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Executive Summary

Objectives


A total of 16 focus groups were designed to delve further into issues and trends identified in the Strategic Issues Tracking Survey, which was conducted first in 2007 and then again in 2009. Separate surveys were conducted with producers and members of the general public. The focus groups were also segmented this way.


Two sets of study issues, one pertaining to producers and the other to non-producers, were identified by Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (AAFC) in consultation with its portfolio partners. The key issues examined with producers included personal outlook and the future of agriculture, marketing challenges and opportunities, Canadian agriculture’s impact on the environment, experiences and perceptions of government agricultural programs, innovation and science, sources of information, and communications testing (i.e., two versions of a print advertisement and two versions of a radio ad).


The issues discussed with members of the public included perceptions of agriculture and the role of the sector in the Canadian economy, knowledge and awareness of the role of government in agriculture, Canadian agriculture’s impact on the environment, the role of science and innovation, and consumer behaviour, preferences and choices.
Methodology


A total of 10 focus groups were conducted with producers and six were held with members of the general public. Approximately 75 producers and 50 members of the general public participated in the research. Each session lasted a maximum of two hours and consisted exclusively of either producers or non-producers (i.e., the general public). The groups with producers were segmented based on last year’s total farm sales (i.e., under and over $100,000). Collectively, the producers who participated in the research represented a broad range of agricultural products. The focus groups with members of the general public were also segmented, based on their socio-economic status (i.e., income and education levels)


The groups with producers took place in Kelowna BC, Moose Jaw SK, Chatham ON, Brome QU and Kentville NS. The groups with the public were held in Vancouver BC, Toronto ON and Montreal QC. The Quebec groups were conducted in French. Participants received a cash incentive for participating in the research.

Key Findings

Producer Outlook


Producer outlook was mixed and varied a great deal based on a number of factors, notably what they produced and the size of their operation. Larger producers tended to speak in terms of prospering, while smaller producers talked about survival. Larger producers were usually more optimistic and had less negative views of government. They were more aware of Growing Forward and had more positive views of it. Larger producers were also much more likely to have innovated through science and technology. In contrast, many smaller producers seemed to find themselves in a Catch-22 situation, whereby they “do not have the money” to invest in innovation. For this and other reasons, many smaller producers were focusing their creative energy on finding markets for their products (e.g., farmers markets, roadside stands, direct to consumer sales over the Internet, restaurants, independent specialty retailers). Direct marketing also appeared to be a trend for some larger producers. 


Many producers felt that rural Canada’s influence has diminished over the last 30 years (e.g., due to rural depopulation, urbanization, globalization, greater variety of food imports, growth of very large retail food chains, etc.), leading to some erosion in their relationship with governments. Many felt unappreciated by Canadians and warned that over-reliance on inexpensive imported agricultural products has strategic implications for Canada’s security, an argument that resonated with some of the members of the public that participated in the research.


Most producers saw Canada’s agricultural system as broken in the sense that it appears to work well for everyone but them -- consumers receive “inexpensive food”, while fertilizer, seed and pesticide companies, buyers, wholesalers, distributors and retailers make large profits. Many saw irony in what they consider to be people’s frequent association of farmers with subsidies, when in fact it is farmers who are subsidizing everyone else. Producers saw agricultural subsidies as a necessary evil that distorted markets. The trend towards direct to consumer marketing and significant producer support for supply management appears to be based on a desire to see the income that is generated by Canada’s entire agriculture and agri-food sector more “fairly” distributed.

Public Perceptions of the Agricultural Sector


The focus groups suggest that Canadians have a lot of respect and some sympathy for agricultural producers. Agricultural production was seen as relevant to all regions of the country, with the exception of the North. The agricultural sector was thought to be a very important, but shrinking, part of the economy. The “family farm” was perceived as threatened by large “factory farms” and corporations. Participants also saw increasing rationalization and polarization, with “giant factory farms” producing relatively inexpensive food for the masses and certain export markets, and small, specialized producers providing healthier and more expensive “niche/specialized” foods for the discerning consumer.


Participants knew that producers receive “subsidies” from government, but they did not understand much about the issue beyond the belief that Canada was only responding to the fact that other countries subsidize their producers. The key roles that general public participants saw government playing in the agricultural sector tended to centre on various aspects of food safety (e.g., setting standards, carrying out inspections, testing, etc.). 

Agriculture and the Environment


The focus group findings are consistent with the survey results. Producers had a more positive view of their impact on the environment than the members of the public did. Producers generally felt that they are excellent stewards of the land and improving their practices out of self-interest. Most of the general public who participated in the focus groups surmised that agricultural activities either had a neutral or negative impact on the environment. Climate change was a non-issue for the vast majority of producers. 


