medium (Lewis, 1979, p. 12}. Poststructuralist thinkers
like Derrida presuppose that “texts have a web-like complexity, characterized by a

ceaseless play of infinite unstable meanings” (Duncan and Duncan, 1988, p. 118). Within

front vards there are different code webs that flow together in the creation of space and its
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Front Yard Machines 17

interpretation; other sources like religious beliefs, cultural beliefs and values, gender,
region, class, and etc., all provide different active flows that construct and de-construct
this space (Duncagy 1990, p. 4). Thus for any sort of meaningful combinations to occur in
front yard machines there needs to be a structure or grammar that influences and in some
cases determines communicative structures (flow-webs); the existence of front yard codes
or conventions (Jakobson, 1971). Codes are a set of recognizable instructions (e.g.
phonetic, grammatical, and/or lexical) that humans use to convert information from one
sign form (e.g. words and/or verbal text) into another comprehensible format or system of
signs (e.g. messages and/or communication) (Danesi, 2000 & N&th, 1990). As a system
front yards provide a framework in which their signs make sense. Traditionally meaning
has been viewed as “conventional and arbitrary, as neither unique to an individual nor
inherent in signs, objects, texts, actions, etc” (Duncan and Duncan, 1988, p. 118); front
yards are more complex than conventional signifying systems because they create a sign
system that is a combination of visual, tactual, aromatic, acoustic and in some cases aural
types of discourse. It is the conventional and arbitrary nature of codes that allows for
change to occur in front yard machines.

Change in front yard machines result from breaks in code flow, which occur when
traditional or ‘naturalized’ flow-webs are perceived as unable to deal with or correct
anomalies and/or weaknesses. From Kuhn’s (1996) The Structure of Scientific
Revolutions it will be useful to retrieve how this kind of change is accounted for.
‘Conversion experiences’ (Kuklick, 1972) or ‘paradigm shifts’ (Kuhn, 1996) become a
vital part of the machine model because of the importance placed on external and in some

cases irrational influences in flow-web structure. Breaks in code flow and the adoption
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of new code flows occur because they solve problems and not because of their
superiority. Therefore, code selection (possible flow-web structures) might result from
circumstances as simple as aesthetic value, socio-economic value or value based upon a
variety of other reasons. Front yard machines are part of the histories of those involved in
creating them; therefore for all those who have encoded and decoded them through their
development the front yard machine’s couplings of flow-webs possess significance.
Humans bring a web of codes into the construction and interpretation of
landscaped spaces. For instance, the political landscape is a code in which there is a
dominant and widely accepted ‘encoding’ and ‘decoding’ of front yard space (e.g.
‘private carpet), where spatial organization is developed and organized for a distinct
purpose around an artificial, archetypical, coherent design inspired by some model of
‘pastoral’ retirement, let’s say. The political landscape has evolved to insure order,
security and continuity — to give citizens a visible status through their displays. The
typical space in a political landscape formalizes communication with the outside world
(Jackson, 1984, p. 42). It sets up standardizations of landscape styles and symbols,
prominently using and displaying technology. While the front yard is a machine, and it

involves the use of many well-known machines such as lawn mowers and hedge

immers, its machinic character is irreducible to engines, “motor forces or design forces”
(Welchman, 2000, p. 1235).
On the other hand, the vernacular landscape is a code system that understands and
reads space as involving the recognition of non-dominant cultural aspects. This non-
dominant ‘encoded’ and ‘decoded’ message reveals a distinct way of defining and

handling landscape that is governed by personal relations. The vernacular landscape,
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unlike its counterpart, is not designed to impose or preserve a unity and order in the space
and structure of the land (Jackson, 1984, p. 150). Certain forms of vernacular landscape
construction are marked’, containing signs and symbols that exclude the outsider. Lack
of perceptual understanding of the signs insures that inclusion occurs only with those
who are familiar or closely tied to that spatial flow-web or ‘folk’ tradition even if the
precise meaning of the object is unclear. Isolation and exclusivity from the dominant
outside world gives the vernacular landscape character (Ibid. p. 150).

Humans are cultural agents who repeatedly shape land for new uses and
pleasures. Landscapes, like the front yard reflect, as Alexander Wilson (1992) writes, “a
way of seeing the world and imagining our relationships to nature” (p. 14), an active and
humanly involved process of creating a useful and pleasurable site (Nye, 1999, p. 14).
Front yards are a natural phenomenon only so far as they represent a cultural milieu. The
space that defines the front yard is a landscape and thus inseparable from the individuals,
technologies and geography which flow together in the shaping and construction/de-

construction of this space.

Code Flows and the Organization and Structuring of the Front Yard Machine

The front yard machine model is constructed from flows, thawing and cracking of
flows, and breaks in flows to code systems/structures within a defined and understood
landscape arrangement. The theoretical stance adopted concerning the front vard, as with
landscapes in general, is that the landscaped space can be interpreted pansemiotically,

meaning that all forms of nonverbal behaviour can be seen as forms of communication

! The idea of markedness was introduced by Jakobson to refer to “an opposition of two logical
contradictories: the presence of an attribute (“markedness”) in contraposition to its absence
“ynmarkedness”} (Lechte, 1994, p. 62). Markedness implies that paired signs consist of a marked and an
unmarked form.
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Diagram 1. The front vard machine process

/ /

/ Code used inthe /

construciing and de-

constructing of spatial
assemblages

“,on///
f\
\
Ed
) Fd
Ia’

awing - Increa
communicatl

<f
Fsl

‘f" {
18

Bl
A
okl St 6 b 04 A e g N
R
-

U s & 4 sk x

Fast communication flow
<

"~ Slow communication flow

A,‘
"

Encoder andfor Decoder -
_point of communication flow with code

20

Mew code or
justification of
existing code

—

The production of the front yard cceurs through communication \\
amongst codes and code users that structures flow-webs, or the front |
yard machine //

Markus Christian Lahtinen

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Front Yard Machines 21

{Patterson, 1983, pp. 37-38). Diagram one (previous page) is an illusiration of a modeled
process of landscaped front yard construction, its encoding and decoding. The front yard
consists of a myriad of assemblages that couple in the forefront of a property or
boundary. It is artificial in that this space connects heterogeneous objects and part
objects into a flow that can be recognized by many individuals. What emerges joined
together is “a social framework of intelli gi‘bﬂity within which all practices are
communicated, negotiated, or challenged” (Duncan, 1990, p. 16). Front yard machines
possess nonlinear connections and couplings, codes or rules and conventions that
structure the spatial organization of the front yard, which encoders and/or decoders are
continually interpreting. The codes are both enabling and constraining ways of thinking
and acting; the structural systems seem natural in that many people who have learned the
structure have a difficult time straying from it (Ibid, p. 16). The problem of ‘nature’ is
one that haunts semiotic reflection: ‘nature’ is the common sense, the hidden ground, of

cultural convention that semiotics tries to uncover and describe.

Codes

Codes represent an organizational system used in the creation and interpretation
of spatial assemblages. Without a framework in which sign systems make sense the front
vard as a recognizable space could not exist. Human interactions use predominantly
socially constructed symbolic and/or sign systems to relate to ourselves and to the world
around us in a number of ways (Israel, 1988, p. 32 & 48). Essential structures or code

meanings in flow-webs (communication) do not exist but rather the meaning is an
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exchange between the medium and the socially situated interpreter”. Code systems
typical of front yard machines — geo-historical human spatﬁaﬁ interaction — consist of
cultural myths and ideologies that have been internalized into the repertoires of
interpretive communities and individual persons. Two speeds of information
{communication) flow exist relative to one another. A slow flowing code can only exist
with the possibility of thawing code structures (cracks in flow) and then the speeding up
of communication flows within the machine. Fast flows similarly can only be recognized
with the possibility of freezing or re-solidification and the possible slowing down of new
code flows within the front yard machine. Speeds of flow result from the positioning and

subjective interpretations of ‘encoders’ and ‘decoders’.

Encoder/Decoder

Hall’s work on the communication model within cultural studies acknowledges
encoders (the constructors) and decoders (de-constructors) (2001, p. 125). Encoders and
decoders can either be one person taking on a number of different roles in the front yard
machine or they can be a compilation of separate individual flows. In either case flow
construction and/or de-construction by the encoder/decoder, using their personal
repertoire within the front yard machine, affects the interpretation of code flows and code
flow-web development. Meinig (1979, pp. 34-45) exemplifies the positioning of
encoders/decoders and landscape interpretation with his identification and discussion of

ten different ways varied groups or individuals may describe a common landscape scene,

“Individual and unigue expressions of individual creativity have been viewed as “instances of a synchronic
system generated either by deep structural regularities, as in the case of Levi Strauss, or by narrative
structures and rountinized patterns of behavior which are viewed as self-contained self-determining
systems” (Duncan, 1988, p. 118}, As such codes could be viewed as determining bebaviour; as with
Searle’s regulative rules, which regulate activities independently existent of rules, and constitutive rules,
which create and regulate new interactions that are dependent upon rules (italics added, Néth, 1999, p.
241).
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like a front yard. A personal interpretive repertoire consists of signifying practices,
meaning-making behaviour, that are personally modified in the production and reading of
texts and that may result in differing interpretations of a single landscape. Eco (1986)
calls such recordings of all interpretive codes since birth an ‘encyclopedia’.

It is Hali (2001) and Fiske (1987) who highlight the significance of decoder and
encoder positioning. This is especially true in regards to flow-webs (the communicative
flow between different assemblages) within front yard machines. Meaning in the front
yard machine, as in a text or other communicative structure, is constructed from the
“conjuncture of the text with the socially situated reader” (Fiske, 1987, p. 66) —an
exchange process flowing between the medium and the interpreter. For Fiske there are
two kinds of subjects or interpreters: one is the textual, inactive and passive subject for
whom ideological power is subjugated from the text or in the case of front yard machines,
from the hegemonic flow-webs. A second type of interpreter is an active and socially
formed one who negotiates and grapples with the positions that the text, or front yard
webs imposes (Ibid, p. 66). It is this positioning that in part affects the encoder/decoder’s
interpretation of front yard machine flow-webs and which may lead to breaks in flow —
change.

For Hall (2001) the role of social positioning of interpreters or interpretive
groups affects the understanding of texts (Chandler, 2002, p. 192). Hall (2001) notes
three hypothetical codes or positions of a reader/interpreter to a text. There is the
dominant or hegemonic reading, in which one fully accepts and understands the codes
and reproduces a preferred interpretation — much like the hegemony of slow flowing code

interpretation. A second possible interpretation is a negofiated one in that the reader
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partly shares the text’s codes and mainly accepts the preferred reading. This
interpretation shows resistance and modification of the text in such a way as to
personalize the reading, to reflect a person’s own position, experiences and interests — it
could be the beginnings of the thawing or breaking of solidified code flow. A third
interpretation is an oppositional or counter-hegemonic reading in that the interpreter
understands the preferred recording but his or.her social situation places him or herin a
directly oppositional relationship. As such these readings reflect infinite possibilities and
are the most diverse in that they bring alternative frames of reference and reject the
dominant or preferred readings (Hall, 2001, pp. 130-132; Chandler, 2002, p. 192; and
Chandler, n.d., chpt. Encoding/decoding) — this is the fast flow and its increase of code
information to the encoder/decoder. All of these positions are important influences to
code flow-web development and the interpretation involved between front yard codes and
human code users.

The position and the competence of front yard machine encoders and decoders are
not linear abilities (a straight forward application and/or process) and are affected in
many ways. Encoder/decoder subjects, their interpretive repertoires and positioning
towards the front yard machine, can be static, grow as an individual gains maturity and
experience, or become redundant and reductive. There is great redundancy in slow
codes. Choice systems, alternative flows, enable the social function of human
communication, while ideological constraints within a society can determine the choice
of elements and rules of meaningful combination (new flow-webs in the machine).
Dialectically that which is produced may in furn affect the society’s ideological

constraints. Communication therefore is content, grammatical and structural codes, as
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well as style, personalized and expressive codes (Israel, 1988, p. 61& 64). The
personalized style and expressive choice of individual repertoires constitute an
interpretive flow-web used in front yard machines. Front yard flow-webs could very
likely stay slow, they may thaw or the flows may speed up and become fast flowing with
new developments in personal codes, like those governing gender attitudes and
expectations; class and socio-economic status; ’ethnicity and culture; religion and etc. It
is the encoder/decoder who validates code webs and produces slowly flowing
communication between the person and code, questions thé flow and begins the breaking
or cracking of code flow, or challenges existing structures and speeds up code flows. Yet,
as far as the assemblages of the front yard go, not everything happens in codes of human

communication. Front yards engage the non-human as well.

Slow Flows

Slow moving or solidified codes are ones that are not often consciously
interpreted by encoders/decoders — codes that have become ‘naturalized’ (Diagram 2 next
page). In other words, slow codes may be comfortably inhabited — a series of actions that
have become “automatic and seemingly divorced from conscious thought” (Wise, 2003,
p. 115). In the front yard these codes include systems like by-laws, cultural ideology and
myth, and interpretive community repertoires that are often taken to be stable and
naturally given. The flows of such codes are so slow that they appear to be only one way
— the source of all value. coder. In actuality this process is a loop, an interactive
interpretive relationship between the encoder/decoder and the code. With the slow
moving or solidified codes there is little dialogue in the form of questioning and

contested interpretation between the encoder/decoder and the code itself. If there is any
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Diagram 2. The slow flow communication process
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‘contest’, it occurs quite infrequently and gradually and cannot connect with the machine
that repels it. As such these codes become perceived as solid and naturalized rather than
constructed. A person may spend their entire life using a particular code to create his or
her front yard and never contest it. Such a code is seamless; there’s no place to get a
foothold.

Cultural ideology and “myth’ have naturalized many codes. Perhaps the most
distinguishing and prominent feature of home landscapes in North America is the lawn.
The ‘naturalness’ of lawns within front yards began in the formal gardens of André Le
Nétre’s Versailles, where garden designs proved that “man was a better landscape
architect than nature” (Primeau, 2003a, p. 10). Next post- WWII landscaping created a
large standardized flow-web in the front yard machine as the lawn became part of the
homeowner’s psyche concerning front yards. As a result the lawn-and-foundation-shrub
model became a solidified part of the front yard machine in our culture (Webber, 2002, p.
2); an unwritten rule that grass is the dominant feature of the front yard, with evergreen
foundation plants included (Primeau, 2003a, p. 9). This particular flow-web slowed and
its ideology of domination, containment and standardization incorporated a culture of
suburbs, golf course like grass and chemicals into the front yard machine (Wilson, 1992,
p. 93). The ‘naturalness’ of such stable flow-webs are a construct whose repeated
manifestations over time have been incorporated into the front yard machine and thusly
into the Western homeowner’s psyche.

Here in Thunder Bay the ‘model’ front yard code, as just discussed, is supported
by municipal by-laws. Thunder Bay by-laws support naturalized code systems through

repetitious application by residents; even though many individuals do not realize that they
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are perpetuating state supported and controlled maintenance of social flow-webs and
front yard machines. In Thunder Bay, as in most municipalities and cities, there exist
structural codes that determine just how the front yard can be landscaped - everything
from land contours to grass height is pre-set.

The City of Thunder Bay’s connection to the front yard machine specifies grade
patterns (858.1.3), water flows within front yafd space (858.3.1) and even a maximum
height of 20 cm for weeds and grass (874.3.5). There are also municipal flow linkages to
the front yard machine with simple landscaping changes such as dumping soil for lawn
dressing, landscaping, and adding flowerbeds or vegetable gardens by requiring approval
for any elevation increase of more than 100mm (858.2.5). The municipality covers and
sets out everything from maintenance standards for steps, walks and driveways to even
the pruning of trees and shrubs (846.25.5 & 846.25.8). As well, the city limits couplings
to the front yard machine by inserting social codes that define the appropriateness of the
assemblages and products used in the construction of landscaped space. Objects
connected to the front yard machine that are considered ‘waste’, as defined by Thunder
Bay by-laws, can result in a fine or penalty to the homeowner (874.3.3 and 874.2.6) —
material like crockery, broken glass, cans and containers, products and items often used
in folk art. The rationale for this control is to keep the front yard free from objects or
conditions that “may create a health, fire or accident hazard” (Ibid, sec. 3, subsec. 3).

Slow flowing code webs within front yard machines are often accepted
unconsciously; as such one gets a lot of similarity between front yards on the average
street. By-laws should be recognized as social codes and conventions that are dominant

within the specific socio-cultural context of Thunder Bay and which are naturalized by
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many of the inhabitants of the city through socialization. In essence they provide
members with founding fictions, myths or codes that may be taken-for-granted (Nichols,
1981, p. 30) that become the slow codes used to construct front yards. It is not just by-
laws that constitute ‘commonsensical’, ‘self-evident’, ‘natural’ or ‘normal’ flow-webs
systems used to construct front yard machines. The community or neighborhood a
person lives in is another code or structure that influences slow code flow structures that
manifest in front yard machines.

The front yard is a semipublic space; it is part of a neighborhood and a broader
regional landscape — welcoming visitors and making visual statements to passers-by
(Weekend Gardening, 2003, p. 44). The front yard’s spatiality is required to visually tie
existing connections, like the house, to the surrounding landscape by giving the house a
personality and a sense of place (Webber, 2002, p. 5). The front yard machine
distinguishes it at the same time it tries to structure itself so as to blend into a community.
Conformity with an individual’s neighborhood is a type of code solidification that flows
from encodings based upon ‘interpretive communities’, a group of individuals who share
familiarity with particular codes in setting up and developing the front yard (Fish, 1980).
Evan Fraser, in a correspondence regarding his Master’s of Science thesis, states

one of the surprising features of my results were that there were no
significant differences in what members of different cultural groups
planted in their front yards ... in my opinion my results show that there
was a homogenizing force that smoothed out differences on the parts of
the house that were visible from the street. This may seem counter-
intuitive, since it’s easy to find very obvious examples of culturally
distinct homes, however, my data showed that these are outliners and

when you do an analysis of variance, these differences are not significant
across entire populations (June 06, 2003).
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Research by Zmyslony and Gagnon (1998 and 2002) confirm Fraser’s remarks and in
addition Julien and Zmyslony (2001), in other research, have determined that “front-yard
landscapes (vegetation and non-vegetation elements) are replicated non-randomly by
residents” (p. 337). The organizing structure of front yards appear to be ‘modeled’ from
the surrounding spaces; ideas and concept are borrowed from neighbours and other
community members.