The research further suggests that the public views the issue of Canadian agriculture’s impact on the environment pragmatically, based on the fact that “people have to eat”. From this perspective, most saw the impacts of agriculture on the environment as relatively minor and less troubling than the impacts caused by other sectors of our economy/society (e.g. the Alberta tar sands). Moreover, Canadian producers were seen to be much more environmentally conscious than their counterparts around the world. General public participants also drew a tight link between healthier food and environmentally conscious agricultural production methods. Indeed, if anything, the research suggests that Canadians’ perceptions of domestic producers and the environment might serve as a good brand attribute. 

Experiences with Agricultural Programs & Growing Forward


Knowledge and awareness of Growing Forward was low, but the research suggests that many producers may be on the verge of seeking more information about it. Now, therefore, may be a good time to launch a communications campaign aimed at increasing awareness and encouraging producers to learn more.


The view (or assumption) of most producers was that Growing Forward programs and services are generally consistent with what has existed in the past. In terms of income stabilization they expected a continuation of Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization (CAIS), but they long for the Net Income Stabilization Account (NISA). There was little awareness of government programs and services beyond crop insurance and income stabilization programs. Many, particularly older and smaller producers, were not convinced that it is worth their while to try to find out what else might be available to help them (e.g., with respect to innovation).

Producer Reaction to Creative Materials


The communications materials all passed a disaster check. Reactions were fairly typical as far as Government of Canada ads go. Either print ad would work with minor clarifications (e.g., What is meant by “bankable”?). The simpler, less ambitious radio spot (with its matter-of-fact tone) was preferred by the more sceptical producers. Generally, the research suggested that the credibility of communications messages and materials could perhaps be enhanced by some acknowledgement that Canadian farmers are facing significant challenges. 

Producer Information Needs


According to participants in the research, producers obtain information on agricultural issues from a variety of specialized sources, including local/regional agricultural newspapers, radio shows devoted to agriculture issues, websites and newsletters produced by producer associations (both Canadian and American), meetings of local/regional producer associations, and provincial and federal government websites, including AAFC’s website. Word-of-mouth was also noted as a very important and credible information source, particularly for older producers.

Marketing and Consumer Choices


The groups with the public suggest that Canadians fall into one of the three broad segments with respect to making choices about food:

· The Apathetic Consumer: These participants tended to be younger, lower Socio-economic Status (SES), unconcerned about Genetically Modified Organism (GMOs) and other science-based innovations, driven mainly by price and convenience and confident that government and retailers will ensure the safety of what they eat: “If it’s on a store shelf in Canada then I know its fine. I’m not going to worry about it.” They don’t read labels much and don’t care what country the food they buy comes from or how it is produced/processed. 

· The Aware Health-Conscious Consumer: These participants tended to be somewhat older, upper SES, concerned about the impacts that science and innovation might be having on their food (e.g., GMOs, growth hormones). Their choices are driven by the quality and healthfulness of food. They shop regularly at farmer’s markets and smaller independent food retailers, read labels, ask questions and are likely to have conducted Internet research related to the purchase of food (e.g., definitions of “organic”). They are relatively skeptical and some have had a health scare or have a condition that has led them to be judicious about what they eat. They are very keen to buy Canadian, local and organic.

· The Pragmatic Mainstream Consumer: Most participants fit into this group. They balance price, convenience, quality and the healthfulness of food (e.g., “organic”). They are casual label readers and most likely to be confused by what they read. They are not as savvy as members of the “Aware Health-Conscious Consumer” segment. They have a moderate level of concern about GMOs and related issues and moderate to high levels of confidence in the government’s and other player’s ability to safeguard their food. They try to buy Canadian, local and organic but it is not an overriding priority.


The research provides evidence and support among both the public and producers for an initiative aimed at 1) clarifying agricultural product labelling (e.g., common standards and definitions, country of origin, etc.), and 2) raising awareness/educating Canadians about labelling, as well as re-enforcing the health, environmental and economic benefits of buying locally/Canadian.


In addition to helping brand Canadian agricultural products domestically and internationally, both producers and consumers pictured government as having a large role to play in conducting/promoting research and innovation aimed at helping Canadian farmers produce healthier food in an environmentally sustainable fashion. 
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Objectifs


Des discussions de groupe au nombre de 16 se sont déroulées en vue d’approfondir les enjeux et tendances révélés lors du Sondage de suivi sur les enjeux stratégiques, mené d’abord en 2007 et repris en 2009. Des sondages distincts ont eu lieu auprès des producteurs et des membres du grand public. Les discussions de groupe ont aussi été segmentées de cette manière.


De concert avec ses partenaires de portefeuille, Agriculture et Agroalimentaire Canada (AAC) a identifié deux ensembles d’enjeux à étudier, l’un se rapportant aux producteurs et l’autre aux non-producteurs. Les enjeux clés étudiés en compagnie des producteurs comprenaient leurs perspectives personnelles et l’avenir de l’agriculture, les défis et possibilités en matière de mise en marché, les répercussions de l’agriculture canadienne sur l’environnement, leurs expériences et impressions concernant les programmes agricoles du gouvernement, l’innovation et la science, leurs sources d’information et la mise à l’essai de moyens de communication (soit deux versions d’une publicité imprimée et deux versions d’une annonce radio).


Les enjeux abordés avec les membres du public comprenaient leur perception de l’agriculture et le rôle du secteur dans l’économie canadienne, leur connaissance du rôle du gouvernement dans l’agriculture et leur sensibilisation à cet égard, les répercussions de l’agriculture canadienne sur l’environnement, le rôle de la science et de l’innovation ainsi que le comportement, les préférences et les choix des consommateurs.
Méthodologie


Il y a eu, en tout, dix discussions de groupe menées avec des producteurs et six avec des membres du grand public. Environ 75 producteurs et 50 simples citoyens ont pris part à la recherche. Chaque séance a duré au maximum deux heures et a réuni exclusivement des producteurs ou des non-producteurs (c.-à-d., le grand public). Les groupes de producteurs ont été segmentés en fonction de la valeur de leurs ventes de produits agricoles l’année précédente (soit moins ou plus de 100 000 $). Dans l’ensemble, les producteurs qui ont participé à la recherche représentaient toute une gamme de produits agricoles. Les discussions de groupe avec des membres du grand public ont aussi été segmentées en fonction de leur statut socioéconomique (c.-à-d., niveaux de revenu et de scolarité).


Les groupes composés de producteurs se sont réunis à Kelowna (C.-B.), Moose Jaw (Sask.), Chatham (Ont.), Brome (Qc) et Kentville (N.-É.). Les groupes formés de membres du grand public se sont réunis à Vancouver (C.-B.), Toronto (Ont,) et Montréal (Qc). Au Québec, les discussions se sont déroulées en français. Les participants ont touché un montant d’argent en guise de remerciement.

Principales observations

Perspectives des producteurs


Les perspectives des producteurs sont diverses et varient énormément en fonction de plusieurs facteurs, notamment, ce qu’ils produisent et la taille de leur exploitation. Les gros producteurs tendent à parler de prospérité alors que les petits parlent plutôt de survie. Les gros producteurs se montrent en général plus optimistes et ont une opinion moins négative du gouvernement. Ils sont plus au courant de Cultivons l’avenir et en ont une opinion plus positive. Les gros producteurs sont aussi beaucoup plus susceptibles d’avoir innové au moyen de la science et de la technologie. Au contraire, bon nombre de petits producteurs semblent se trouver dans une impasse, n’ayant « pas d’argent » à investir dans des innovations. C’est pourquoi, entre autres, beaucoup de petits producteurs consacrent leur énergie créatrice à trouver de nouveaux débouchés pour leurs produits (p. ex., marchés publics, comptoirs au bord de la route, ventes directes au consommateur par le biais d’Internet, restaurants, boutiques spécialisées). La mise en marché directe semble être aussi à la mode chez quelques gros producteurs. 


Pour beaucoup de producteurs, le milieu rural a perdu de son influence au Canada depuis une trentaine d’années (à cause, par exemple, du dépeuplement des campagnes, de l’urbanisation, de la mondialisation, de l’importation diversifiée de produits alimentaires, de l’expansion des très grandes chaînes alimentaires, etc.), ce qui affaiblit leurs rapports avec les gouvernements. Beaucoup pensent que les Canadiens ne les apprécient pas; ils émettent une mise en garde : une confiance excessive dans l’importation de produits agricoles peu coûteux risque d’avoir des répercussions stratégiques sur la sécurité du Canada, argument qui a des échos auprès de certains membres du public ayant participé à la recherche.


Aux yeux de la plupart des producteurs, le système agricole canadien est déréglé parce que tout le monde semble y trouver son compte, sauf eux – les consommateurs obtiennent leurs aliments à bon prix tandis que les fabricants d’engrais, de semences et de pesticides, les acheteurs, les grossistes, les distributeurs et les détaillants font des profits faramineux. Beaucoup considèrent avec ironie l’association que font souvent les gens entre agriculteurs et subventions alors que, en réalité, ce sont les agriculteurs qui subventionnent tous et chacun. De l’avis des producteurs, les subventions sont un mal nécessaire qui déforme les marchés. La tendance à la mise en marché directe auprès du consommateur et au soutien important du producteur pour la gestion des approvisionnements semble reposer sur la volonté de voir le revenu découlant du secteur agricole et agroalimentaire canadien au grand complet être réparti de manière plus « équitable ».

Perceptions du public quant au secteur agricole


D’après les discussions de groupe, les Canadiens éprouvent beaucoup de respect et de la sympathie pour les producteurs agricoles. La production agricole est perçue comme pertinente pour toutes les régions du Canada à l’exception du Grand Nord. On considère l’agriculture comme un secteur de l’économie très important mais en voie de rétrécissement. L’exploitation familiale est menacée par de grosses sociétés qui transforment la ferme en usine. Les participants constatent aussi de plus en plus de rationalisation et de polarisation, ce qui donne des « exploitations agricoles géantes » qui produisent des aliments assez peu coûteux pour la masse et quelques marchés d’exportation, d’une part et, d’autre part, de petits producteurs spécialisés dans tel ou tel créneau, qui fournissent aux consommateurs avertis et capables de les payer des produits meilleurs pour la santé et plus chers.