By sharing code structures the interpretive community helps to slow flows within
front yard machines. Julien and Zmyslony (2001) state that other authors (Routaboule et
al.,1995; Jim,1993; Eveillard, 1991; Rowntree, 1998; and Cooper, 1975) have suggested
the sharing of front yard codes in various forms constitute as landscape replication, a
‘mimicry’ (p. 338). Mimicry is also noted by Zmyslony and Gagnon (1998 and 2002)
where proximity, same street side and similar front-yard characteristics (depths, widths
and types) within a “street section increase similarity in front-yard landscape” (2002, p.
370). Landscape is not a random process; front yard replicated code flow-webs are
statistically highly significant in the creation of spatial organization (Ibid, p. 370).
Neighbourhoods constitute particular groups which differentiate themselves from others
by implicit or explicit reference (implicit or explicit slowing down of code flow) to a
particular ‘model’ (discussed in more detail in Chapter 2).

Duncan and Duncan (1988) have likewise recognized the connection of
interpretive communities and spatial construction. In Vancouver, for example, Duncan
and Duncan examined Shaughnessy, an upper-income neighborhood, where by the late
1970s the neighborhood property owners’ association “constituted an interpretive

community around a particular textual model of what the landscape of the neighborhood
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should be” (Duncan and Duncan, 1988, p. 122). This textual community used a
particular flow-web, which was focused around a “textual model that would be legally
forced upon all future development” (Ibid, p. 122). The property owners’ association |
forced slow flow-webs and in the process produced a homogenization and legalized
naturalization of landscape, similar to what Thunder Bay’s by-laws do to the front yard
machine.

Slow moving or solidified flows within the front yard machine appear to be static.
They represent uncontested interpretations or interpretations so infrequently contested
that their flows have been taken to be natural parts of the machine. The flow of these
systems goes unchallenged in the construction and understanding of their respective front
yard machines. By-laws, cultural myths and ideology, and community or neighborhoods
provide a flow to the front yard web, which many individuals do not interrupt. People
allow these codified flow-webs to continue and in so doing socially and culturally
internalize the system - creating the ‘that’s just the way it is’ reality, which dismisses or
at the very least does not acknowledge the social creativity of front yard construction and
de-construction. The slow flow of codes, their settling and naturalization in front yard

machines, are subject to repertoires of encoders and decoders.

Thawing or Cracking of Flows

Thawing or cracking (Diagram 3 next page) occurs as a by-product of the
encoder’s/decoder’s interpretive process of code structuring within front yard machines.
When codes become contested, consciously recognizing the code flow-webs within front
vard machines, the speed of the communication loop between the encoder and/or decoder

and code is increased so that more communication flows take place. This may happen
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Diagram 3. The thawing process
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because ‘anomalies’ occur, or weaknesses and problems arise within the code flow-web,
and so it becomes contested. In some cases the contest happens once, the fast flow
eventually slows down as other people use the code and it becomes naturalized with its
adoption by others. At other times the contest is constant or quite frequent; there is no
point at which a code flow-web becomes naturalized. This process occurs in the minds
and opinions of landscapers, gardeners, homeowners and neighbours in regards to front
yard machine structures and their representations. In either case it is the increase in speed
of contesting flow codes that creates a thawing or cracking of solidified codes. Thawing,
to use Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari (1987, p.23) terms, speeds up in the middle, not
from above or below, or from left or right.

The speeding up and/or thawing of solidified front yard machine codes begin with
changes to an individual’s interpretive repertoire. Allan Jacob Greenbaum (2000)
investigates conflicts between advocates of natural versus manicured lawns and as well as
those amongst proponents and opponents of lawn herbicides, and notes that these
instances are disagreements over values, perceptions and meanings within interpretive
repertoires. Similarly, Michelle Lynne Purchase (1997) documents, that alternative lawn
users, who have changed their landscape repertoire to include materials other than
traditional turf grass, do so due to changes to their interpretive repertoires. In both
instances, Greenbaum’s and Purchase’s 'reseamh reveal that changes are rationalized
through arguments for aesthetics, enjoyment of gardening, or the low maintenance and
the reduction of chemical use alternative landscapes require. In the end the results are the

same: traditionally held individual or group code flows speed up and become a frenzy of
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communication flowing between codes and users. Thawing energizes machinic

connectivity.

Fast Flowing Code Webs

Fast flowing codes result when the thawing of solidified code flows become
frenzied and unable to re-solidify within front yard machines. With thawing the code
system starts to melt and the interpretation of front yard flow-webs stay consciously
active. If the thawed flow-webs are not slowed by encoders/decoders front yard machine
codes keep breaking or cracking and communication flow loops between the code and the
individual or group gain speed. Communication occurs quickly between the object and
the encoder/decoder until finally a new code flow-web/structure is naturalized resulting
in the re-solidification of a flow and the creation of a new slow flow within the front yard
machine. Diagram four (next page) illustrates the process of fast flowing codes within
the front yard machine.

Pat Murphy (1996) wonderfully illustrates how change can take place in the front
yard machine through the thawing of codes and the speeding up of flows. In the short
story, 4 Flock of Lawn Flamingos, Murphy’s protagonist Joan acts as a front yard code
contester. Joan speeds up code flows between herself and the codes structuring
‘appropriate’ lawn ornaments within the interpretive community. In doing so she
challenges the traditional values and puts on display the results or her interpretations of
the codes. Joan’s interpretation of front yvard codes result in the use of 50 pink flamingos,
a talking garden gnome and finally a giant Yap stone; all of which are challenged at the
Home Owners Association. Finally, with Joan’s third challenge a critical mass of home

owners support her interpretations and codes, which then are validated and justified —
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slowing down and re-solidifying the fast flowing codes that Joan introduced to the front

yard.

Diagram 4. The fast communication flow process
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In Murphy’s story the process that the community members personally go through
when Joan challenges the interpretive community is a change in their own interpretive
repertoires. As Joan introduces new code flows to the front yard machine, community
members’ code webs are challenged, and result in a contest or interpretation of code
structures concerning cultural primacy and religious beliefs within the front yard
machine. Obviously this period of change suéceeds in establishing new codes for some
people but, for the antagonist, Mr. Hoffer, his personal repertoire (front yard code web)
stays the same and may be validated, and thus his trouble accepting the new front yard
codes. Similarly Primeau (20034, pp. 9-10) has personally noticed how change to the
dominance of the lawn within her front yard is perceived as a challenge to institutional
codes and beliefs. When she decided to dig up her lawn and replace it with an eco-
friendly front yard garden she faced difficulty in that her new work was deemed out of
place and ludicrous. Primeau’s new front yard codes were not deemed acceptable until
they were copied and/or used by other people in the community. That is, until they
achieve a certain level of redundancy.

Changes or challenges to one’s personal interpretive repertoire may increase
communication flow due to personal fetishization and ‘doping’ flowing into the front
yard structure. These new challenges enter the front yard machine as a ‘buzz’ or desire
flows, connections of a flow-producing machine {individual or traditional front yard
machine flows) that interrupts or draws off part to another machine’s flow (desire).
Desire itself is a cut off of flow between constancy and couplings (Deleuze and Guattari,

1977, p. 5); a reality in which front yard couplings are really only one machine with a
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break flow process — a new individualized flow-web. “Desiring-machines work only
when they break down, and by continually breaking down” (Ibid, p. 8).

Desire’s ﬁow in front yard machines increases communication through the
incorporation of ‘junkie-flows’ - a constant seeking of a particular flow. In Guattari’s
essay (1996) “Machinic Junkies,” mechanisms that make a person feel a sense of
belonging, of being somewhere, of forgetting, and that produce ‘machinic’ subjectivity
are considered ‘drugs’ (p. 101) and identified as “junkie-flows”. In addition, Guattari
(1996) notes, “a ‘drug machine’ can generate collective euphoria or oppressive
gregariousness, but it is nonetheless the response of individual urges. The same thing
occurs with minor buzzes” (p. 102). Drugs speed up communication between the code
and encoder/decoder because they are the “flow-producing machine that interrupts” or
draws part of the flow between a machine and that to which it is coupled (Deleuze and
Guattari, 1977, p. 5). The ‘drug’ or desiring-machine breaks into the person-and-object
flow by bringing a doping sensation and an intense buzz into the process. One could
describe this in terms of the release of hormones and endorphins. These chemical flows
become the desired break-flow and new solidification in the dynamics of the front yard
machine — the web connection of objects, persons and the front yard spaces. “It is a way
of making yourself be, of personally incarnating yourself, while the ground of the
existential image is blurred,” writes Guattari (1996, p. 102). The drug-flow breaks into
the coupling of individuals/objects and solidifies a “desire’ so that the process of creating
and nurturing the vard space becomes a way to get ‘high’. Machine eroticism with its
self-intoxication and its desires creates a return to the individual and as such machine-

junkies — an unending communication frenzy within front yard machines. Examples of
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machine eroticism are illustrated below by the ‘Mow Your Own’ generation of property
owners, as well as following examples (e.g.. comical Canadian Tire commercials, and the
satirical TV show King of the Hill)’.

Like the millions who ritualistically practice golf swings (Guattari, 1996, p. 103),
the ‘mow you own’ generation is a regime of desire for the selection and attachment to
specific devices within front yard structures. Patrick Reilly, a Staff Reporter for The Wall
Street Journal, has identified certain flows that he views as playing directly into the lust
and fetishism of property owners. Code webs that challenge or justify traditional code
structures tend to modify personal interpretive repertoires by incorporating obsessions
with lawns and lawn equipment; compulsive needs to assert control and to be competitive
with others are played out on the surface of front yard machines. Front yard equipment
and machines, the selection of non-motorized versus motorized or brand name versus
non-brand name, are a flow attachment that phyéically link objects and people within
front yard machines. To quote Sibley, one of Reilly’s interviewees, “I am having too
much fun.. . Mowing with it (his antique mower) gives me the same supreme feeling as I
get driving my ’53 Bentley” (n.dt, n.pg). Obession is a recurring thematic in television
advertisment for yard equipment (e.g. Canadian Tire).

Fetishized objects produce a flow {desire) between a homeowner or user and a
front yard object, which increase the flow of communication between object and user
every time a craving or ‘desire’ occurs, and re-solidifies with every use of the desired

object or assemblage. For instance the young capitalist entrepreneur in the Canadian

3 It is interesting to note that the front yard, a semi-public space and the creation of desire between a
homeowner and object, might related to a masculine performance or gendered connection between
homeowner and front yard. Interpretation of code relies on gender position/interpretation and may be an
opportunity of expressing gender position.
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Tire television commercial illustrates the flow of desire when he is able to exploit the
‘mow your own’ homeowners by getting them to pay for the use of his (the voung
capitalist’s) lawnmower to cut their own lawns. The desired objects and their connection
to the front yard machine are also satirically portrayed on the Fox Television show King
of the Hill. The main characters Hank Hill, Bill Dauterive, Dale Gribble and Boomhauer
all fetishize lawn mowers which become a flow-web connection in their respective front
yards. They connect through their mowers, but they retreat into their own trips. The
desire for riding lawn mowers creates tension in Hank’s, Bill’s, Dale’s and Boomhauer’s
lives, specifically love lives (Aibel and Berger, 1997), friendships (Dauterive, 1998; Vitti,
1999) and family lives (Cohen and Freedland, 2001). The machinic buzz becomes so
desired and sought after by Bill, Dale, Hank and Boomhauer that they try and incorporate
the lawn mower into as many facets of their normal lives as they can but only by
breaking flows in other areas. Thus desire flows and breakflows produce more possible
couplings of the fetishized object, user and front vard machine due to breaks and flows
within desiring-machines.

Fast flows become breaks in communication within front yard machines. These
flows result from the challenging of traditional or existing code webs that thaw and begin
to flow quickly. When codes crack and become fast flowing what happens is a break in
flow, the flow of the old code is consciously registered and then perhaps broken off and
eliminated from the existing web/machine. New flows become used when they are
deemed acceptable and are usefully adopted within the front yard machine. Yet personal
interpretive repertoires and their constant change and growth challenge existing systems,

that could lead to an ongoing construction and/or de-construction process. So the flow
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between the encoder/decoder and the code may keep cracking and speeding up or the
flow may be validated and naturalized (re-solidified). Fetishization and doping, the
breakflow of dssi;e, creates in-between moments of self-gratification in personal
repertoires that challenge traditional codes through attempts fo gratify oneself. Desire
within the front vard machine may make people act erratically and strangely when
dealing with subjects or elements linked with fhe space. Individuals seeking a particular
flow may mow their lawn daily; they may incisively replant and organize the front yard,
or they may redundantly create a space, where their need forever maintains a thawed, fast
flowing flow with the front yard organizational structure. All in all, fast flows provide the
changes to systems by interrupting and breaking existing code structures. It is not unusual

for some to get hooked on their John Deere equipment.

Re-solidification

The process of re-solidifying fast flowing codes occurs once a code is repeated or
maintained within the front yard machine. For instance, changes to individual repertoires
may account for 2 number of fast flowing codes but once a code becomes established or
part of a person’s ‘encyclopedia’ (used to interpret and understand the world) it re-
solidifies the fast flow of information/communication into a new slow flowing code.
Interpretive community re-solidification of front yard machine codes is established once
a critical number of individuals recognize and accept a fast flowing code. When this
happens fast flowing communication slows down because it is not as ‘marked’,
consciously recognized and questioned, and the flow structure becomes established. The

repeated use of the newly established code makes it appear static and eventually
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perceived as ‘natural’. This process of re-solidification is, however, uneven, or striated
according to context and the extent to which thawing has occurred.

Desire works both as an individual slow flow code as well as an individual fast
flow code within the front vard machine. The constant existence of desire connects a
semi-permanent frenzied flow to individualized front yard machines; desire’s reality is
that it is a fast flow of communication between the person and their precious objects or
connections. The satisfaction of desire, using landscape equipment or connecting to the
front yard through work, is the solidification of desire’s flow, which thaws or cracks
immediately once the sensation subsides and begins a fast information/communication
flow once ‘need’ is re-established. There’s always a new model to admire.

When communication loop flows re-solidify a code structure becomes perceived
to be acceptable and is used by people as an additive flow within their respective front
vard machines. New slow flows establish new code relationships or new code structural
references within front yard machines. It once again sets up a web structure, which
eventually may be socially approved and supported (e.g. laws and legislation), and that
may eventually become seen as a solid, permanent code structure. The new slow flow of
communication in the front yard machine may over time again become contested and
thawed, and perhaps even fast flowing. Front yard machine organization and structure is
a continual communication loop between encoders/decoders and codes, which set up
socio-historically contingent yet acceptable constructions and de-constructions of front

yards.
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Conclusion

The front yard machine enmeshes a web of codes; it incorporates different code
systems and speeds. Slow moving codes solidify and naturalize the front vard through
infrequent contest of codes by encoder and decoders. By-laws for instance enforce cerfain
flow formations and as such they solidify the reality of space. In Thunder Bay there exist
standardizations concerning the organization of the landscape in front yards, as well, a
limitation of what may be incorporated and assembled. Cultural myths and ideologies
also decrease flow speeds. Through conformity and ‘“unwritten’ expectations myths and
ideologies propagate expected front yard models. That is how the lawn-and-foundation-
shrub model became ubiquitous after WWIIL. The community a person resides in works
as an interpretive location from which code structures are typically borrowed for the front
yard. Just to note, there are a myriad of magazines and brochures that educate and
provide reference for code and subcode interpretation to those interested in front yards.
This semipublic space as an area balances personal creativity and cultural conformity.

Change to code systems occurs as cracks or breaks — a frenzied contesting of
codes by individuals. The challenge speeds up the loop’s flow in the process of which
cultural values and beliefs come into question. The outcome of the sped up flow is either
a break or maintenance of the old system. In the case of change the old code flow is
broken off and replaced with a new one. Typically a challenge to existing codes occurs
when personal interpretive repertoires change, a person grows and experiences more and
their existing code structure is unable to account for or explain certain anomalies and
weaknesses within front yards. The story by Pat Murphy, Patrick Reilly’s article, the

works of Purchase and Greenbaum exemplify the process of change. Yet when desire
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becomes the breakflow something different happens. Instead of a single frenzied event
that eventually leads again to code solidification, desire maintains a constant frenzy; this
constant comot%on results from a need for self-gratification, and once the gratification is
experienced and satisfied there comes again a desire for it to occur. Every morning at six
a.m...the lawnmower motor roars into action!

The flow of communication within front yard machines organizes and structures
the space. There are immense input and output matrixes that incorporate the collective
existence of humans and landscapes, such as the front yard. Humans and ‘nature’ are one
big system — one big machine. Jackson, Meinig, Wilson and Nye describe landscapes,
like front yards, not as natural phenomenon but rather as space that is representative of
specific cultural milieu. The front yard is inseparable from the individual and
technological flows that are used to shape and contort it — hence, the front yard machine.
The model of machines applied to the front yard explains well the flows that come
together to create this particular space. The machinic front yard allows for the
incorporation of differences in interpretation and structure by building off of the works of
Hall and Fiske. As well, DeLanda’s theory of nonlinear couplings, taken together with
elements of Kuhn’s ideas of revolution and change, highlight the process of flows and

breakflows with the front yard machine.
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CHAPTER 2

Status from the Front Yard Machine

Many theorists regard consumption as a defining element of contemporary culture
(Featherstone 1991, Bocock 1993, Edwards 2000). Specifically, consumption is an
indicator of an individual’s sense of self. For Jean Baudrillard, goods and objects
constitute signs in a system of communication based on acquisition and display of
differences minutely and subtlety defined. Differences, like those found in front yard
machines, for instance, do not set individuals against one another but instead place them
on a hierarchical and indefinite scale; a scale shaped to abstract ‘models’ to which people
conform. Real concrete differences are eclipsed and instead differentiation is achieved
through display and consumption of homogenized products, paradoxically
communicating difference through sameness or ‘conformity’. Differences and the
inessential aspects they mark proliferate as genuine singularities recede. The emphasis
placed on differences in this chapter, acquired from Baudrillard, is nof meant to reduce
the relations of machine assemblages to the interdependency of terms defined relatively
and negatively (in terms of what a term is not). Rather, the use of sign value and
difference is particularly valuable in the discussion of consumption as it pertains to
relationships between parts and machinic connections.

Communication occurs in many different forms, taking place constantly, and the
front yard is no exception. Landscaped space communicates to the outside world, through
the display of objects and forms, individual tastes, aspirations, values and social status.
Front vard machines are extensions of the human body through the work and interaction

that occurs in creating this landscape. Being a semipublic space, front yard machines
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tend to try and impress upon the outside world social ability and social acceptance.
Interpretation of the front yard machine extends onto the homeowner the socio-natural or
socio-semiotic significance that is given to this space.

The front yard machine, like the human body, becomes 2 surface space where
social relations are played out. The recording surface of front yard landscapes projects
outward ideas of physical capital, power and status. These ideas are perceived through,
but never solely determined by, interpreting consumption displays within front yard
spaces. Consumption that is perceived to be in conformity with an ideal ‘model’
produces an ‘able’ status for the homeowner, while consumption displays which are seen
as abnormal convey the homeowner’s ‘aberrant’ status. It should be noted that status is
not static; it can be changed or modified intergenerationally, regionally, culturally,
ethnically, etc. Thus ‘able’ or ‘aberrant’ status may come about as a result of a particular
time and culture’s concepts of normal and average front yard networks.

Lawn and garden servicing is a growing and lucrative field in Canada — averaging
over seven billion dollars US a year. The idea that image is everything becomes a mantra
that extends to front yard machines. The front yard owner’s ability to maintain and create
a socially pleasing space becomes a marker of his or her status, which is linked to his or
he: production capabilities, labour abilities and saleable labour. The amount of labour a
person or family can provide for front yard space is recorded upon the surface space of
the front yard machine. Everything from the condition and maintenance of lawns,
driveways and pathways, gardens, and ornamentations are looked at and used to
determine the person’s or family’s social position.

Front yards are not simply static domains free from social interactions.
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These spaces are a coupling with the human body, whose surface space becomes a
history of its inhabitants. The particular space of the front yard machine becomes a social
signifier. By extension all the status producing traits associated with the human body
become worked into the front yard and part of the front yard machine, as such they
become perceived as an expression of the individuals who create the particular
landscapes. Front yards and their associated couplings are a form of communication that
takes place through the display of accepted or aberrant signs in an elaborate game of
socio-semiotic differentiation. Simply put, the front yard becomes a sign whose value,

based upon but not solely determined by socio-economics, marks status.

Commodification and Consumption

Almost all aspects of life have become commodifed, everything from daily life,
health care, and education, the production of news, culture, sports and entertainment
(Holt and Schor, 2000, p. viii). Featherstone (1991) describes individuals living in the
new ‘consumer’ society as characterized by a culture of consumption. Over the past
twenty years, particularly since the 1970s and1980s, there have been changes in
consumers and their behaviours. Bocock (1993) believes these changes have developed
new kinds of groups for whom consumption is a way of life (p. 27); for whom finding a
sense of identity is a process that requires objects. Life-style within contemporary
consumer culture connotes individuality, self-expression, and a stylistic self-
consciousness. “One’s body, clothes, speech, leisure pastimes, eating and drinking
preferences, home, car, choice of holidays, etc. are to be regarded as indicators of the
individuality of taste and sense of style of the owner/consumer” (Featherstone, 1991, p.

83). In contrast, consumer habits of the 1650s were defined in a time of mass

Markus Christian Lahtinen

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Front Yard Machines 47

consumption; changes in production techniques, market segmentation and consumer
demand for a wider range of products simply made it possible for greater pseudo-choices.

In our time of ‘post-mass’ production and consumption, clearly defined distinct
patterns of social status groups have become mixed up; people who were once supposed
‘to know their place’ in the social hierarchy are ceasing to think in such terms (Bocock,
1993, p. 81). Featherstone (1991) believes that “we are moving towards a society
without fixed status groups in which the adoption of styles of life (manifest in choice of
clothes, leisure activities, consumer goods, bodily disposition) which are fixed to specific
groups have been surpassed” (p. 83). Thomas Csordas (1996) states, “in the milieu of
late capitalism and consumer culture the body/self is primarily a performing-self of
appearance, display and impression management” (p. 55), which with the use of objects
can mark visible categories of culture (Douglas and Isherwood, 1996, p. 38) that provide
meaning and cues to behavioural and organizational behaviour (Stryker, 1980, p. 55). So,
the use and display of consumer sign objects acts as both a “metaphorical food ‘filling
up’ the self and as a statement of identity” (Falk, 1994, p. 40). Individuals, as Edwards
(2000) states, distinguish between ‘sign value’ in consumption rather than the uvtility
value of an object.

Baudrillard argues the system of consumption works as a form of communication:
it “constitutes an authentic language, a new culture, when pure and simple consumption
is transformed into a means of individual and collective expression. Thus, a ‘new
humanism’ of consumption is opposed to the ‘nihilism’ of consumption™ (2001a, p. 15).
Robert Torres (2003) notes “Baudrillard borrows from Saussure the basic semiological

relationship of language, arguing that Marx’s basic formula for the analysis of
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commodities needs to be supplemented with the category of sign value” (.pg.); a
coupling of semiological theory and a Marxist critique of political economy.
Consumption is the chief basis of social order; objects structure behaviour through a
linguistic sign function. The object of consumption is a particular articulation of a set of
expressions that pre-exist the commodity. The system itself is not a language because it
*“lacks a true syntax” rather it is “a system of classification” (Baudrillard, 2001a, pp. 15-
16).

The consumer object is a myth as the object/sign entails all the different types of
relations and significations that attach to it (Baudrillard, 2000, p. 57). The object/sign is
arbitrary and can be substituted for another as a signifying element. No longer being tied
to a function of defined need the object of consumption serves as a fluid and unconscious
field of signification (Baudrillard, 2001b, p. 47). Torres (2003) notes that for Baudriliard
commodity is much like Saussure linguistic sign, a signifier abstractly related to the
signified or referent (n.pg.). The meaning of objects comes about through a system of
differentiation and in relation to other object/signs (Baudrillard, 2001b, p. 50); we never
consume objects-in-themselves (simply material things) but instead manipulate objects as
signs. Objects of consumption must be released from being psychic symbols,
instruments, or products; to be a sign, an object needs to portray a “logic of
differentiation” (Baudrillard, 2000, p. 61).

Objects of consumption are either objects of “psychic investment and
fascination” or they are objects that specify by means of trademarks, signifying status,
prestige, fashion and social standing (Baudrillard, 2000, p. 58). In a consumer society

objects always signify some form of social relationship, “of production and the reality of
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the division of labor” {Ibid, p. 59). A person demarcates his or her social relation through
the object/sign system, which formalizes a universal system of social status recognition: a
code of ‘social standing’ (Baudrillard, 2001a, p. 22). Status tends to be increasingly
simplified and to coincide with social standing within a consumer society.

Yet ‘social standing’ is also measured in relation to power, authority, and

responsibility. But in fact: There is no real responsibility without a Rolex

watch! Advertising refers explicitly to the object as a necessary criterion.

You will be judged on . . . An elegant woman is recognized by . . . etc.

Undoubtedly objects have always constituted a system of recognition, but

in conjunction, and often in addition to other systems (gestural, ritual,

ceremonial, language, birth status, code of moral values, etc) (Baudrillard,

2001a, p. 22).
Objects of consumption replace all other means of hierarchical societal division (e.g.
ethnicity, gender, class). The display of personal consumption is a “systematic act of the
manipulation of signs” that signify social status through difference (Ibid, p. 25). The
object itself is not consumed but rather the idea of a relation between objects; as such
Baudrillard (2001a) claims that, “all individuals are described in terms of their objects.”

Sign value considers “the status of objects as expressive symbols” (Gottiener,
1994, p. 32) and consists of the ideas and concepts accredited to the product, its mark of
status, prestige, power, etc. that makes the sign/object desirable. The referential system
that objects of consumption propagate in displays of lavishness or luxuriousness connects
“particular sign values of objects to monetary expenditure, social ranking, taste, and/or
style” (Torres, 2003, n.pg.). Thus, certain commodities become imbued with greater
significance than others in a society of consumption. This can happen by retaining
something from early systems of distinction or through advertising rhetoric (e.g. certain

sports retain vestiges of class distinction like polo or tennis). The display of consumption

is a kind of labour in which the individual invests his or her private world with meaning
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by actively manipulating signs. The consumer object’s meaning comes not from its
symbolic relation with the subject, nor is it from a utility relation with the world; instead
the object finds meaning through differences with other objects in a hierarchical code of
signification (Baudrillard, 2000, p. 58).

The need for objects of consumption may no longer be explained using
‘naturalist-idealist’ theories (Baudrillard, 2000, p. 73). One’s desire, a systematically
produced need and the corresponding system of products “constitute a system of
signification, and not merely one of satisfaction” (Baudrillard, 20014, p. 17). Needs are
produced, Baudrillard (2000) says, as a “function induced by the internal logic of the
system” (p. 73). Desire or “abstract happiness” is produced as a ‘need’ created by the
system of production or the objects of consumption to move the system along an
“indefinite calculus of growth rooted in the abstraction of needs, on which the system this
time imposes its coherence” (Ibid, p. 74). The relationship of the consumer to the object
of consumption is buried under falsified and mythologized subterfuge. The ‘need’ for the
object is not a result of desire so much as it is a desire to produce difference and social
meaning. The objects of consumption are “categories of objects which quite tyrannically
induce categories of persons. They undertake the policing of social meanings, and the
significations they engender are controlled” (Baudrillard, 2001a, p. 20).

Baudrillard (2001b) defines the activity of consumption as “a function of
production that is directly and totally collective” (p. 49). He also states, “every group or
individual experiences a vital pressure to produce themselves meaningfully in a system of
exchange and relationships” (Baudrillard, 2000, p. 67). Consumption is a system of

meaning because “consumers are mutually implicated in a general system of exchange
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and in the production of coded values” (Baudrillard, 2001b, p. 49). The coded values

allow for subtle and minute differences to be signified.

Front Yard Machine Consumption as an Indicator of Able or Aberrant Status
Lawn and garden servicing is “one of the fastest growing and most lucrative
niches”, states Deirdre McMurdy, writing for the National Post. Demand for lawn and
garden care is growing; the Canadian Nursery and Landscape Association estimates the
value of annual domestic horticultural sales is approximately $7 billion dollars (US) a
year, a 10% increase from the previous year. In comparison, in 1994 the United States
spent an estimated $30 billion dollars (US) on lawn and garden related implements and
accessories; in addition, $13.5 billion dollars (US) was spent on professional landscape
and lawn services (McMurdy, 2003). Cecilia Paine, a professor and faculty member of
landscape architecture at the University of Guelph, states that the fixation and desire for a
perfect lawn “represents a standard of care, something that society values and something
that represents status ” (italics my addition, Ibid). Well-designed and well-maintained
landscapes are a pleasure for the family, enhance a community, and add to the property’s
resale value, says William Welch a Professor and Extension Landscape Horticulturist for
the Department of Horticultural Sciences, Texas A&M University (2003, online). In
addition, Welch adds that a good landscape will significantly improve a “building’s
appearance by adding warmth, livability and personality” (Ibid). The front vard, as a
space, is very important because it can either add or take away from the appearance of a
home (Nordmark, 2003, online). Front yard objects are a signifying code linked to the

structure of the front yard machine
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Communication occurs everywhere and af all times; all forms of nonverbal
behaviour may be interpreted as a form of communication (Patterson, 1983, pp. 37-38).
The front vard is like all landscapes in that it is a recording surface which displays in
tangible form meanings that reflect social behavior and individual actions, tastes, values,
aspirations and fears (Lewis, 1976 and Meinig, 1976) — a “homo-historia” (Deleuze and
Guattari, 1977, p. 21). It is a space that couples with the human body and socio-historical
networks to create and define a certain assemblage — which is the front yard machine.
The machine is simultaneously a social, individual and geographical creation — a single
entity. Within is a myriad coliection of objects assembled together to create a landscaped
space that others may interpret. The process occurs through signification, which in
essence is “derived from and determined” by those who use signs, by the encoders of the
space and the decoders as well (White, 1973, p. 118). Front yard machines have a
history and its history is reflected and communicated through the displays of landscaped
space. This space “serves as an introduction to visitors”, its “quality, arrangement and
standard of upkeep reflect upon those responsible for them (front yard and their objects)
as much as do the interiors of the owner’s home or the clothes they wear” (brackets
added, Everett, 1975, pp. 5-6). The conglomeration of couplings within front yard
machines becomes perceived as an extension of the homeowner’s body or homeowners’
bodies, of the individual and/or individuals responsible for it.

Human bodies provide an important linkage to front yard machines. Bodies are
indexes of society: they are receptors and generators of social meaning and sources of
cultural encoding and decoding significance (Strathern, 1996, pp. 26-27). As socio-

historical productions bodies can be ‘plugged in,” connected, fused fluidity with the
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environment or they can be fused disjointedly and/or discontinuously (Osborne, 1997);
but as natural entifies bodies are constantly mediated by human Iabour and interpreted
through human culture (Turner, 1984, p. 34 & pp. 38-39). The surface history of bodies
provide a recoding of the ‘body politic’ (Shilling, 1993, pp. 72-73) whose specific
features possess a particular significance in society, “a basis for theorizing social
commonality, social inequality and the construction of differences” (Ibid, pp. 22-23),
which is crucial for everyday recognition and identification (Turner, 1984). The body and
its network extensions are the most readily available image of a social system in which it
and its extensions are shaped, constrained and even invented. The proxy association of
machines to human bodies extends bodily characteristics, likes those Shilling (1993)
notes which communicate ideas of physical capital, of power, status and distinctive forms
integral to the accumulation of resources, onto the front yard machine.

Through the networking of the body-front yard, ideas and concepts are
communicated to the outside world. Put simply, the front yard is an expression of our
public image, states Tom Paradis, an Associate Professor with the Department of
Geography, Planning and Recreation at Northern Arizona University (addition, 2002,
online). Accordingly,

The front yard, afier all, is very much like our persona - that ideal self, the

mask we try to present to the world, or at least to those we think we need

to impress. Anyone walking or driving by sees it and forms their

impressions of us accordingly. And we, mindful of this fact, often try to

create front yards that represent all the traits that we find desirable - or at

the very least those traits that we imagine the neighbors find desirable ...

the front yard says, "I want to be seen as someone who has really got it

together”" (Wallace, 1998, n.pg.).

The spatiality of front yards is a semi-public space open for all to see and interpret. As

such front yard machine couplings are used to impress neighbors near and far by
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communicating one’s normality or acceptability. 1t is a recording surface that is
networked to the body - the front yard machine encompasses a web-flow structure that
links to the human body, which in essence makes the front yard machine a frons
yard/body machine. This spatial representation of the front vard owners’ bodies is built
of signs and is socially situated making firm and visible a “particular set of judgments in
the fluid process of classifying persons” (Douglas and Isherwood, 1996, p. 45).
Landscape Ontario: Horticultural Trades Association in a publication made it clear that
“like it or not”, the front yard and its objects lead “people to draw instant conclusions
about you, your family and your lifestyle” (n.date, n.pg).

Within the front yard machine human labour becomes a sign systein to
communicate ideas of an owner’s physical capital, power and status. Labour “is no longer
a force of production but is itself ‘a sign among signs’” (quoted in Kellner, 2003, n.pg).
Through the use of cultural logic, individuals share assumptions of particular cultural
ideas that provide a common premise for interpreting and making assumptions about
others (Enfield, 2000, pp. 35-36). “The social world is an ecological complex in which
cultural meanings and knowledge (linguistic and non-linguistic) personally embodied by
individuals are intercalibrated via cornmon attention to commonly accessible semiotic
structures” (Ibid). Attention to labour in the front yard does not simply scrutinize it as
“primarily productive in this sifuation but is a sign of one’s social position, of one’s
servitude and being integrated into the social apparatus” (Kellner, 2003, n.pg.). The sign
value of labor in front yard machinic assemblages can signify status.

“Image is Everything,” reads the first tip offered in a three-page (pp. 51-54)

notice developed by the City of Thunder Bay Parks Division, with the assistance of the
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Beautification Coordinator (appendix A). This notice is found in the summer 2003
edition of the key: Thunder Bay's guide to community programs and services. The
helpful hints precede notices and entry forms for the ‘Beautify Thunder Bay 2003’
competition (appendix B), as well as the “City of Thunder Bay 2003 Civic Beautification
Awards’ competition {(appendix C). The competition advertisements and tips read
together appear to suggest to homeowners that their landscapes will be judged’, so here
are some tips offered by the city on how to appropriately display one’s space in order to
impress others. The tips offer different ways to care for one’s property: ideas and
concepts used for developing landscapes, passive and aggressive maintenance techniques,
and the management of visual impressions. These elements seem to possess a common
thread in their concern with the display of acceptable or unacceptable abilities.