Les participants savent que les producteurs reçoivent du gouvernement des « subventions », mais sans comprendre au juste de quoi il s’agit au-delà de la conviction que le Canada fait simplement comme les autres pays qui subventionnent les agriculteurs. De l’avis des membres du grand public, les principaux rôles du gouvernement dans le secteur agricole tendent à se concentrer sur divers aspects de la sécurité alimentaire (p. ex., fixer des normes, effectuer des inspections, faire des tests, etc.). 

L’agriculture et l’environnement


Les observations qui ressortent des discussions de groupe correspondent aux résultats du sondage. Les producteurs ont une opinion plus positive de l’effet de l’agriculture sur l’environnement que les simples citoyens. De façon générale, les producteurs se croient d’excellents intendants du territoire et estiment améliorer leurs pratiques parce qu’il y va de leur intérêt. La plupart des membres du grand public ont soutenu quant à eux, lors des discussions de groupe, que les activités agricoles ont un effet neutre ou négatif sur l’environnement. Les changements climatiques ne constituent pas un enjeu pour la vaste majorité des producteurs. 


La recherche montre également que le grand public adopte au sujet des conséquences de l’agriculture canadienne sur l’environnement un point de vue pragmatique, fondé sur le fait que « les gens ont besoin de manger ». Dans cette optique, on considère en général que les effets de l’agriculture sur l’environnement sont relativement mineurs et moins troublants que les effets produits par d’autres secteurs de notre économie ou de notre société (p. ex. les sables bitumineux de l’Alberta). De plus, on affirme que les agriculteurs canadiens sont beaucoup plus soucieux de l’environnement que leurs homologues du monde entier. Les participants du grand public ont aussi établi un lien étroit entre des aliments plus sains et des méthodes de production agricole écologiques. Encore mieux, la recherche laisse entendre que la perception que les Canadiens se font des producteurs du Canada en matière d’environnement pourrait servir comme attribut d’une bonne marque. 

L’expérience touchant les programmes agricoles et Cultivons l’avenir


Peu connaissent Cultivons l’avenir ou y ont été sensibilisés mais il semble, d’après la recherche, que beaucoup de producteurs seraient disposés à vouloir mieux se renseigner sur le programme. Par conséquent, le moment serait peut-être propice au lancement d’une campagne de communication tendant à accroître la sensibilisation à son sujet et à encourager les producteurs à en savoir plus.


Selon l’opinion (ou l’hypothèse) de la plupart des producteurs, les programmes et services de Cultivons l’avenir ressemblent grosso modo à ce qui existait auparavant. En ce qui concerne la stabilisation du revenu, ils s’attendaient à la continuation du Programme canadien de stabilisation du revenu agricole (PCSRA), mais ils regrettent le Compte de stabilisation du revenu net (CSRN). Il y a peu de sensibilisation aux programmes et services gouvernementaux au-delà des programmes d’assurance récolte et de stabilisation du revenu. Beaucoup de producteurs, surtout parmi les plus âgés et les plus petits, ne sont pas convaincus qu’il vaudrait la peine de chercher à savoir s’il y a autre chose de disponible pour leur venir en aide (p. ex., dans le domaine de l’innovation).

Réaction des producteurs au matériel de création


Le matériel de communication a bien passé l’inspection. Les réactions ont été assez typiques de celles que provoque toute publicité du gouvernement du Canada. L’une ou l’autre des annonces imprimées ferait l’affaire en y apportant des éclaircissements mineurs (p. ex., que veut dire « bancable »?). L’annonce radio la plus simple et la moins ambitieuse (avec son ton sans prétention) est celle que préfèrent les producteurs les plus sceptiques. Dans l’ensemble, la recherche laisse entendre qu’on pourrait peut-être rehausser la crédibilité des messages et du matériel de communication en mentionnant que les agriculteurs canadiens font face à de graves difficultés. 

Besoin des producteurs en matière d’information


Selon les participants, les producteurs obtiennent de l’information sur les enjeux agricoles auprès de diverses sources spécialisées dont les journaux agricoles locaux et régionaux, les programmes radiophoniques consacrés aux questions agricoles, les sites Web et les bulletins électroniques produits par les associations de producteurs (tant canadiennes qu’américaines), les réunions des associations locales ou régionales d’agriculteurs ainsi que les sites Web des gouvernements provinciaux et fédéral, y compris le site d’AAC. On mentionne aussi le bouche à oreille comme source d’information crédible et très importante, en particulier pour les agriculteurs plus âgés.