When front yard machines possess ‘normal’ objects whose sign value is
unmarked or unnoticed by passersby, these couplings can be said to be socially enabled.
In other words, the owners of the front yards have the ability to consume and display
‘normal’ objects whose significant value is comparable to the surrounding landscaped
space. The normalization process, being unmarked, occurs through the comparison and
interpretation of one space in reference to those around it (the community). Surrounding
spaces constitute one interpretive source assemblage by which a particular front yard is
evaluated and its owner’s status judged. Thus differing communities, groups with
differing characteristics, are able amongst themselves to develop ideas concerning normal

or average vards. Decoders and encoders to interpret the space then can use these

! Formal judging is performed by the Kiwanis Club of Westfort for the ‘Beautify Thunder Bay 2003’
competition, and by the Thunder Bay Horticultural Society for the “City of Thunder Bay 2003 Civic
Beautification Awards’.
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expectations. The unmarked front yard machine is much like its neighbours, possessing
objects within a space whose symbolic value is normal or average within the community.

The process of classification or categorization that occurs from associations with
front vard machines is because of socially existing ideas of an average or normal front
vard assemblage — front yard model. ‘Normality’, ‘normal’, ‘norm’, ‘average’ are
features of a particular kind of society (Davis, 1997, p. 9). Normal a term “that
permeates our contemporary life ...[and]... is a configuration that arises in a particular
historical moment. It is part of a notion of progress, of industrialization, and of
ideological consolidation of the power of the bourgeoisie” (quoted in Linton, 1998, pp.
22-23). The concept of ‘normal’ or ‘average’ stems from a perception that most of the
population is or at least considered to be part of the norm - seen to conform to a model.
With the idea also comes the concept of deviation or extremes, e.g. the normal
distribution curve in statistics and the idea of the ‘bell-curve’. In societies where ‘norm’
is at play degrees of human variations in the front yard model will come to define
acceptability and unacceptability of front yards.

The more front yard machines, the display of consumptive abilities, diverge from
the ‘model’ the more socially unaccepted is the spatial assemblage. With marked vards,
the surface space is perceived to be socially abnormal or different. This is the front yard
whose machine couplings are socially perceived as aberrant. On the surface of the front
vard machine, aberration means that others have defined appropriate assemblages, which
allow for certain social privileges and exemptions (e.g. fines, paying taxes, being
unmarked and/or being unnoticed). In certain cases more is better. With the body more

height and intelligence is sought after and desired, likewise with the front yard more
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displays of consumptive objects and more labour hours are desirable, typically only if the
objects and labour are spent on ‘normal’ objects of consumption and not upon ‘aberrant’
ones. A possible determination of the unmarked nature of space is a person’s individual
interpretive repeﬁ:oire. This repertoire constitutes the lived experiences of the individual
and is used when trying to make sense or meaning. An individual uses their knowledge,
their ideas and values to interpret and determine symbolic value. Thus, objects are able
to bear hierarchical values based upon socially determined codes. This allows
individuals the ability to compare different front yard machines, to classify and
categorize them, and thus assess consumptive abilities, which in essence then mark social
status. But here codes are learned from various sources — sometimes from
intergenerational experience; other times through advertising (diverse models).
Differences inhabit models and mark out sources of distinction.

Diagram 5 (next page) illustrates the process of caring for one’s property and how
the maintenance and care of a homeowner’s lawn, flowers and plants displays their status
through acceptable or unacceptable consumptive habits. Caring and maintenance of front
vards usually means weeding, watering and “paying careful attention to the correct
amounts of fertilizer applied” (key, 2003, p. 53). To do all of this requires tools and
equipment, everything from shovels and rakes to lawn mowers and trimmers, let alone
pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers. Proper care of one’s landscape requires proper care
of one’s tools, without which the work cannot be accomplished. Yet it does not stop
here. According to the notice in the key, “Lawn Care” may require the additional use of
other equipment like de-thatching equipment, which the City of Thunder Bay Parks

Division says, “can be found at local rental agencies” (p. 53). To properly care for and
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Diagram 5. Status Displaved Through Care and Maintenance of Front Yards

AN N

4 Carg and \ \

, Culting grass, weeding,
e . N B walering, spplving chemical,
TR nes o ' e //

2.,
space

~

Ability to soguire eguipment
and iabour

Equipment and other machines
and tools; plus their
maintenance.

£
o
=
£
=
8
4

Status: sharing
codes and signs; or
iscriminately sharing
codes and signs
within hierarchical
strata.

Communication of homeowner's
acceptabiiity or sberation - fhwough |

the display of ohiscls of consumption |
in the front yard machine :

flecting . . -

>

Markus Christian Lahtinen

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Front Yard Machines 59

maintain one’s yard requires extensive labour; labour in the sense of using the equipment
oneself or by having someone else perform the work. Labour is also required as a
sellable ‘good’; it needs to be sold in order to afford and purchase necessary items and
human capital for the maintenance and creation of this space. Labour connects to the web
structure of front yard machines; the latter are no longer functionally defined, but as
Baurdrillard (2001b) notes, serve as a fluid and unconscious field of significance (p. 47).
Labour becomes a brush to paint distinction and status upon a landscape canvas.

Front yard machine objects like driveways and walkways or paths are visible
signs of consumptive ability and mark status®. Baudrillard (2000) accredits the assigning
of significance and meaning for consumer objects in regards to differences set out in a
hierarchical code of signification (p. 58). There exists a hierarchical relationship amongst
the different products available to create certain areas, in this case driveways and
walkways. The hierarchical relationship amongst the differing consumer objects depends
upon the difficulty and amount of labour hours necessary for the installation of certain
products (Diagram 6 next page)’. For instance the most economic method is simply to do
nothing; to leave the driveway and walkways wild and just create a natural pathway
through use. This is not a common practice; most people who choose to pursue an
economically efficient means use gravel or some form of granular product as a surface.
Gmyei and granular products are cheap to purchase, easy to find locally and do not

require expensive equipment. Basically a shovel and labour is all it takes. The most

? It should be noted that exchange value is not the sole determining principle in this hierarchical category, even
though I have chesen to pursue the socio-econormics of front yards.

* I have over the past five summers worked in landscape and landscaping. My personal experience runs in both
soft and hard landscaping. I have an extensive background in the installation of manufactured stone.
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Diagram 6. Differences in Finished Surfaces
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popular choices are to use ‘A’ gravel or a crushed limestone, since both compact into a
hard surface. A more costly and labour extensive driveway or pathway is a “finished’ one.

The most popular and common finished surfaces for residential driveways and
walkways are either of two products, asphalt or a commercial paving stone. Though
some driveways and walkways are concrete pours, meaning the surface is sectioned into

large areas of concrete with expansion joints in between. Concrete driveways and
pathways are less common because of the difficulty and cost involved in the installation
process, and for this reason asphalt or paving stones are more prevalently used. With
asphalt and paving stones the initial process is much the same, in that both require a solid
base upon which to be installed; the base is usually six to eight inches of paced gravel.
Here already specialty equipment becomes necessary in the form of ‘tampers’, machines
that vibrate and compact surfaces. Asphalt is directly applied upon the gravel surface
then it is spread and rolled. Depending on the size of the job the asphalt is either spread
by hand (using a shovel) or through small dumps (a truck or other machine dumps small
quantities) that are spread by hand. Finally the asphalt is compacted with a roller. Fora
doublewide driveway (approximately 1200 square feet) it requires two to four people and
consumes about 30 hours of labour. Maintenance for this space requires that the asphalt
be sprayed each year.

On the other hand, paving stones or manufactured stone driveways require
additional ground preparation over asphalt. In addition to a base the site requires a
secondary surface like limestone screenings or sand. The finished granular surface must
be free of stones; this makes it easier to produce a level finished surface and have a final

product free of ‘waves’ or non-level areas. The installation of paving stones is done by
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hand according to a predetermined pattern. Once the stones are laid out, silica sand or
fine beach sand is spread on the surface and swept by hand into the crevices. In
comparison to the asphalt driveway, a doublewide manufactured stone driveway
{approximately 12@0 square feet) using a basic pattern will require at least four people
and will take about 120 hours of labour®, The surface of the stones can be finished with 2
protective agent after a couple of years, but then has to be reapplied yearly.

In essence the cost of required labour determines the price of different materials
for driveways and walkways as well as the price of the installation. When we talk about
status we do so socio-semiotically; the sign-value places consumers in a hierarchy of
subtle discriminations. Significant differences are in this sense shown with economic
concerns and the display of expenditures of labour; objects of consuptions are “categories
of objects which quite tyrannically induce categories of persons” (Baudrillard, 2001a, p.
20). Plain gravel driveways and pathways possess a lower status than asphalt driveways
since they cost less. Asphalt as a finished surface possesses a lower status than
driveways and pathways done with paving stones because of the difference in labor and
thus in costs. The same relationship is found with gardens and flowers. The more
extensive and labour intensive a garden is the higher its status. Perennial gardens require
more care and maintenance. For instance, perennial gardens have to be ‘put to bed’ for
winter to ensure that the following year they flower again, in addition, these gardens
require spring and fall pruning and cutting. With annual gardens the labour is less
intense and because they can simply be replanted each year, these gardens do not require

the same levels of maintenance as perennials. With annual gardens the labour hours are

* A 2003 pamphiet for Unilock (2 popular manufactured stone producer and retailer) products recommends a
minimum of four people and determines at least 130 hours of labour for this size of a driveway.
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not as extensive and thus the status these gardens convey is not the same as conveved by
perennial gardens, whose labour is more extensive and thus whose status is higher.
Minute differences in the front yards have the body extending labour in a2 number
of ways into front yard machines. Objects’ interpretive values within front yard
machines are determined through a hierarchical code developed amongst differing sign
values. The code is set with reference to cost — cost of the objects in monetary value,
which itself is based upon cost of labour. So labour becomes a descriptive factor used
when interpreting the normal or aberrant consumptive ability of front yard owners. Since
the front yard is built through the use of homeowner’s physical labour in the space, as
well as their saleable labour; the purchase of additional labour for this space if required
becomes an ‘operational variable’, “a system of classification” (Baudrillard, 2001a, p.
15), used in social institutions and practices to signify social participation (playing the

game) and social cohesion (fitting in). By examining Yards 1 and 2 (below) you can

}(ard 1

witness just how interpretations of front yard labour prove a means to mark the sign value
of a space. Yard 1 has less developed areas than does Yard 2; and the driveway and lawn
are not as defined and appear less maintained in Yard 1 than in Yard 2. Thereis an

encroachment of grass and a nonspecific separation of the lawn and driveway space in
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Yard 1, while Yard 2 has very sharp and distinct sections. In Yard 2 the shrubs in front
of the houses appear to be more maintained thus giving an impression of a different level

of maintenance than in Yard 1.

Likewise Yards 3° and 4 (above) for example are distinguishable from one

another through the interpreted sign value of objects within the front yard machine.
Though the two yards (3 and 4) are side by side, there exists a hierarchical relationship.
Yard 4 possesses more visible status producing objects, (e.g. cultivated flower beds,
flowers and shrubs, etc.) than does Yard 3, which possesses very little in the way of
status producing objects. Difference is detectable because a basis of interpretation exists
where value and status can be made meaningful {Baudrillard, 2001a). As well, the
pictures (Yard 5 and 6 next page) possess front yard sign values, which communicate a
totally different idea of the two-yard owner’s abilities. In these two examples
Baudrillard’s (20012a) “system of classification” is possessed by objects not simply as
material things or as solely functional objects but rather as malleable signs to demarcate

social relations. As such, the sign value of labor in Yard 5 communicates an aberration in

’ Note that Yard 3 is a rental property, which entails minimal landscaping.
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Yard 5,

front vard machine structure (the model front yard) in comparison to Yard 6. The space
of Yard 5 has long grass, and indistinct spatial areas (the driveway, walkways and lawn
merge into one rather than being cleanly separated, flowerbeds if any are indiscernible
from the grass). On the other hand Yard 6 possesses normal or acceptable labour
displays with its short grass, discernable flowerbeds and shrubs, and clearly distinctive
spatial areas or features (the walkway, driveway and grass possess defined boarders).
While on the other hand Yard 7 and Yard 8 (next page) can be interpreted to
communicate similarity concerning the owner’s social production abilities. Though
different front yard assemblages are developed from distinct orientations (different
products of recording being displayed as a result of differing network couplings in the
front yard machine) these differences are displayed in an identical code structure, the
‘model’ front vard. So differences that could have been accounted for by socio-economic
status and class, as well as, gender and ethnicity which tend to result in the creation of
various spaces (e.g. Japancse gardens verses traditional English gardens, differing
degrees of consumer objects and differing degrees of body networking) constitute minute

discrepancies. These minute discrepancies in Yard 7 and 8 are a code within the front
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Yard za Yard 8.

yard machines, which itself conforms or models to a code, allowing viewers to mark the

homeowner’s communication of status through interpretations of objects (in this case
conforming objects) displayed within the space.

Likewise, Yards 9 and 10 (below) communicate similarity. Within this “systems
of classification” (Baudrillard, 2001a) the objects of consumption’s differential
connotations are close enough to assign similar sign values. The two have distinct areas
in which lawns are separate from driveways and walkways. The large trees appear to be
cared for and are balanced with small shrubs and gardens. As well, the lawns appear to
be similarly maintained. The perceived labour cost that occurs in the care and
maintenance of Yards 9 and 10 appears to be equal. In Yards 7, 8 and Yards 9, 10 the
body/front vard networking process (the front yard machine) by displaying its objects and

Yard 8. A Yard 10
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labour provide a codified means to interpret a person’s accepted ability to consume. The
objects and perceived labour couplings communicate to the outside world perceptions of
social standing — perceptions of an individual’s status.

Aside from labour as an indicator of status, taxes too are a strong marker or as
Baurdrillard notes, “a system of classification” (20012, p. 15). Theoretically, the more
one can consume (more consumable income they possess) the more they are taxed.
Property tax, therefore, can be viewed as a ‘status’ agent in that the more tax one pays on
their property (the greater their socio-economic status) the greater their social status. The
Municipal Property Assessment Corporation, MPAC, is “a not-for-profit corporation
funded by all Ontario municipalities. It is responsible for determining the CVA (current
value assessment of a property) and tax class for all properties in Ontario for purposes of
municipal and educational taxation” (italics added, 2003, online). MPAC prepares for
municipalities an annual assessment roll for use by a municipality in calculating property
taxes. To figure tax rates MPAC assess the value of a person’s property based on what
the property would likely sell for on a specific date (June 30, 2001 for the 2003 taxation
year). Using local property sales around a date provides the basis for this assessment.
MPAC also considers the ‘last sale amount’ in the Homeowner’s ‘Property Profile
Report’® and ‘on site variables’ as elements for data collection from residential or
condominium properties for assessment purposes {appendix D). Though not directly

used in assessments, the front yard machine does indirectly affect the level of taxes one

pays.

% A copy of the Homeowner’s Property Profile Report can be viewed on their website or at:
http://www.mpac.ca/pages_english/quesiions_answers/amp_profile.htm.
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Let us consider the ‘last sale amount’ for instance and how it may increase rates
of taxation (Diagram 7 below). Should the homeowner decide to work or ‘improve’ their
front yard — increasing the acceptability of the front yard machine — this owner may
indirectly lead to the municipality increasing the rate of property tax. Increasing sign
value as displayed through consumption in landscaped space, within front yard machines,
increases the desirability of a home especially as an object of consumption. According to

Diagram 7. Potential Increases in Property Tax Rates Due to Front Yard Amelioration
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real estate agents and representatives, everyone from Century 21, RE/MAX, Coldwell
Banker to small agents agree’ that good impressions help make a sale; a well-manicured
lawn, neatly trimmed shrubs and a clutter-free porch welcome prospects.

The concept of ‘welcoming’ is not defined solely around entry to a specific site as
in, ‘welcome to my home’ but the concept also expands to form a definition around ease
of movement, that is, mobility of action. For instance, increases in desirability
‘welcomes’ more demand for the home and possibly increases its selling price.
Amelioration may hide assessment factors that otherwise would decrease the taxes, e.g.
construction quality or depreciation (Welch, 2003, & Nordmark, 2003). Increases in
desirability of front yards means that the property ‘welcomes’ prospective purchasers,
‘welcomes’ possible comparisons with properties that previous to the work were
considered ‘above’ or ‘higher’ by MPAC, as well as improving the desirability of a
community by ‘welcoming’ visitors to stop on a horticultural tour at a landscaped front
yard in an otherwise not notable area. These increases to desirability ‘welcome’ a raise in
the price of homes within a2 community and ‘welcomes’ increasing the possible sales
prices of comparable homes. Additionally “welcoming’ influences to property assessment
and tax rates, which in turn influence perceived status associated to homes, the front
yards, and thus the owner or owners. ‘Welcome’ value is a real estate signifier that
appears through assemblage of signs; to put the matter in terms of mobility, it stops you
and draws you in. It assembles more efficiently than other yards in the real estate code.

Front yards are a coupling with human bodies, technology and landscaped space —
the front vard machine. Space is not a simple static domain free from social structures,

institutions and the biographies of its inhabitants. Some theorists have argued for a view

7 Information is based upon information collected from websites September 4, 2003.
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of space “as socially produced; a socio-spatial inter-relation which sees society and space
as mutually constituting material-symbolic dynamics” (Gleeson, 1998, p.107). In terms
of ease and comfort most spaces are accessed around ‘average’ consumption and average
sign values, but in so doing restrict those unable to socially participate (to consume
objects) in the same manner as ‘normal’ persons. As such a socially aberrant status
results from not consuming at similar levels as those deemed ‘normal’ by the general
population. This creates a situation that is socially defined and experienced as an element
of front yard machines with their web of human social relations brought unto landscaped
space. Front yard machines as constructed projects promote ‘model’ values, which
legitimize oppressive and discriminatory practices against aberrant consumers. The front
yard machine, as a sign, is composed of a landscaped space that communicates to the
outside world. Sign value signifies through the display of objects of consumption,

perceived in reference to ‘model’ front yards, a homeowner’s status.