Mise en marché et choix des consommateurs


Il se dégage des groupes composés de membres du public une répartition des Canadiens en trois grandes catégories du point de vue de leurs choix alimentaires :

· Le consommateur apathique : ces participants tendent à être plus jeunes, à avoir un statut socioéconomique inférieur (SSE), à ne pas s’inquiéter à propos des organismes génétiquement modifiés (OGM) et des autres innovations à caractère scientifique, à se préoccuper surtout de prix et de commodité, de même qu’à être persuadés que le gouvernement et les détaillants veillent à la sécurité de leur alimentation : « Si ça se trouve sur les tablettes d’un magasin au Canada, je sais que c’est bon. Je n’ai pas à m’inquiéter. » Ils ne lisent pas tellement les étiquettes et ne sont pas intéressés à savoir de quels pays proviennent les aliments ou comment ils sont produits ou traités. 

· Le consommateur averti et soucieux de sa santé : ces participants tendent à être un peu plus âgés, à avoir un SSE supérieur, à s’inquiéter des effets que la science et l’innovation peuvent avoir sur leurs aliments (p. ex., OGM, hormones de croissance). Leurs choix reposent sur la qualité des aliments et leurs effets bénéfiques sur la santé. Ils fréquentent les marchés publics et les petites épiceries indépendantes, lisent les étiquettes, posent des questions et sont portés à chercher de l’information dans Internet avant de faire leurs provisions (p. ex., la définition de « biologique »). Ils sont assez sceptiques et certains ont déjà eu à craindre pour leur santé ou ont une condition physique qui les incite à choisir judicieusement leurs aliments. Ils tiennent beaucoup à acheter des produits canadiens, locaux et biologiques.

· Le consommateur pragmatique ordinaire : la plupart des participants se situent dans ce groupe. Ils recherchent l’équilibre entre le prix des aliments, leur commodité, leur qualité et leurs effets bénéfiques sur la santé (p. ex., les produits « biologiques »). Ils lisent à l’occasion les étiquettes et en ressentent très souvent de la confusion. Ils ne sont pas aussi renseignés que ceux de la catégorie « Consommateur averti et soucieux de sa santé ». Ils se préoccupent moyennement des OGM et des questions connexes et ont des niveaux de confiance allant de moyen à élevé dans l’aptitude du gouvernement et des autres intervenants à garantir leur sécurité alimentaire. Ils s’efforcent d’acheter des produits canadiens, locaux et biologiques mais n’en font pas une priorité absolue.


La recherche montre que le public aussi bien que les producteurs seraient en faveur d’une initiative ayant pour but 1) de clarifier l’étiquetage des produits agricoles (p. ex., normes et définitions communes, pays d’origine, etc.) et 2) de mieux sensibiliser et informer les Canadiens en matière d’étiquetage ainsi que d’insister sur les bienfaits que l’achat local ou canadien exerce sur la santé, l’environnement et l’économie.


Outre l’aide que le gouvernement apporte pour renforcer l’image de marque des produits agricoles canadiens au pays et à l’étranger, tant les producteurs que les consommateurs attribuent au gouvernement un rôle important afin de mener ou de promouvoir de la recherche et de l’innovation dans le but d’aider les agriculteurs canadiens à produire des aliments plus bénéfiques pour la santé et d’une manière qui favorise l’environnement durable. 

1. Introduction: Objectives and Methodology

1.1 Background, Objectives & Issues


The Strategic Issues Tracking Survey, which was conducted first in 2007 and then again in 2009, provides information to AAFC on the views of producers and the general public on agricultural issues including competitiveness, sustainability, innovation and food safety. To deliver on the strategic outcomes specified in the Growing Forward initiative, Canada’s new agricultural framework, the Department has a responsibility to identify, through research, opportunities for Canada’s agricultural sector to become more competitive, both locally and internationally. To this end, AAFC sought to optimize the interpretive value of the data collected through the 2009 Strategic Issues Tracking Survey by conducting focus groups with both producers and consumers of Canadian agricultural products. 


The focus groups were designed to delve further into issues and trends identified in the survey findings. The information gained through this research will be shared throughout the Department, with AAFC’s portfolio partners, and with its provincial and territorial counterparts. Findings will be used in the implementation of Growing Forward and other major initiatives to improve communications and better serve clients. 