Conclusion

Front yards are a network or coupling of landscape and the human body — a front
yard machine. Communion of the human body, technology with landscape projects
elements of the individual onto a landscape space; through modification and change
natural space becomes an extension of individual or social beliefs, values and aspirations.
These modifications and changes become signs that other members of society use to
interpret and base actions upon. Front yards have a history; this history is projected
through the objects and maintenance of the space.

Different objects and different spaces have greater or lesser social value. Sign

value for objects of consumption is based upon minute marks of difference, status and
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thus desirability for certain front vards. Certain commodities become imbued with
greater significance, greater social value than others, usually simply based upon monetary
expenditure — labour power. This is evidenced in the hierarchical rankings of driveway
and pathway products (plain gravel compared to asphalt compared to manufactured
paving stones). Similarly status too becomes associated to perceptions of gardens and
garden maintenance. Exchange value, should be noted, does not solely determine the sign
value of front yard machines; it is part of the web which structures the sign significance
of the assemblage.

City of Thunder Bay published in the summer of 2003 a notice describing ways in
which to prepare front yards for “socio-aesthetic” judgment. The notice is very similar to
the advice given by real-estate agents. To create a socially appealing space requires
labour, the likes of which is used by MPAC, for instance, to judge and determine an
individual’s consumptive abilities. MPAC passes along the information and allows
municipalities to determine whether or not higher rates of property tax will be assigned.
In essence labour’s sign value as displayed through front yard machines becomes a
marker of either normality through conformity or aberration through non-conforming
practices

An able status conveys normal or average consumption rates. Front yards that
project such value are often similar to those around them. The landscaped space is like
the majority of landscaped space, which authorizes social normality. Deviation from the
normal, from the assemblages of the majority, is abnormal. Yet this abnormal rate is only
aberrant when the rates fall below the levels of the majority. When the rates exceed the

norm, in a socially accepted manner, the front yard is said to display lavishness and
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luxuriousness. Should consumption rates exceed in a socially marked manner the space
issues and challenges tradition with its oddness.

Particular judgments and classification of persons is removed from the body alone
and may refocus on body networks. As such cars, dress, and homes are a place of
struggle and a ‘body politic’. Front yard machines, as a sign is a form of comnmunication
that in a milieu of commodification impress upon other social members ideas and
concepts of social standing and status. The landscaped space of front yards is not a static
domain; it is a performance, a display and requires impression management. The sign
value of front yard machines can mark status, which is just one significant interpretation
of space. Very simply, the front yard machine communicates to the outside world an

impression or picture of those who live and create this space.
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CHAPTER 3

Front Yard Surveilllance Machines

A front yard is a window to the homeowner; its surveillance is generally socially
accepted. The organization, creation and maintenance of the front yard machine’s spatial
assemblage bring together into one area all sorts of connections and flows. The front
yard machine is a recording surface that displays in tangible form the geo-historical
experiences of individuals and society. The sedimentary collection of objects textualizes
information and knowledge in a form that can be widely understood. It allows for the
assessment and categorization of individuals; since we posses culturally constituted
methods that allow for participation and interaction with the world that is then used to
establish micro or macro relationships. The front yard machine as an assemblage is
decodable and this is crucial for everyday recognition and identification. One reading of
front yard machines (the spatial matrix of home owner, front yard and society) produces
an arrangement which communicates an individual’s “status’. This status is based upon
perceptions of ‘normal’ or ‘aberrant’ consumption abilities, sanctioned at many levels of
social interaction. Front yards provide a coded system, whose messages categorize
individual bodies and body éxtensions in space.

The front yard machine is a coupling of assemblages that communicate ideas
about the owners and workers of landscaped spaces and thus functions as a kind of
surveillance. Front yard space is always in some form on display; whether ornot a
person wanis it to be so, the landscaped space of front yards is used to make assumptions
about homeowners. Front vard machine messages may be decoded in certain ways

against norms (e.g. ideas about physical observations, for instance in child welfare
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statutes and legislation, municipal by-laws, and provincial legislation). Aberrations are
categorized as suspicious categorizations or messages (e.g. see below the Kasstana
sisters), while acceptable front yard machine messages are categorized as unmarked and
socially perceived ‘normal’ communications (e.g. see below the case of Tovio Sistenin).
As banal as the front yard machine can be, it connects and influences many features of
human relations which are cued consciously or unconsciously to provide information and

knowledge.

Surveillance

Surveillance in a general sense refers to the monitoring and supervision of others.
Lyon (1994) recognizes that “in modern societies people are increasingly watched, and
their activities documented and classified with a view to creating populations that
conform to social norms” (p. 26). In a society of surveillance we are all ‘objects of
information’; if visibility itself becomes a trap (Foucault, 1969, p. 200) so is
categorization. William Staples (1997) argues that the “Big Brother” discourse of
surveillance is inadequate, there is no simple one-way paternalistic relationship involving
the state and human observation; instead North America is a “culture of voyeurs” (p. 57).
“Surveillance permeates almost all aspects of modern society, but there is no central
figure or tower from which the gaze is fixed upon a supine, segmented populace” (Radke,
2002, p. 22). The observer, or Staples’ “eye behind the camcorder”, is as likely to belong
to a friend, neighbor, or some stranger as it is to belong to a state agent (Staples, 1997,
pp. 131-132). Surveillance provides all members of a2 community with the knowledge
that their actions are being observed and it allows for the possibility of punishment;

today, the many watch the many.
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As agents of surveillance observers are not simply concermned with the physical
but instead attempt to understand the motives behind the actions of those watched.
Questions concerning a person, his or her nature, way of life, mind set and past have led
to a system more for the production of knowledge rather than physical punishment
(Foucault, 1969, p. 99)*. According to Foucanlt, “no knowledge is formed without a
system of communication, of record-keeping and record-collection...no power is
exercised without the extraction, appropriation, distribution, or retention of knowledge”
(quoted in Cooper, 1981, p. 79). The knowledge gained by observers through observation
advance power, which in turn discovers ‘new objects of knowledge’, such a process of
knowledge formation and increase in power is reoccurring and circular (Foucault, 1969,
pp- 202-204). The body and its extensions are an accessible recording surface that
objectifies “evidence of any possible deviance™ (Staples, 2000, p. 3). This entails that the
front yard machine is a productive surface — a sign machine capable of generating
interpretable meaning.

Additionally, Cooper (1981) recognizes that the techniques of power operate
according to ‘laws of optics and mechanics’ (p. 86), and as Staples (2000) notes “are
often local, operating in our everyday lives...to bring wide-ranging populations, not just
the official ‘deviant’, under scrutiny” (p. 5). The prevention of possible wrongdoing may
take place “by immersing people in a field of total visibility where opinion, observation
and discourse of others would restrain them from harmful acts” (Foucault, 1980, p. 153).
So normalizing judgments will look and examine people as to rehabilitate them into

productive social beings. As a model of power relations, which objectify and create 2

! Note, although psychiatric assessment is a form of knowledge production it involves some pretty severe
restrictions on personal freedom.
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body of knowledge conceming individuals, surveillances (as a flow of power) establish
ideas of normality (Barker, 1998, p. 58). Examination of differing divisions of people
allows for the establishing of an idea of ‘norm’. Norm presupposes homogeneity;
deviation is the removal of self from the homogenized. Through expert observation
knowledge is attained about the “location of bodies in space, of distribution of individuals
in relation to one another, or hierarchical organization, of disposition of centers and
channels of power, of definition of the instruments and modes of intervention of power”
(Foucault, 1969, p. 205). The body and its extensions becomes the “object of a
technology of power” that increases possible disciplining potentials; people become
subjected and practiced, ‘docile’ (Barker, 1998, pp. 56-57). Through observation
contemporary society investigates bodies and bodily extensions by extracting, combining
and accumulating knowledge-power. So to be ‘normal’ is to manage personal
impressions, which make oneself invisible, anonymous, or just part of the crowed.
Surveillance ensures the ordering of human variances; the body and its extensions
become “an essential component for the operation of power relations in modern society”
(Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982, p. 112), constructing a hierarchical order of humans in an
institution or society. As such, body-machines become involved in politics and as
Foucault (1980) recognizes, a “potent combination of knowledge and power, localized on
the body, is actually a general mechanism of power of the greatest import for Western
society” (p. 113). Surveillance creates a ‘micro-physics of power’ that highlights the

productivity or productiveness and usefulness of bodies in space.
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nece of Front Yards

Local Surveill
Physical surveillance is a common aspect of society; it is used widely to make
determinations concermning individuals and their abilities. Body and body extensions, like
the front yard machine, provide professionals with encoded signs, which once decoded
allow these persons to judge and mark social fitness through consumption — a ‘soft’
surveillance technique (Staples, 2000). This surveillance feature is prominent in child
welfare statutes and legislation; it is also part of Thunder Bay’s municipal by-laws, as
well as provincial legislation. The observation and interpretation of the
encoding/decoding of front yard machines is socially accepted and ofien deemed positive
(e.g. the 2003 Pond Tour of the beautiful homes and gardens). I will focus on two local
examples — the two Kasstana sisters, as well as the case of Tovio Sistenin. These
examples illustrate and exemplify the social use of front yard machine surveillance.
Physical surveillance enhances visibility and allows for monitoring. The practice
is institutionalized at many levels. Physical characteristics are typically used in
‘assessment’ procedures (appendix E); the body is used to detect ‘symptoms’ that help
the determination of unacceptable (e.g. abnormal) behaviour. Within the ‘health
profession’ physical symptoms allow ‘specialists’ and ‘qualified personnel’ to judge the
‘mental’ or ‘social’ fitness of individuals®. Within child welfare the body and the
physical environment are used to assessment whether ‘neglect of child’s basic physical

needs’ has occurred. The Ontario Child Welfare Eligibility Spectruni’ clearly defines and

? Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorder 4” Edition — Text Revision (DSM-IV-TR) with
multiaxial assessment use a domain of ‘psychosocial and environmental probiems’ to help plan patient
treatment and to predict patient’s ouicomes. Psychosocial and environmental problems include negative
tife events, environmental difficulties or deficiencies, inadequate social supports and/or personal resources.
‘Housing problems’ and difficulty maintaining housing standards, according to the DMS-IV-TR, results
from and are exacerbated, for example, by extreme poverty, inadequate finances or insufficient welfare.

* The Ontario Child Welfare Eligibility Spectrum is a policy manual.
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exemplifies such issues as ‘personal hygiene’, ‘household sanitation’, ‘living conditions’
and ‘clothing conditions’ (appendix F). Neglect of a child’s basic physical needs is
interpreted as the failure to provide “the child with adequate food, shelter, clothing and
safety” (Section 2, p. 27). Physical surveillance is also an issue when assessing caregiver
problems (appendix G). “Specific parental characteristics such as physical and/or mental
and/or behavioural factors can impair a parent’s abilities {o provide appropriate and
adequate care of the child and/or place the child at risk for maltreatment (Belsky, 1993)”
(cited in Section 5, p. 61). In both instances where physical surveillance is used body and
bodily-extensions (clothes and home) are perceived by state inspectors to be recordings
of individual abilities. In addition at the municipal and provincial government level there
is legislation outlining ‘normal’ physical environment standards — expected consumption
level.

The front yard surveillance apparatus is used at the municipal level in Thunder
Bay to ensure that front yard machine surfaces conform to acceptable and ‘normalized’
expectations. Under city bylaws, 874.3.3, “an owner shall keep land clean and free from
waste and from objects or conditions that may create a health, fire or accident hazard”, as
well as, “no owner of land shall cause or permit the existence or continuance thereon of
any holes, pits, excavations or trenches which constitute a health, fire or safety hazard”
(874.3.11). Front yard surfaces that deviate from expected standards can be forced to
‘normalize’ spatial arrangements, made to consume objects of consumption or labour,
since “every person who contravenes any of the provisions of this Chapter is guilty of an
offence and upon conviction is liable to a fine or penalty as provided for in the Provincial

Offences Act. By-law 226-1996, 28 October, 1996” (874.4.1). Thunder Bay possesses a
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charter that empowers the city to intervene in situations that it deems are deviations from
‘normal’ spatial arrangements; this power is supported by provincial legislation.

At the provincial level front yard machine surveillance has been institutionally
supported with legislation. Front yard observation is passively encouraged in Ontario
through legislation that defines appropriate consumption behaviour ~ property standards.
Active observation by the state is sanctioned under the Health Protection and Promotion
Act. Under ‘duties to inspect complaints regarding health hazards to occupational or
environmental health’, when a complaint is issued to

a board of health or a medical officer of health that a health hazard

related to occupational or environmental health exists in the health unit

served by the board of health or the medical officer of health, the

medical officer of health shall notify the ministry of the Government of

Ontario that has primary responsibility in the matter and, in consultation

with the ministry, the medical officer of health shall investigate the

complaint to determine whether the health hazard exists or does not

exist. R.S.0. 1990, c. H.7,s. 11 (1).

Provincial backing encourages observers to inspect yards and it positively enforces
surveillance as a social good and empowers ‘institutional enforcers’. Building Code Act
S.0. 1992, ¢.23, permits municipalities to:

1. Prescribing standards for the maintenance and occupancy of property

within the municipality or within any defined area or areas and for

prohibiting the occupancy or use of such property that does not conform

with the standards.

2. Requiring property that does not conform with the standards to be

repaired and maintained to conform with the standards or the site to be

cleared of all buildings, structures, debris or refuse and left in graded

and levelled condition. 1997, c. 24, s. 224 (8).

Institutional enforcers work as government inspectors who may “enter upon any property

at any reasonable time without a warrant for the purpose of inspecting the property” to

determine whether or not the space conforms to prescribed standards (Building Code Act
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S.0. 1992, ¢.23, s.15.2 (1}). These inspectors can then prescribe reasonable repairs or
site alterations, which may be legally enforced.

Property owners are expected to comply with orders and in instances where they
do not “the municipality may cause the property to be repaired or demolished
accordingly” (Ibid, 15.4 (1)). This occurs at the expense of the property owner. “The
municipality shall have a lien on the land for the amount spent on the repair or demolition
under subsection (1) and the amount shall have priority lien status as described in section
1 of the Municipal Act, 2001” (Ibid, 15.4 {(4)). Under the Health Protection and
Promotion Act “every person who is guilty of an offence under this Act is liable on
conviction to a fine of not more than $5,000 for every day or part of a day on which the
offence occurs or continues. R.S.0. 1990, c. H.7, s. 101 (1)”. Normalization is legally
enforced at the provincial level and even requires a ‘certificate of compliance’ issued by
an inspector once he or she deems the property is in compliance with by-law standards
(Ibid, 15.5 (1)) and or health standards. The state, their inspectors and even citizen
inspectors are part of the front yard machine surveillance apparatus.

Citizen inspections ensure compliance with by-law and provincial legislation, but
it also takes place with celebrated venues — above expected levels of consumption.
Landscape surveillance in some venues is a socially accepted and a socially deemed
positive experience. Since 2002, Thunder Bay, like many communities in Ontario and in
North America in general, hosts a tour of socially maﬂ.{ed and recognized landscapes.
The 2003 Pond Tour featured residential landscapes deemed to be ‘outstanding’.
Spectators were provided with a brochure that maps and gives a general description of

each site. Upon arrival visitors at each particular locale were required to present their
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brochure, which gets stamped and thus signifies approval for entry. The Pond Tour is
quite a popular activity and provides opportunity for many people to view and ingest
celebrated landscapes. This experience is a conscious organized surveillance of
landscaped space; by contrast, many times individuals unconsciously survey space during
walks, bicycle rides, and/or car rides around the community.

A local Thunder Bay example of front yard machine surveillance concerns the
case of Clara and Micalda Kasstana. In September 1997 they were admitted against their
will to Lakehead Psychiatric Hospital (LPH). They spent 14 days at LPH because “the
City of Thunder Bay had Kasstana (Clara) and her sister...Micalda Kasstana, removed
from their Frederica Street home after the municipality’s bylaw enforcement department
came to believe they were living in substandard conditions at their Westfort residence”
(Andrews, 1999a, p. Al). Assessments of the sisters found Micalda to be mentally
competent but Clara was deemed incompetent to manage her own affairs and her own
property; thus, she became a ward of the state and was given a ‘public guardian officer’
(Andrews, 1999b, p. A3). At a later psychiatric assessment at LPH Clara was found
competent to manage her property but no conclusions were made as fo her ability to care
for herself (Ibid). During the sisters’ incarceration at LPH the city of Thunder Bay spent
approximately $15,000 in “emergency clean up and remediation work at and around the
property” (Ibid). The city’s removal of the “publicly discarded material” (garbage) was
billed to the sisters (Ibid).

The City of Thunder Bay interfered with the lives and lifestyles of the Kasstana
sisters afier a state inspector oﬁserved ‘unacceptable’ living conditions. The city

questioned the sisters’ social abilities because of the spatial assemblage of their Frederica
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Street home ~ the condition of the front yard and the rest of the property was an issue.
The front yard machine was decoded as a sign of below normal abilities — the sisters’
labour was deemed fo encode an aberrant status, as such they were perceived to be unable
to maintain a ‘normal’ or ‘standard’ home condition. The city stepped in and
‘normalized’ the sister’s physical environment and at the same time had their mental and
physical competence determined. By removing the ‘decades of old junk’ and ‘rotting
garbage’ the space was once more recoded as socially acceptable, and because of the
condition of their front yard cast so much suspicion on Micalda’s and Clara’s social
abilities, they were required/forced to validate and justify their social ability via intensive
psychiatric assessment. The front yard surveillance apparatus empowered observers to
determine the acceptability and aberration of the two sisters through the sign value of
their yard and their home. In other instances, however, the front yard machine has
obstructed inspector-subject observations and assessments.

Another local example of front yard machine surveillance in Thunder Bay
concerns the strange circumstances surrounding the discovery of Tovio Sistenin. Unlike
the two Kasstana sisters’ predicament, Sistenin’s front yard hid him from outside
scrutiny. Sistenin was a recluse and previously had only contact with his common-law
wife, Jeanette Garrow. In January 1999 Sistenin’s remains were found in his Westfort
home; supposedly he had died sometime four years earlier (Lammens. 1999, p. Al). The
house in question was described as permeating a “gagging stink of garbage” much like
“rotten eggs and rotting meat” (Enrkamp, 1999, p. A1). A neighbour interviewed stated:
“We always knew there was a dead body in there...A few years ago, the stench was so

bad that we couldn’t sit in our back-yard” (Ibid, p.A1). What is interesting is that, as
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others have noted, even with the terrible smell “why didn’t the neigbours do something?”
(Andrews, 1999, p. Al). Throughout the Sistenin controversy it was often cited that
allegedly Garrow and her daughter regularly picked up mail and maintained the yard
{Enrkamp, 1999, p Al; Lammens, 1999, p. Al, Lammen, 19993, p. Al; and ‘Brown
Street’, 1999, p. A3), as well as, “ a neighbour maintained the garden outside the home”
(Enrkamp, 1999, p. Al). The terrible incidents inside the home were hidden by
maintaining a ‘normal’ front yard and property.

The maintenance of Sistenin’s front yard, the normal and expected decoding of
consumption and its display eased neighbours’ concerns about the smell and the fact that
utilities had been shut off (Lammens, 1999, p. Al). In this case front yard machine
surveillance linked the ‘supposed’ abilities of Garrow, her daughter and a neigbour to
Sistenin even though he was dead. The front yard machine in this case was decoded as
suggesting the encoding of the homeowner’s abilities — hiding the death and real abilities
of Sistenin. When the truth of the situation was revealed the city of Thunder Bay and the
Thunder Bay District Health Unit were given responsibility for the clean up of Sistenin’s

home under the Health Protection and Promotion Act (Lammen, 1999b, A3.).

How the Front Yard Surveillance Machine Functions

Front yard machines, like the human body, possess particular source significance
crucial for everyday recognition and identification. Through a collection of signs whose
significance has developed through a social sedimentary process, front yards create a
surface that influences the perception of their owners and occupants. Surveillanceis a
characteristic of the encoding and decoding of consumption within landscaped space.

Encoders/decoders become more proficient over time in the use of signs and signifying
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systems, Proficiency here is the ability to meaningfully interact or communicate with
others — comnmonly shared sign systems provide “human groups with common premises
for predictable convergent inferential processes. This process of people collectively
using effectively identical assumptions in interpreting each other’s actions...may be
termed cultural logic” (Enfield, 2000, p. 36). With the front yard machine cultural logic
shapes and determines certain sign values that become inscribed in the encoding and
decoding of space - thus a surveillance apparatus.

By building from Enfield’s (2000) assumption of individual’s ‘private
representations, “thoughts, concepts, and sense/sensorimotor images (in many possible
forms) that are structured and can be recalled and privately manipulated” (p. 37), or what
Eco terms ‘encyclopedias’, one recognizes the vital need for a means to share
experiences. An effective recognizable communication structure will presuppose humans
to possess culturally constituted methods, conceptually expressed and shared signs that
would enable people to participate and interact with others and the world (Hallowell,
1977, p. 131). Conventions and other kinds of precedents “form personal libraries of
models and scenarios which may serve as reference material in inferring and attributing
motivations behind people’s actions, and behind other mysterious phenomena” (Enfield,
2000, p. 37). While individuals have their own private worlds they are compelled to
consider the representations of others. Proficiency with such consideration and the
establishment of communication flow is what Enfield (2000) terms ‘cultural
representation’ — shared private representations which are assumed and assumed-to-be-
assumed by another or by all people (pp. 45-46). Proficient communication is an ability

to use cultural logic and cultural representations to ‘normalize’ the encoding/decoding
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structure of sign and/or signifying system of consumption. With the case of Sistenin his
common-law wife, Garrow, was able through the use of cultural logic (maintenance of
front yard) to communicate normality and was able to hide the situation inside.

Through the encoding and decoding process of front yard construction a
surveillance feature becomes part of the front yard machine. The repeated and accepted
routine practice of front yard construction and maintenance is illustrative of Staples’
(2000) ‘ritualistic’ micro technique of social monitoring. In many urban communities
front yards are close to one another. The observation of a number of spaces by individual
inspectors occurs as a result of a centrally located or lodged point of periphery. Being on
a street or on a sidewalk enables one to observe and compare close spaces. Though
surveillance can and may include numerous observations as one travels along the street or
throughout the neighbourhood. In Diagram 8 (next page) front yard machine surveillance
features are detailed. Any person is able to inspect or observe the spatial construction of
front yards (others or their own). Comparing the space of one particular front yard to
either those surrounding it or to the preconceived ideas of expected assemblages
(models), front-yard-inspectors are able to classify the space as ‘acceptable’ and ‘normal’
or as ‘aberrant’ or ‘abnormal’. The classification process is important because front yard
spatiality is perceived as an extension of homeowner bodies (surfaces of recording).
These surfaces provide information and knowledge to the inspector or inspectors. The
consumption associated with a particular landscaped front yard is a self-produced ‘system
of communication’ or ‘record keeping’. The front yard machine, with ifs “extraction,
appropriation, distribution or retention of knowledge” (quoted in Cooper, 1981, p. 79),

comes to represent the associated homeowner.
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Diagram 8. Flow Chart of Front Yard Machine Surveillance
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Front yards and human bodies network through the work and interaction that
occurs in creating a particular landscape. The front yard machine “serves as an
introduction to visitors”, its “quality, arrangement and standard of upkeep reflect upon
those responsible for them (front vard and its objects) as much as do the interiors of the
owner’s home or the clothes they wear” (my addition, Everett, 1975, pp. 5-6). The
couplings within the space become extensions of the individual body, an association of
the bodies who inhabit the space. Front yard machines are associated as body extended
surfaces upon which social relations occur and are recorded. With the Kasstana sisters
their so called “incompetence” was first detected from the condition of their yard. The
use and display of signs in the front yard act as a metaphorical filler and as a statement of
identity (Falk, 1994, p. 40). Front yards as spatial and temporal matrixes presuppose and
embody relations of production: “socially produced space and time are the concrete
manifestations, the material references, of social structure and relations” (Soja, 1985, p.
95). The geo-historical content of the front yard machine communicates ideas of physical
capital, of power and status.

Human interactions are materially constituted in landscaped space through
repeated shaping of land for new uses and pleasures. Front yards are a human modified
spatial arrangement, and each age and each society develops unique ways of organizing
this space. It is an intricate webbing of natural space, cognition and social relations that
communicate and/or display the connectedness of human history and geography. Human
geography and history create an ever evolving sequence of landscaped space, “a spatio-
temporal structuation of social life which gives form not only to the grand movements of

social development but also to the recursive practices of day-to-day activity” (Soja, 1985,
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p. 94). Landscape is shaped and developed by human information producers into sign
value systems (displays of objects of consumption) that result in a means of
distinguishing identity and social relations — “to shape and be shaped by a constantly
evolving spatiality which constitutes and concretises social action and relationship”
(Soja, 19835, p. 90) - self produced recordings marking status. Front yards record and
reflect “our tastes, our values, our aspirations, and even our fears, in tangible, visible
form” (Lewis, 1979, p. 12). Communication occurs and takes place constantly (like the
different communication forms of clothing or automobiles). As a product of communal
habitation, the front yard creates a sedimentary layering of “social behaviour and
individual actions worked upon particular localities over a span of life” (Meinig, 1976, p.
6). The collection and assembling of all the elements that comprise front yard space
possesses both substantial form and a set of relations between technology, individuals
and/or groups.

Individuals and groups through an interpretation process carry out assessments or
appraisals of others that may be conscious, preconscious or unconscious, but most often a
combination of all three (Hollingshead and Redlich, 1981, p. 230). With front yard
machines what occurs is an assessment of sign behaviour and communication. By
assessing action language — all movement not used exclusively as signals (e.g. walking
and/or drinking are statements to those who perceive them); and object language — “all
intentional and non intentional display of material things such as implements, machines,
art objects, architectural structures, and last but not least, the human body and whatever
clothes it” (‘Nonverbal’, 1972, p. 727), observers with the use of cultural logic are able to

assign value to front yards. By observing the material displays front yard machine
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surveillance can identify ‘acceptable’ or ‘aberrant’ behavioural traits of its subjects. It is a
‘soft’ technique of surveillance that displays human bodies, monitors them and their
extensions in order to provide justification and validation for ‘official’ interference, intent
upon social order — the molding, shaping and modification of actions and behaviour
(Staples, 2000). With the Kasstana’s front yard, ‘soft’” surveillance was not-so-soft as it
led to the city of Thunder Bay exercising “poWer over” the sisters - definite physical
restraint and punishment by the City via the sisters forced stay at LPH.

Acceptable behaviour is usually not likely to come to the attention of observers,
as was the case with Sistenin’s front yard. In most cases acceptable front yards are
unmarked, meaning they go unnoticed by decoders and encoders. When front yards are
noticed or marked, this means that they deviated from expected patterns. This deviation
can come in two forms of abnormality. The socially or culturally approved abnormality
is one that is seen as desirable and sought after. With front yards these are the celebrated
sign systems, e.g. celebrated gardens, lawns, walkways and driveways and their sign
values (as discussed in Chapter 2). In these spaces observer expectations are exceeded,
the spaces become socially valued and highlighted (e.g. garden tours). The consumption
of objects and labour in these spaces is greater than that associated with ‘average’ or
‘typical’ front yard assemblages.

The second form of abnormality, perhaps most commonly used, is a trait that is
socially devalued, and/or deemed a burden or problem. With front yards negatively
marked traits are associated with observations that fall below expectations; these are
assemblages that are not perceived as desirable. For instance, front yards that fail to

2

match or compliment neighboring spaces, spaces typically associated with being “unkept
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or ‘uncared for’, most likely come to the attention of observers, as with the case of the
two Kasstana sisters. The aberrant front yard — unacceptable physical environment and/or
space — displays socially unacceptable consumption because it is viewed as an extension
of the human body of the owner or occupant. By trying to control the encoded message
of front yards, homeowners effectively participate in the construction of the front yard
machine as a (self) surveillance apparatus, as a Foucaultian self-disciplining gaze, a gaze
interiorized and turned against the self (Foucault, 1980, p.155).

Another feature of the surveillance apparatus is that human observers are
indistinguishable. A homeowner cannot always be sure as to who is watching or looking
at his or her front yard at any particular time since an observer looks just like any other
person who may not be actively watching. Crowd anonymity works just as well as the
‘blinds’ Bentham proposes to install in his inspection house (Bentham, Letter 2). As well,
the constant display of front yard machines functions as another part of the surveillance
apparatus. No matter where the homeowners are their front yard will communicate
impressions of them to observers decoding the space. Front yard space is an ‘all-
displaying space’!

So one begins to wonder then, what kind of space is a ‘natural’ front yard made
of? The idea of a ‘natural’ front yard certainly is not one of unrestricted growth, or of
nature being free to do what it will. There are simply just too many restrictions upon this
space for it to flow freely. As witnessed, neighbourhoods restrict and limit front yard
space to acceptable assemblages, as illustrated by the Kasstana sisters’ experience with
community discontent regarding their front vard, as well as what Primeau (2003a)

experienced when she introduced a ‘new’ front yard style into her community. Ata
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municipal level by-laws limit the structuring and assembling of front yards. It is the same
with provincial legislation. Suddenly the human observer has a very important role in
maintaining ‘natural’ front yards. It is their vigilance of front yards, which ensures a
seemly static conformity of space. So simply put, ‘natural’ front yards are culturally
approved landscapes. Spaces organized along approved and accepted ideas, guidelines,

and expectations of what front yards are suppose to be like.

Conclusion

The front yard machine is perceived as an extension of the abilities of its owners.
These abilities are used to make assessments and observations of social acceptability
(normal) or aberration (abnormal). In the case of Tovio Sistenin the front yard and the
rest of the property’s maintenance hid the fact of his death. The flows in the front yard
machine were perceived to be acceptable and unbroken thus the space raised no questions
or concerns. On the other hand, the Kasstana sisters’ front yard was seen as aberrant or
inconsistent with appropriate standards. The perceived normal front yard machine flow
in this instance was disrupted and as such the yard and property came to the attention of
Thunder Bay’s bylaw enforcement department.

As an observation tool the front vard is a sign, which offers passers-by the means
and opportunity to decode homeowner’s communiqués (encodings). Front yard machine
surveillance is incorporated in assessing social and mental health through the
interpretation of the physical environment. Physical environments speak volumes to
psychiatrists when using multi-axial assessment, to child welfare professionals, to

municipal or provincial enforcers, or to ordinary citizens.
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Front vards through connections with human bodies, objects of consumption, and
landscape create the front yard machine. Through a sedimentary process front yards
accumulate and create a representation of a particular human geo-history. The intentional
or non-intentional display of objects in space creates a recording of ‘homo-historia’.
Front vard machine communication is based upon a codified system, like dress, which
humans use to organize their participation and interaction with the world. Encoding
and/or decoding this system enables individuals to understand and make judgments of
themselves, as well as, others. There is uncertainty about whether or not one is being
observed, of who is inspecting the front yard machine. Contemporary technology and
‘post-mass’ production have evolved to create a surveillance apparatus, which records

self-produced and self-maintained information and knowledge concerning a subject.

Markus Christian Lahtinen

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Front Yard Machines 93

Conclusion

This thesis has tried to show the reader a new way of understanding a cultural
landscape often consider banal. The front yard is far from a naturally occurring
landscape — it is a socially produced geo-historical artifact. As a space the front yard is
transformable; it is a space produced from “the simultaneous co-existence of social
relations” at a particular geographical scale (Massey, 1994, p. 168). It is a by-product of
communal life, a symbol, an expression of cultural value, of “social behaviour and
individual actions worked upon particular localities over a span of life” (Meinig, 1976, p.
6). Front yards are artificial, synthetic, subject to change, complex, and their history like
that of landscape, is part of our social history and as such autobiographical.

Many influences affect the development and structure of front yard space. No
single influence overly determines it. J. Macgregor Wise, associate professor of
communication studies at Arizona State West, notes that, “no space is enclosed but is
always multidimensional, resonant, and open to other spaces” (2003, p. 11). Large social
and historical forces, one’s neighbours and community, personal growth and change are
possible influences that organize differing elemental flows at one point and merge them
into a single understood and recognized entity. The encompassing entity of sedimentary
objects and social actions is a ‘material’ machine of production — of communication. The
front yard machine as an expressive territory is an accretion of culture, in that “each
milieu affects the space, bends it, inflects it, shapes it” (Wise, 2003, p. 110). Therefore, I
contend that humans and technology do not exist within separate spheres; our lived

experiences are a coupling of humanity, technology and geography. To understand or
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investigate one requires the recognition of the others. Reality is one great machine in
which humans are simple cogs of a larger working structure.

The front vard machine also has a “rhizomatic” dimension that works against the
structure of the lawn machine (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987); it ceaselessly establishes
connections and dimensions, its metamorphic potential becomes apparent as “connections
between semiotic chains, organizations of power, circumstances relative to the arts,
science and social struggles™ (Ibid, p.7) are brought into play as “directions of motion”
(Ibid, p. 21) to structure the machine. In its solid stasis the front yard machine projects a
“notion of unity” because its multiplicity is not blatantly obvious. Our desire for static
and still things in front yards (i.e. solid code, a bamboo deer covered with Christmas
lights, etc.) create a naturalized ideology of front yard space. When movement becomes
an obvious dimension of the front yard machine, the thawing and the speeding up of
flows, multiplicity and connectivity of the front yard machine is truly realized (i.e.
changing of front yard codes, real deer “reterritorialize” front yard space, etc). Things
like weeds can suddenly become a new code and enter personal repertories as “regional
wild flowers”, or garbage may become seen as folk art for example. The question then
arises to what degree is the mutation of front yard s?ace allowed to occur without
interference? When will the city, municipality, neighbours, or other inspectors stop and
get involved?

Certain flows are preferred over others and these slow down the code flow of
front yards — making the particular slow codes acceptable and expected. The slow flows
become perceived as a static stasis of organizational behaviour. As such, society

develops cultural myths and conventions (i.e. by-laws, provincial legislation, and
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community or personal repertoires) that create expectations of what particular landscapes
are supposed to be like, the ‘that’s just the way it is’ mentality. Static front yard space
results from a solidly perceived stasis of code. But front yards are not static because
change does happen especially when ‘anomalies’ or questions are raised concerning the
appropriateness of the spatial assemblage.

Traditional or typical assemblages of front yard machines may be seen as
problematic or limiting for some people. What takes place with change is the increased
speed of code flow within the communication loop between the user and code. Thus new
ideas or concepts in landscaping and gardening may be tried, a person may be erotically
attached to lawn equipment or landscaping and create a redundant space (i.e. all grass for
more mowing or nothing but tulips planted in the area). Or the space may mutate: a front
yardkvoid of grass but covered with a mechanic’s carpet upon which rests cars and car
parts; a piece of folk art made from recycled material; or a space filled with large
homemade bird houses. It doesn’t matter what the new lines of assemblage are for
eventually the flow begins to slow down again and re-solidify as the new machine
construction becomes acceptable and perhaps eventually leads to a new organizational
structure for the front yard machine — a new expressive territory.