Two sets of study issues, one pertaining to producers and the other to non-producers, were identified through consultation with AAFC and its portfolio partners. The broad study issues are presented below.

a) Producers

· Potential obstacles and opportunities for marketing Canadian agricultural products at home and abroad (e.g. country of origin labeling, organic claims/certification, promotional activities);

· Factors contributing to an optimistic or pessimistic outlook for the future of the operation (including factors affecting expectations of profitability over the next five years);
· General perceptions of and experiences with federal and provincial agricultural programming;
· Potential obstacles and opportunities for developing or introducing new or different products or production techniques;
· Factors shaping views of the environmental impact of Canadian agriculture;

· Potential obstacles and opportunities for implementing bio-security measures on-farm, and awareness of procedures for reporting on-farm disease; and
· Concern about invasive alien-species and perceptions of government efforts to avoid their introduction and spread.
b) From Non-Producers
(i.e., The General Public)

· General perceptions of agriculture and the role of the sector in the Canadian economy;

· Views of the role of government in agriculture (including the role of government in supporting the sector);

· Factors influencing perceptions of the competitiveness of the sector;

· Awareness of and interest in labeling and certification (including country of origin/Product of Canada/Made in Canada, organic, locally raised/grown);
· Views of science and innovation in Canadian agriculture (including factors shaping support or opposition to bio-fuel crops and genetic modification);
· Factors shaping views of the environmental impact of Canadian agriculture; and

· Factors shaping the impression that food contamination is likely to occur on farms.

In addition to these broad study issues, the focus groups with producers were used to test draft communications materials.
 Specifically, two executions of a print ad were tested, along with two versions of a radio spot. The tested materials are contained in Appendix C, while the moderator’s guides are found in Appendix B.

1.2 Methodology


A total of 16 focus groups were conducted across Canada: 10 with producers and six with members of the general public. Each session lasted a maximum of two hours and consisted exclusively of either producers or non-producers (i.e., the general public). Focus groups held in Quebec were conducted in French. The sessions were conducted in the evening.


The groups with producers were segmented based on last year’s total farm sales. Those with sales of under $100,000 dollars were included in a group of “smaller producers”, while producers with sales of over $100,000 participated in a discussion of “larger producers.” Collectively, the producers who participated in the research represented a broad range of agricultural products, including cattle, chickens, pork, lamb, bison, eggs, dairy, honey, flowers/horticulture, grains (e.g., wheat, flax, barley), corn, soybeans, lentils, fruits (e.g., cherries, apples, apricots, blueberries, strawberries, pears, grapes, tomatoes) and vegetables (e.g., peas, potatoes, carrots, radishes, squash).


The focus groups with members of the general public were also segmented based on their socio-economic status (SES) (i.e., income and education levels). Participants with a college diploma or university degree and a household income of at least $75,000 were placed into “upper SES” groups, while those who did not meet these criteria were included in the “lower SES” groups. Collectively, participants also included a mix of gender, age and ethnicity. The participant recruitment screeners are contained in Appendix A.


Approximately 75 producers and 50 members of the general public participated in the research. Detailed information on the timing and composition of the focus groups is presented in the following table.

	Location
	Date
	Time
	Group Type
	Language

	Vancouver, BC
	Mon., January 25th, 2010
	5:30pm
	Upper SES
	English

	
	
	7:30pm
	Lower SES
	English

	Kelowna, BC
	Tues., January 26th, 2010
	5:30pm
	Small Producer
	English

	
	
	7:30pm
	Large Producer
	English

	Moose Jaw, SK
	Thurs., January 28th, 2010
	5:30pm
	Small Producer
	English

	
	
	7:30pm
	Large Producer
	English

	Chatham, ON
	Mon., February 1st, 2010
	5:30pm
	Small Producer
	English

	
	
	7:30pm
	Large Producer
	English

	Toronto, ON
	Tues., February 2nd, 2010
	5:30pm
	Lower SES
	English

	
	
	7:30pm
	Upper SES
	English

	Kenville, NS
	Wed., February 3rd, 2010
	5:30pm
	Small Producer
	English

	
	
	7:30pm
	Large Producer
	English

	Montreal, PQ
	Mon., February 8th, 2010
	5:30pm
	Lower SES
	French

	
	
	7:30pm
	Upper SES
	French

	Brome, PQ
	Tues., February 9th, 2010
	5:30pm
	Small Producer
	French

	
	
	7:30pm
	Large Producer
	French



All of the general public focus groups were held in dedicated focus group facilities. The sessions with producers were conducted in hotel meeting rooms. In keeping with industry and Government of Canada practice, participants received a cash incentive for participating in the research.

1.3 A Note on Qualitative Research


It should be kept in mind when reading this report that these findings are drawn exclusively from qualitative research. While every effort is made to balance various demographic characteristics when recruiting participants, these groups (and therefore the findings drawn from them) may not be said to be representative of the larger population as a whole. While groups generally indicate appropriate directionality, they do not serve as a proxy for a fully representative quantitative methodology. For the reader’s ease, these findings are depicted to some extent as definitive and “projectable”. This is, however, true only for the universe represented by these participants.

2. Detailed Findings


The findings obtained from the ten focus groups with agricultural producers and the six focus groups with members of the general public are presented below. Study issues that were addressed by both study populations, such as labelling, consumer preferences, role of government and research and innovation are discussed within the same section for both producers and the general public. Conversely, issues that were unique to each set of focus groups are discussed under separate headings. 