The front yard machine as a sign is an invested space that individuals and groups
take a lot of time and money to modify and change. Objects of consumption possess
culturally constructed significance (Holt and Schor, 2000, p. xii) that become associated
with those who possess them. So the modification and change, because of the
commitment involved, becomes an association to those drawn in to the space-a

perceived extension of the owner’s physical bodies. In other words, another surface
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space (i.e. clothes or automobiles) that communicates ideas about who and what you are
to the world at large.

Sign value of front yard machines may be based upon exchange value, but is
never solely determined by it since significance and meaning grow from shared
expectations and social interaction (Stryker, 1980, p. 53) that then entail culturally
expressed and shared signs for the configuring of social participation and interaction
(Hallowell, 1977, p. 131). Yet hierarchies do develop amongst landscape products and
equipment because of minute differences; differences such as socio-economics may
become a key characteristic for determining and categorizing objects of consumption
since functional differences are gone.

The logic behind front yard sign value is not that of language but of the
categorization of distinct and significant elements. Status thereby becomes induced or
marked through the display of objects of consumption and their respective hierarchical
category. Objects of consumption make and maintain social relations (Douglas and
Isherwood, 1996, p. 38). People are their objects — displayed objects are their respective
owners. The front yard machine is a means of impression management through the
communication of acceptable or unacceptable consumptive behaviour.

The encoding involved with impression management and its decoding make the
front yard machine a surveillance apparatus. Physical surveillance is a common aspect of
society. The perceived association of front yards to their corresponding owners creates a
sign, which can signify social acceptability or aberration. As a spatial creation, front
yards offer to those interested a means and opportunity to make value judgments about

owners and inhabitants. Front yard inspectors are very similar to ‘professionals’ who use
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physical surveillance to assess mental, physical, and social competence. Private citizen
inspectors compare front yards with neighbouring spaces, and in regards to personal and
social expectations about ‘appropriate’ landscaping. In contrast, professional inspectors,
like municipal By-law Officers, inspect for standards that are locally and provincially
defined. It is the duty of the professional inspectors to ensure that landscaped space, its
mutations, conform to building codes and standards as set out through municipal by-laws
and provincial legislation. Front yard machines are a sedimentary assemblage of objects,
human interaction and geography, which is in some form always on display — it is a self-
produced and self-maintained recording.

Machinic theory presents a viable model for the investigation of many different
objects and ideas that coalesce in a single recognizable and understood structure. I have
applied this contemporary theory to front yards within our post-mass production society,
in order to offer an alternative method of understanding the codes and subcodes that
encoders and decoders use to construct and de-construct front yard space. Front yard and
landscape investigation still has a lot to uncover. D.W. Meinig said it well when he
recognized that, “any landscape is composed not only of what lies before our eyes but
what lies within our heads” (1979, p. 34). So what is actually recognized are the
assemblages of objects and items that we give significance to (Jackson, 1987, p. 32).
There are still many directions to investigate and to pursue concerning landscapes and
social geography. The use of machine theory offers a venue for such an investigation, for
the examination of non-typical or non-traditional associations.

Finally, I have noted a number of key points made throughout this work. They

are organized so as to tie together the ideas, concepts and information presented thus far.
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®  ‘Machine’ theory can be an encompassing method to discuss and model
physically real structures — like landscapes.

® The front yard is not a ‘natural’ space. It is an artificial creation structured
and influenced by social forces — an interconnected geo-social artifact of 2
particular culture and cultural milieu.

» The structural development of front vards takes places through codes and
subcodes, which govern the combinatorial relations of differentiated
clements. At certain times, particular codes and subcodes are used more
often and widely accepted, slowing down the flow of front yard assemblages.
Change does occur within front yards. It acts as an increased flow of
discontentment amongst code users.

= [n some instances, there is a euphoric eroticism or fetishization of front
vard objects. Desire acts as a breakflow, a ‘buzz’, within front yard machines
redirecting or interrupting flows.

=  Front yard machines consist of mixed signs; semiological difference is
thus not exhaustive.

= The conglomeration of all the different elements within front yard
machines may take on socio-economic sign value that sign users use to
communicate and structure social hierarchies — mark status.

e There are ‘model’ front yard machines, which define acceptable or

aberrant sign value of differing landscapes and spaces.
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= The sign value of front yard machines may be a surveillance apparatus,
in which case the assemblage gains sign value from expected ideas of
acceptability (physical surveillance) and not from exchange value.

e As a surveillance machine, the front yard machine is at all times
communicating ideas about its inhabitants. It can illuminate social deviance
or aberration (i.e. Kasstana sisters’ residence). Alternatively, the front yard
machine may hide individuals from social observation (i.e. Tovio Sistenin).
= At all times the front yard machine is on display — communicating to all

those interested ideas and perceptions about you and your family.
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Appendix A

The City of Thunder Bay Parks Division, with the assisiance of ihe Beautitication Coordinator, is pleased (o
share witly you the following tips and suggestions for creating a more atiractive and eye-caiching landscape.

mage is FEverything

Using local materials is a very elfective way to create a strong identily for your prop-
erty. The list of items may include native plantings, local rock, driftwood, found /
objects such as old signs, which can be used as art and the list goes on. Finding
your style is the first step to developing a site with strong character, a clear image {
and effective presentation. The easiest place to start is with what you love and ,
let it be the catalyst for a theme. Art or colour can be your inspiration or per- £
haps a specific garden style such as ‘cottage’ or Japanese, Let this-be your lifting gm
off point for future plans and decisions.

Scale

Scale can be a difficult design technique for individuals to master. While vertical objects speak more strongly than
herizontal ones; the height of trees, for example, may not always be welcome. If you opt for creating a planting
bed with low height you can compensate for this by making the bed wider or longer or both. Select a landscape
treatment that is appropriately sized for your home. If you have a -storey house you could probably incorpo-
rate a small tree. If the building is only 1.storey be careful not 10 dwarf it with plants that will grow too big or
tall . a common problem is cedars that can grow to be giants. Explore the many medium to large sized shrub
oplions available at your local garden cenire. Shrubs provide excelient foliage and stem colour and may grow to
a decent width rather than just up.

“ow PMaintenance

While zero-maintenance landscaping is a myth, low maintenance can be a reality. There are many techniques you
can apply that will heﬁp cut down on the mamtenante time reqwred to mamtaan your woperty

ably save the watering time required by you. It can also be adjusted to water
less during wetter periods. Another simple way to lower your maintenance
requirements is to install weed-barrier fabric and mulch in your planting
Pbeds. This fabric is desigried 1o allow water but not sunlight through. This
“virtually eliminates weed growth while at the same time cutting water
requiremenis considerably. Shrubs and trees can also offer less maintenance
U/ needs than perennials or annuals. They require less frequent watering, little or no
__ division and usually only require an annual pruning. Consider the amount of
time you are able {0 provide for maintenance and choose garden plants

accordingly.

9

®

acall at 6235-2351. A thorough assessment will be made of the site both above and
below ground and if the location is approved you may be added to the following years
fist.

Ched( this issue of the key for entry forms for both the Westfort Kiwanis Best Block
Award and the City of Thunder Bay's Annual Beawtification Awards. Be sure to
nominate yourselfl or a friend before July 3ist,
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Appendix A cont’d

The City of Thunder Bay Parks Division is pleased to share with you the
following tips and suggestions for creating a healthier landscape.

TLawn

Leaving grass clippings on your lawn is the most effective way of recycling the nutrients. By following the One-
Third Rule - mowing the lawn often enough to remove only one third of the grass blade, the short clippings are
able to deteriorate quickly thereby allowing the nutrients to quickly return to the soil. The City Parks Division
leaves most of the grass clippings on the city’s public parks and we encourage you to do the same. Removing
grass clippings is not only unnecessary, but it can add a significant burden 10 our landiill site. A 3" (27} layer of
thatch is considered ideal as it helps to retain moisture in the soil, but thatch buildup can create thin and
unhealthy grass. Deep and thorough walering and paying careful aitention to the correct amounts of fertilizer
applied can prevent this common problem. if the thatch layer becomes 100 thick, your lawn can be rejuvenated
using de-thatching equipment, which can be found at local rental agencies.

Mowing

Mowing your lawn with a sharp blade, set at a high-cutting height is an excel-
lent way to help your grass develop a deep root system. It is not how short
you cut the grass, rather how even you mow that gives the lawn a smooth ... ;0 e
carpet-like iook and feel. A sharp blade is essential because a dull one can . i
shred the tips of the grass blades and create entry points for disease organ
isms. Shredded grass tips tend to turn brown and in turn give the lawn a dried &
out appearance. In spring, when the soil is wet, a dull blade can also pull the §
grass plants out of the ground. Grass is soft in spring and is easy to cut. As
summer wears on, the leaves become tough and wiry, dulling blades faster. O°
Remember to sharpen the blades frequently either yourself or take them to a pro-
fessional. The most common grasses, Bluegrass and Fine Fescue, should be mowed in the range of 2-3" {5-8 cm)
in height. When finishing the mowing project with the weed eater, it is important lo avoid damaging the bark
around the base of your trees. Weed eater damage 10 trees will affect the rate of waier uptake and the transfer
of the nutrients produced by the leaves. It can also provide entry points for disease and insects.

%
P
L4

atering

Most professionals recommend infrequent, but deep watering of your lawss. Depending on your soi! conditions
1" (2.5 em} of water can soak into your soil up to 6-8” (1520 cm). Deeper watering encourages the deep root
growth that helps vour lawn resist excessive drying in warmer tempera-
tures. If you aren’t sure how long 1™ {2.5 em) of water takes put
out 3 small bowl when you turn on the sprinkler. When you
can measure |7 {2.5 cm) of water in the bowl you have
waltered enough. This time duration can vary depending

on your water source and type of sprinkler.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



[

Front Yard Machiioes 11

Appendix A contd

anting Jips

% Plant trees so that the root collar is at ground level. This is where the stem begins to flare towards the root.

% Do not fertilize until the tree is established 2

sk Keep grass and flowers away from the new tree trunk.

% Add amendments to improve soil structure, but remember to include a large
portion of the original soil. For example sand or granular material can
be added to clay soils to open up the small pore sizes.

% Trunk wrap is for winter prolection only and should be removed when
the days begin to lengthen (or after tree is planied).

% Wound dressings, flush cuts and cut leaders are alf signs of a tree that Bt
has not been properly cared for. Be careful when shopping for a
new specimen.

% Know the growing requirements of your trees. Do not plant
trees that will grow tall and big under power lines or in small
spaces. v

# Prepare the whole planting site and not just a small hole.

% Remove only dead and dying branches and cleanly cut all broken or bruised roots.

% Tree supports are not always necessary. If you install one remember not to make it too tight and that it
should be removed after | or 2 growing seasons.

Did You Kgow... ‘ ’

% Trees assist in the cycling of carbon and have the ability to turn excess carbon dioxide from the atmosphere
and turn it into oxygen.

% Trees filter out dust, dirt, pollen and other pollutants from the air we breathe.

"% Trees help conserve energy. Properly located trees can cut air-conditioning and heating bills by

10 to 15 percent.

# Tinfoil and other wraps put onto your tree to protect it from caterpillar infestations should be removed at
the end of the season. This protects the bark from unnecessary damage caused by high temperatures
achieved under the wraps.

Why Jot to Jop a ree?

If you think a tali tree can be a hazard, read the following reasons why you should never top or head your
trees. This is also a reminder that it is an offense to cut City owned trees.
Topping stresses trees-new shoots and suckers are not a good sign but rather are a sign the tree is stressed.
* Topping causes decay-the tree cannot grow over the wound and heal itself
* Topping can lead to sunburn-you are changing the environment that the lower branches
have been growing in
* Topping creates hazards
* Topping makes trees ugly
* Topping is expensive-not a one time event, in addition to liability issued created
« {t is an offense to prune City trees.

hy

Composting is a natural, biochemical process of decay in which bacteria, fungi, worms and other soil organ-
isms break down organic matter. The organic breakdown of kitchen and yard waste will result in a dark, nutri.
ent rich soil conditioner known as humus or compost. Compost is the single best and most economical addi-
tive you can put in your garden. {t conditions soil and improves plant growth. Another benefit of composting
is the diversion of organic material from our landill sites. Kitchen and yard wastes comprise approximately
33% of residential solid waste. If you compost kitchen and vard waste in addition to recycling cardboard,
newspapers, glass, plastics and cans you can cut vour waste almost in halfl

ompost?
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Appendix B

The City of Thunder Bay in conjunction with the Thunder Bay
Horticultural Society seek nominations for Business, Industry and
Homeowner efforts that beautify our city. Excellence in property care
will be awarded garden tools and other prizes at our awards ceremony in
September. ’

To enter, fill out the nomination form below and attach up to 8
photographs. Submissions are due before July 31, 2003. Open to all
residents of the City of Thunder Bay. For more information call the
Parks Division at 625-2313.

The organizers of the Civic Beautification Awards reserve all rights to reproduce, publish or
exhibit any photographs entered. The City of Thunder Bay Parks Division will notify
winners.

Select a-Category:

Mail Carriers Front Yard Award

Mayors Commercial Frontage Award

Institutional/Public Grounds Award

Horticultural Society Vegetable/Community Gardens Award
Residential Property Award (as scen from the road)

Name
Address ' ) .
Postal Code Telephone : |

Mail your entries to:

Thunder Bay Horticultural Society
c/o Pat Izsak

4155 Mapleward Road

Thunder Bay ON P7K 1A2

Re: Beautification 2003
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Appendix C

INATION Fi

¥
The Beautify Thunder Bay 2003 competition is sponsored by the Kiwani
Club of Westfort, to promote the beautification of our city and to
encourage neighbourhood pride. You are encouraged to participate by

. nominating a block for an award — enter your own street, if you wish.

Judging will take place at the beginning of August, and will be based on
initial visual impression, elements in the landscape, and maintenance.

The winning block will be treated to a neighbourhood barbecue, hosted
by the Westfort Kiwanis. In addition, the City of Thunder Bay will erect
a sign at each end of the block, designating it as this year’s “Best City

- Block” in the Beautify Thunder Bay campaign.

NOMINATED BLOCK:
SUBMITTED BY:
{name} {phone}
DATE:
Mail yoser entries to:

Kiwanis Club of Westfort, Inc.

Beautify Thunder Bay 2003 Competition
P.O. Box 10007

Thunder Bay ON P7B 5W4

(Entries must be postmarked prior to July 31, 2003)
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Appendix D

DATA ELEMENTS COLLECTION FORM FOR RESéQE%?EAUC@NBOMENEUM PROPERTIES

\ .
PROPERTY ROLL NUMBER: i | avoness:

OASYS CODES

{ ICURRENTLY A DUN-QASYS VAAIARLE GaSYE CODES

i TE SARLABIES

PORY SR S S o
MNDUSTRIAL | CUL-DE-BAC ] COURT / DEAD EHD R | B
COMMERCIAL ) ' conmERLOY o I
WITITUTIONAL ! | EXCEPTOMALLY TREED (To b romova - uso of reccda o % Troo®) g_|
EDUCATIONAL B4 ! | PREDOMINANT TOPOGRAPHY - LEVEL A F
FARE _ , ) PREDOMINANT TOPOGRAPHY - SLIGHT SLOPE R e
_GOLFCOURSE ; . PREDOMINANT TOPOGRAPHY - STEEP SLOPE # o
‘HYDRO CORRIDOR 1o : . PREDOMINANT TOPOGRAPHY - CLIFF R I N
1RGHWAY (Yo be remeved from OASYE - Sstect appropstsss Toutils Peterm insoes) . . PREDOMINANT TOPOGRAPHY - LOW / WET N 4]
{FRAFFIC PATTERN - EXTREMELY HEAYY) ; @) | 4O CURBS AND GUTTERS K
[TRAFFIC PATTERN - HEAVY) ) | MO SYREET LIGHTING Ll
TRAFFIC PATTERN - MEDWSA __ ) i P J | MO BIDEWALY ON BTREET oo
TRAFFIC PATTERN-LIGHY ; | GRAVEL ROAD = 4o}
ODOURNUISANCE Fj%,,% /f// T8 2 pREDOMINANY VIEW - OBSTRUCTED et
LANDFILL SITE - DUMP___ . ) ! [N é PREDCHMINANT VIEW - PANORAMIC o o |
MULTHRESIDENTIAL L ! | u LW ? PREDOMINANTY VIEW - LAKE | i m_i
_HIASS TRANSIT - SUBWAY LINE /BUS STOP_ e N l # ZONED FOR COMMERCIAL USE 18]
“SPORTS FIELD / PLAYGROUND IR IS I S o g ZOMED FOR INDUSTRIAL USE _ B T i
PUBLIC WALKWAY S S N ¥ A i ,Z%f’g ZOMED FOR MULTHRES USE _ B
_CEMETERY R —ow:| - @ J NONCONFORMING USE _ KA
RALWAY — R ml m R g OVERALL QUALITY OF SITE = POOR_ U T
_SUPERMAILBOX I D Zj’/’%%@f’/@é OVERALL QUALITY OF SITE » FAIR N S
“TRAILER PARK / CAMP ] MOBILE HOME PARK _ } L ”’,"/,/1'” 7}, EASEMENT ON PROPERTY ISR A vl
UTRITY BOX T v\ é OVERALL QUALITY OF SITE = GOOD IR S At 5
GREEMSPACE ¥ 1 G OVERALL OUALITY OF SITE » EXCELLENT _ 1
'PLACE OF WORSHIP_ R D oW g POND ON PROPERTY _ N 2}
TRANSFORMERSTATION T T | % X PROBLEM ACCESS - K
MARINA o ! Loy L ¥ g {11%-25% TREED) - 1
PUBLIC DOCK / BOAT RAMP 2 it g {26% - BO% YREED) Lo
RAVINETYPEY (I W7 % 712, (81% - 7% TREED) ] @)
RAVINETYPER B ! 2 |7 42 {78% - 100% TREED) N S - N
RAVMNETYPES . | 3 | i % §19% - 25% SWANP) I S - B
NUISANCE %: i i |4 i T z‘ {26% - B0% SWAMP) ) jeo 4 @
NUISANCEZ: ! | s T2 {51% - 78% SWAMRP) o R Los
PREMIUMS: ST SRR ;3 w) N
PREMIUMZ2: o - 17 | 4 7 HIDRG ,
B, } i HO . SRS SUUUUN SO |
' VE:? b ! ¥ 4
ACCESS 7 WATER :
MO ACCESS - LANDLOCKED [ 7 AUMICIPAL R DU
PRIVATE ROAD ACCESS OWLY R o g PRIVATE WELL L W
RIGHT-OF-WAY ACCESS OMLY ® g SHARED WELL . SRR AR
SUMMER OR SEASONAL ACCESS OMLY ) 7 LAKE OR RIVER . e l___ & _"2
WATER ACCESS OMAY = . w 9 CONE - FOTENTIAL TOCOMNRECT TOIBISTALL ONE OF TG ASOYE L _ {7~P_§

YEAFR ROUND ACCESS ! Blank (V) - [
A Defined Yariables 35 He g or: Deiflned Varisbles -
Point of Land {(Peninsule/Finger Shape) g Resiricled Use Zoning on Land (EP, NS etc) b
Trigngle Shape Lot (Comes io & Polst) gﬁnsmaed Uge Zoning on Water Frontags (EP, NS Mc} ol _j
Rultiple Frontages {On differart Sody of Walgr) - _ g Shered istend (2 Swveryed Lois on sn lsland) N
{Double Frontage (On Same Body of Water)_ | 7 Smslt Subdivided lslend (3 lo 8 Lotg ondsiand) 1
COMMENTS: e e :
EMPLOYEE:

APPENDIN - €
MAHOMEXCOMMOMFIELD_~ (WFLDSHEET WiK4
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Appendix D cont’d

I l INFORMATION AS OF DATE OF SALE:
| INFORMATION FOR MAINTENANCE:

i
i
QABYS CODER i { JCURRENTLY & SON-0LASYZ VARIADLE

| .