2.1 Producer Outlook


As a way of breaking the ice and to set the stage for discussion of more specific issues, focus groups with producers began by having them discuss the type of year 2009 had been for their operation. Responses varied widely, but with most indicating that they had either experienced a difficult or average year. As will be seen throughout this report, the Canadian agricultural sector is marked by a great deal of heterogeneity. For example, some participants described 2009 as their worst year ever: “It was just terrible; we are barely surviving”, while others sitting around the same table spoke of the past 12 months in very positive terms: “Well we had our best year; yields were way up and prices were good.” 

The outlook of producers was mixed, but with a lean towards pessimism, particularly among smaller producers. Producers looked at this question from both a personal perspective (i.e., their operations), as well as more broadly (e.g., the future of agriculture in Canada). Overall, they seemed somewhat more positive about the future of their operations than they were about the future of agriculture in general. 


Most painted a picture of producers, particularly small and medium-sized operators, as being increasingly squeezed by a number of forces, including mounting regulations from multiple levels of government, competition from imports, higher inputs (e.g., labour, land, fertilizer, machinery, fuel) and stagnant or falling prices caused in large part by consolidation and vertical integration within the upper levels of the food production chain (e.g., auction houses, meat processing, broker/buyers, retail operations). Many also describe what they perceived to be an estrangement between producers and government, and, conversely, the development of a growing relationship between government, agri-business and food retail chains, notably in the area of food safety. 


Producers identified the following factors as having the greatest influence on their success: 

· The weather;

· Commodity prices;

· Government regulations that affect Canadian producers: There was strong agreement that producers are facing increasing regulations in a range of areas, including health, environment, labor and others. Compliance with these regulations is both time-consuming and expensive;

· Canadian consumer demand;

· The value of the Canadian dollar and its impact on the cost of Canadian exports and American imports;

· Government regulations and inspection of imports;

· Trade agreements;

· Producers’ ability to innovate;

· Unforeseen disasters, such as BSE; and

· Consolidation/vertical integration within the food production chain, leading to fewer selling options for some types of producers, notably beef, poultry, fruits and vegetables: “There are only two companies that kill cattle now, and we don’t have the option of shipping to the states because of COOL [Country of Origin Labelling] and the fact that plants don’t want to handle Canadian beef because they have to have two separate killing lines. Everyone is making a buck on this industry except the guys at the bottom.” “We’re at the bottom of the food chain really, we’re price takers, we’re not price setters and there are fewer and fewer people setting the prices.” 

2.2 Public Perceptions of the Agricultural Sector


Overall, the findings from the focus groups with members of the general public suggest that Canadians have a favourable and sympathetic view of the country’s agricultural producers. Many participants viewed farming as important and noble work. The issue of food, like water, can be somewhat emotional for many people, and it was for a number of participants in these groups. It seemed that the fact that farmers produce food for Canadians gives them a special place within the economy/society, perhaps akin to the status accorded to teachers and nurses. For some general public participants, the health of domestic agricultural production also had some strategic implications: “Shouldn’t we try to be self-sufficient in food, at least the staples? I don’t think we want to depend on the U.S. and China for our food. What if they cut us off?” Participant perceptions of Canadian agriculture are discussed in detail below. 


Agricultural production was seen as relevant to all regions of the country, with the exception of the North. Participants could easily associate a region, province and sometimes a specific area of a province with certain types of agricultural production:

· Apples in Nova Scotia;

· Potatoes in PEI;

· Milk, cheese, eggs and maple syrup in Quebec;

· Blueberries in the Lac St-Jean area;

· Pork, fruit, chickens and wine in Ontario;

· Wheat, canola and barley in the Prairies;

· Beef in Alberta; and

· Fruits, vegetables and wine in the Okanagan Valley.


Participants all felt that the agricultural sector was “important” to Canada’s economy because of its large size, the vast number of people employed in it, spin-off impacts for rural communities and pan-Canadian relevance. They were less certain about the sector’s health and future direction, however. Their core perceptions were as follows:

· The sector has not grown over the years either as a percentage of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) or source of employment. If anything it has probably decreased in both areas due to competition from imports: “You can get food from all over the world now”, and increased mechanization, and, more recently, automation/computerisation.

· The diversity of the agricultural sector makes it hard to generalize. It is safe to say, however, that some types of operations have done well and will continue to do so, while others have not and will continue to suffer. (It is important to note that no one described the sector as being in crisis, though most had little doubt that thousands of Canadian farm families are in crisis.)

· Family farms find themselves in a Darwinian struggle to survive against the forces of “corporate” farming, in the same way that family hardware stores have fought (and mostly lost) against competition from Home Depot and alike: “I imagine that you have these small family farms being bought up by these corporations.”

· Consumer trends towards healthier eating, growing scepticism towards corporations and institutions and self-education/awareness provides small producers with a “niche” market for speciality products, such as locally grown organic food. The agricultural sector has been and will continue to be marked by rationalization and polarization with “giant factory farms” producing “cheap food” for the masses and certain export markets and small, specialized producers providing healthier, more expensive food for the more discerning consumer.