) 0A3YE CODES ;

SES

5

PRIMARY STRUCTIRE VARIABIES

! W&?ERFRGNY - LAKE

wnvﬂuruom mw foTsER NATWM. WATWCW

=

—
ST A U PREGHUM ROOF FNISH - SHAKES, CLAY TELE ETC.
178 % sasement waLkouy L

. { A
) E L8
7 (WATERPRONT-sWAMP HARBN) 1T g . CONCRETE BLAS FOUNDATION .. B
7 WATEWFRONT-CHMANNELJCAMAL 11 4 COYERBULT FOR NEIGHBOURNOOD |- ,J, B
| PREDOMINANT SHORELINE - SANDY e - ‘é UNDERBUR.T FOR HEIGHBOURNOOD ) ol I _E
| PREDOMINANT SHORELINE - ROCKY S e - :gb ENDUNEY . f .. F
i? PREDOMINANT SHORELINE - GRAVEL e | & _ 7 cormERuUMNT j a
¥ PREDOMINAMT SHORELINE - WEEDY { ALGAE _ F 7 PENTHOUSE UMY .
7 PREDOMINANT SHORELINE - SHALLOW e ] @ 7 umTONTOPFLOOR I O
1 PREDOMINANT SHORELING - DEEP bW Z CROUND FLOOR UNIT WITH WALKOUT . B _ I 3
7 . _ |t 2 GROUND FLODR UNIT WITHOUT WALKOUY R T
% momeet wmsnmom»aow. Accase To Wateriront 4 OPEN BALCONY o ) it
7 NOIRECT WATERFRONT - No Dwnership of Walertront _ ®  VORE THAN ONE OPEN BALCONY i I
{ROAD DIVIDES LOV BEHIND STRUCTURE} = 1@ ¢ ENCLOSED BALCONY L _ B oW
. PREDOMINANT EXPOSURE - NORTH T L )2 BOATSLIP o B} i o
' PREDOMINANT EXPOSURE - SOUT! o |. MG umTaBUTSELEVATOR o iop
PREDOMINANT EXPOSUR _ b1 M2 uwm aBUTS STAIRS B
PREDOMINANT EXPOSU . o é UNIT ABUTS GARBAGE CHUTE ‘R
7 SHORELINE EROSION . i P 2 STRUCTURE CLOSE TO ROAD I8
_RETAINING WALL / GABIAN CADES | © 7 ONEBEDROOM BED & BREAKFAST t T
" LANDSCAPING - WALKWAYS / STAINS TO SHORE . ®m 7 TWO BEDRCOM BED & BREAKFAST ow
7 LANDSCAPING - TERRACING _ _ B _ 8 _Z THAEE BEDROOM BED & BREAKFAST ! Loy
7 PERMANENY DOCKING i} 1. T_ Z FOURBEOROOM BED & BREAKFASY W
DEEOED ACCESS lo COMMUNITY BEACH [PARK | U 7 REanuNiy - B iR
% LEASED LAND e ] v_ g Ry .. : ;o
_SINGLE OWNER ISLAND e 1 W_ G R ! I
' SUBDIVIDED ISLAND RSN SR N ‘
' 2HD TIER, YEAR ROUND RESIDENCE N v 7 DESIGN TYPE
7 BEACH L Z |G AFRAME A
 (FLOODPLAMN - RESTRICTED) s {2) 4 cewvuny a8
7 (FLOODPLAIN -DEVELOPABLE) B 3)_ 7 DESIGNATED/HERITAGE €
SN SR B N e e e = L.
e oo % eeEeaBmCATED/MODULAR E_
7, m-avo0 S C e heoob JFL
NITARY | RAISED BUNDALOW [
MUHICIPAL . _ B U TIMBER FRAME (POST & BEAM) H e
5 SEPTICBED I o 8 ;”. WARTIME . 3
‘uqa,pguca'rmx . N H 7 PANABODE STVLE (SMALL LOG) ) ®
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2, DRIERAY Sl STONE) . LI
¥ LICENSED OR ON-STREET PARKING i e 4
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:j HOPARKING AVARABLE N7 NUMBER OF EXTRA PARKING SPACES {
| . NUMBER OF EXTRA STANDARD BYORAQGE LOCHERS i
,,,,,,,,, ‘g , HUMBER OF EXTRA OVERSIZE s?omm
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Y Abuls Valer Lot (No Ownenmp j 2 Bay Influence j?raperey Located ina Bay) !
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J/,ﬁ verage Depth (Betwsen 200°- 5009 [ ga@ech on Single Owner or Shared island .
L o L DATE: ? H
(PRINT) oYY um oo}
L850 Revisad Dote: WAV 1609
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Appendix E

Section 2 - Scale 2: Neglect of Child’s Basic Physical Needs

Scale 2
NEGLECT OF
CHILD'S BASIC PHYSICAL NEEDS

Chiid and Family Services Act References & Rk gt
' f _]igglea of a'child's basxc pi;ysiml needs m?:ans th o ‘*
s child’s caregiver either deliberately or through'atlac S la ‘ailackiog
"of knowledgerand/ora lack of judgem

¢ lack of motivation (Cantwell, 1980) fanis zo mvideth

372}

A child i in need of protection where: t hild\vid\ adequate food, shelter, clotl DgAC rp ,‘ A, o

- CTower199G) #As 3. ‘result of the omission of “fr

(a) "The child has suffered physical hasm, inflicted by 3 pg‘g:e@;ofégﬂssion‘bﬁmré by the persbn;hgging ‘
the person having charge of the child or caused gchazgg(gf the chjifj che child’ e.xpenences inj i

by or resulting from that person’s, E‘.h?h:x"gos ‘l’lﬁl“pﬂ S5, Rﬁ@lm is'a risk tha[ the;: cpgld} elyi

3to be. m;ured orharmed ‘or become #l'in’ one or more 4
o e ‘#...s rm. &q' "
Softh S ArCAS TN i

(@) failure to adequately care for, provide for,

supervise or protect the child, or ?{ : sl = g&ﬁf
\'g -h‘ :ﬁﬂ:ﬁ. of ".
: uations where the child bas been

(i) pattern of neglect in caring for, providing for,
supervising or protecting the child

cu-

2, ‘éiwm cared foras a result of »'j;‘n_\a“‘: ;
. deBbera:eaaian lzylbecareganrlopumsb 2

tgngﬂqe?ee.?eclion‘z Scale 2734,
{b) there is a risk that the child is likely o suffer ~ ppm e Th’al em" ‘“W
physical harm inflicted by the person having iﬁ,ﬁf ¥ & §4 ’u"r ‘:f‘ b }w-

charge of the child or caused by ot eesulting from

that person’s, :‘Q‘ PM i bas "O‘.W‘ becomeappa \,,'.
,‘; lbe caregglgr;bas a condition (eg! ’subsla'nce i

S abuseopmental bealib, problem) wbemtbe

tedssee lion5 "Caregiverc‘a 2 v:z_
ggmjnoanegkcrmdmcﬁbedbeb* re

(if) patuern of neglect in caring for, providing for, ?v i ,,x 2 a ihe Cbﬂd mm‘@ score ’n Ibis
s s . . et s ‘,f'
supervising or protecting the child. : ‘é ?:,) S ‘ou _“““’;w o ‘Hz‘ !‘v AT Uiy b2 (1G58

(i) failure to adequately care for, provide for,
supervise og protect the child, or

nﬁ st appropriate medical emtm%t v

’w;%mdegs«aanz Scale 3, “Caregiver iy
758 10 beids?bysﬁmiﬁeaﬂb” *m i

£33 L AR Sihe EX

pREs L aned “314#’{", ]
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Appendix I

Section 2 - Harm by Owmission

@

@

2

2

e

®

@

2

&

Desctiption of Neglect of Child’s Basic Physical Needs

L3

1) Extremely aund Moderately Negleciful Conditions (may exist in one or more arens)

Neusrition examples
- young infant is missing feedings or is vegularly being given diltied formada

tnfani is being breastfed and does wot seceive adeguaie smesition fivn breast mllle and/or supplemenis

. older child is missing several meals or is deprived of water

almost no food is available in the bome and child may bave been seen scrowunging for food
child often takes food on own, but sometimes only nidritionally inadegieate food in insufficient amounnts
the child who is unable to feed bimself {s wot being provided with weals

child is fed or is eating food not fit for buman consumpitlon (eg. noun-food ems, rofien food), or food which & not age
appropriate (eg. alcobolic beverages)

Personal Hygiene examples

child not bathed for lengthy periods & child emiss strong body &/or mwonth odour
teeth encrusted with green or brown matier, bair is matted with dint or feces or food
soiled diapers are not changed for several bours

FHousebold Sanitation examples

carpel, liles, walls, doors, bathroom fixtuses are layered with encrusted dint, debris, food wastes

. buman or animal waste promisnent

dust and dirt are layered all over and accumulated in comers

- smell in bome of urine/feces/spoiluge

trash & junk piled 1up & layered throughbous flovr so it &s difficielt 1o get around or creates a bazard 1o the child s safety
dishes not washed, fumily eats off dinty dishes or dossiet use dishes

perishable foods found spoiled, spotied foods not discarded

mey be rodent infestation, creeping vermin unlreaied

Jamily sleeps on dirty mattresses or on linesn black with din and soil

Physical Living Condition examples

leaking gas from stove or beating unit, peefing lead-based paint, recent five in living quarters or building, hot-wates/steam
leaks from radiators, exposed or broken elecirical wives

dangerous substances (eg. chemicals) or dangerous objecss (e g. guns, weapons) stored in uniocked sbeilves or cabinets or
area that is accessible to child

10 guards on open windows, broken or missing windows, unprotected stainvays

child does not bave a place of residence or the family is experiencing acute shelter problems (e.g. nio beat in winier), This
may snchude a fanily living in non-traditional vesidence (e g. fiving in tenis, cars, underground garages),

Clothing examples

child lacks many basic & esseniial items of clothes or apparel for the season (exampiles {nchude: woolen clotbes in summer
or light cotton clothes in winter, 1o mills or bas i winler, no or inapfropriate fovtwear, such as sandals in winter) lo
Drotect child from the elements.

Other Neglect examples

child not protecied from the elemenis even though appropriaie clothes are availeble (e g, not wearing wisder clothing;
prolonged expossere (o the sun)

child niot protected from dangerous aniuals in the bome

parent plays games wilk ibe child: plays tricks on the child or makes the child do things that put the child in danger of
being bunt

28
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Appendix F cont’d

Section 2 - Scale 2: Neglect of Child’s Basic Physical Needs

2) Mindmally Neglecifuel Conditions (say exist in one or more areds)

Nutrition exemples

o narpistcl 3108rifion — sieals sifficion it unbealuncod, chitd gencrally gelting encrgh food bid meals occasionally shipped
or child supplemests diet ont of homse, Yo chiled gois o meals

Persoried Hynieie examfios

e child is very unclecn jo occasionally wscloan (e.g. bair visibly dinly or uncombed), cbild mey wml some bo:iy or anié’b
cdour, aoried dxapem are clmm,ted regiarly :

{Touschold Sanilalzon axamples'

o walls, carpeis ‘windows, doors are siained with din, , floor rarely wasbed home very (Iusty Gcoim;ebs freq 293¢
stale, stuﬂ”y odours, bome not picked up, things piled all over, :miédy

e 1o piles of trash I:Mgarhage #iof kepi in proper recepiacie Ly

o diny dishes lay around & washed at night or next day, proceries & uneaten food lay mmmd but genera!br perls able foods'
are refrigerated %

®  some creching vernin, appearing mainly at 1ight (1o rais)

Physical Living Condition examples

e . some bazdardous conditions are in the bome but they are sl significant lo child's basic needs (eg. bmken wir do y are
nof fixed but are covered up, boles in wall ave not a risk to child) v :

Clotlring exmnplw ’ Eole
o whilechild ism lsslng essential clothing ttems child manages by adapling cloibes ihey have ( eg wears exlm sweale:s or
wears c!olbes' not des:gned  for the selting for which they ave worst)

Oiber Negieci uampies

o . cavegiver does not demonstrate consistently good judgement around dressing and Playing 1 wlb fhe cbzid lmt fiszmi{y W
makes sati _/'aclo;y nllemj;ts

3) Mo Negiecgful thadilians b

Houschold Sanﬂaimn mamp!m

o clean & orderly house, campel & tile swepl & washed s needed, vegular dusting, pleasant 1o newlal odowrs, dishes washed
orpul i sink aﬁer smeals, groceries properly stoved, cdaily living asiicles may be around (e.g. books, newspapers, 16ys) .

Piyysical Living Condition exanples
o fhere are no obvious bazardous conditions in the howuio, bome is safe for child
Clothing examples

o child bas all essential cloibing & enough changes io be neat and clean, clothes may not be new but are in gma’ comiisg'ma
and [t adeqguately, clothes are consisient witl season & weather condifions

Other Neglect examples
o cangiver demonsirgles consistently guod fudgement arninid ihe busic coare needs of the child
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Appendix G

Section 5 - Scale 3: Caregiver with Problem

Scale 3
CAREGIVER WiTH PROBLEM

Child and Family Services ActReferences

37(2)
A child is in need of protection where:

{by there is a risk that the child is likely to suffer
physical harm inflicied by the person having
charge of the child or caused by or sesulting from
that person’s,

) fullure to adeguately care for, provide for, supervise
or protect the child, or

(if) pattern of neglect in caring for, providing for,
supervising or protecting the child.

{c}  the child has been sexually molested or sexually
exploited, by the person having charge of the child
or by another person where the person having
charge of the child knows or should know of the
pessibility of sexual molesiation or sexual
exploitation and fails to protect the child;

{d) thereis a sisk that the child is likely to be sexually
molested or sexually exploited as described in
clause (c);

(fy  the child has suffered emotional harmm, demonstrated

by serious,

@) anxiety,

(i) depression,

Gifywithdrawal,

{iv) self-destructive or aggressive behaviour, or

(v) delayed development
and there are reasonable grounds to believe that the
emotional hamm suffered by the child results from the
actions, failure to act, or pattern of neglect on the part
of the child’s parent or the person having charge of
the child.

{£1) the child has suffered emotional hamm of the kind
described in subclause () (i), )G, (iif), (iv), or (v} and the
child’s parent or the person having charge of the chikl
doges not provide, or refuses or is unavailable or unable to
consent to, services or treatment to remedy or alleviate the
harm;

®

{g-1)

®

shere is a risk that the child is likely 0 suffer
emotionul harm of the kind described in subclause
{6) (i}, (i), {iiD), {iv}, or (v} resulting from the actions,
failure 10 act, or paticmn of neglect on the pastof the
child’s parent or the person having charge of the
child.

there is o gisk that the child is likely tw suffer
emotional harm of the kind described in subclause
(B &, (D), (i), (iv), or (v) and the child's parent or
the person having charge of the child does not
provide, of refuses or is unavailable or unable 1o
consent 10, services or treatment o prevent the
haarm.

the child’s parent is unable to care for the child and
the child is brought before the court with the
parent’s consent and, where the child is swelve years
of age or older, with the child’s consent, to be dealt
with under this Part.

T g R MR R

so}mﬁc or, behaviouml dxsiress the g panent may. be
.incarcerated; instimuonaﬂzed a-subsmince abuser
exhibmng a petsonahty,disorder or psychmmc? :
pt ()' _R;: Y -

- app!icahie
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