· There will always be opportunity to make money in agriculture, simply because of the obvious facts that “people need to eat” and the global population continues to grow. 

· Canadian farmers are subsidized by government, but less so than producers in other major agricultural countries, such as the U.S. and Europe, and also Australia and Brazil. Participants viewed this issue, and the overarching and esoteric matter of bilateral and multilateral trade agreements as Canada responding in retaliation: “If all the other farmers in the world are subsidized, then we have to keep “subsidizing” our farmers or else they won’t survive.” Very few participants had an issue with “subsidizing” Canadian producers.


Another perception held by the members of the public who participated in the focus groups was that multinational corporations are heavily involved in the agricultural and agri-food sectors. These corporations also tended to be seen as almost uniquely motivated by profit. It was unclear to participants, however, where in the food production chain these corporations fit. Did they actually own farms? Were they the ones who were buying-up family farms? Or was their involvement everywhere except production (e.g., food processing, wholesaling/distribution, retail sales, and production inputs such as seeds and fertilizer)? After some discussion, most participants admitted that they had difficulty imagining corporations owning and operating farms in Canada, and that it was more likely that the “factory” and “corporate” farms they had been referring to were likely very successful, large, family-owned businesses that had grown over the years and through generations.


Agricultural producers were seen as naturally ingenious and fairly innovative as a matter of survival. Science was viewed as having a very large role in the sector, though mainly through corporations involved in developing ways for producers to increase yields (e.g., Monsato’s patented seeds, genetically modified organisms, improved pesticides and fertilizers, growth hormones and antibiotics, drought resistant crops, etc.). As discussed in a subsequent section, these participants saw science and innovation in agriculture very much as a double-edged sword.


The most common questions that the members of the public who participated in the research had about agriculture in Canada (including food retail) were as follows:

· How do marketing boards function and why do they exist?

· How do trade agreements affect Canada’s agricultural producers?

· How much hormones are in our food, what is their affect and is this practice regulated?

· To what extent are GMOs in our grocery stores? How much of them do we eat?

· What does “Product of Canada” mean? What does “organic” mean?

· How do subsidies to farmers work?

· How much testing is done to ensure that the food we buy in Canada is safe?

2.3 Public Perceptions of the Role of Government in Canadian Agriculture


As could be expected, the members of the public who participated in the research were very consumer focused in their views of the issues. This perspective was evident in their discussion of the roles played by governments in Canadian agriculture. The key roles that were initially identified tended to centre on various aspects of food safety (e.g., setting standards, carrying out inspections, testing, etc.). In short, they saw government’s main role as ensuring the safety, and quality, of the food supply. Prompting led these participants to also identify the following roles:

· Negotiate trade agreements;

· Conducting research;

· Opening/developing export markets; and

· Provide financial assistance to farmers (e.g., crop insurance).


As described elsewhere in this report, participants saw two key roles for governments: 1) conduct research and promote innovation aimed at improving healthfulness of Canadian agricultural products and to lessen the environmental impacts of production (these objectives are seen as closely linked), and 2) work with industry, producers and other players to standardize and clarify the labelling of agricultural products and help raise awareness about labelling and “buying Canadian” among consumers. 

2.4 Change, Innovation, and Science

a) The Producer Perspective


Producers saw themselves as naturally innovative: “It’s a matter of survival.” Most of the producers who participated in the focus groups said that they had made significant changes over the past two years, though it is likely that not all of these changes would be considered innovation depending on the definition being used. 


In many cases, especially where larger producers were concerned, the changes they had made to their operations were technical, pertaining to the purchasing of equipment such as real time kinematic (RTK) steering equipment
 for more efficient, and therefore, more environmentally sound spraying. They also spoke about adopting the latest seed varieties, experimenting with different feed mixes, utilizing more biological fertilizers, fungicides and insecticides, installing high tech irrigation systems and developing improved approaches for field packing fruit. The technical innovations identified by producers were aimed mainly at increasing yields/production, lowering costs, and/or making operations more environmentally friendly (e.g., to comply with “organic” standards). 


The type of capital intensive innovation described in the above paragraph was thought to be frustratingly out of reach by a number of smaller and/or struggling producers. They described a classic Catch-22 situation: One has to have money in order to innovate, but one must innovate in order to make money: “I don’t have the money to innovate.” “I haven’t bought new equipment in 20 years. I just keep fixing the old stuff.”


Quite a few producers, particularly the smaller ones and those who are involved in producing products that can be sold directly to the consumer (e.g., meat, fruits, vegetables, honey, flowers) indicated that their innovation efforts were being directed towards sales and marketing. They described the importance of marketing directly to consumers and some of the steps they had taken towards this. Some of these producers had been pursuing this path for years, while others had begun more recently, often as a matter of survival: “I have to try to cut-out the middle man. I don’t have a choice.” 


The concept of directly marketing agricultural products to the consumer is an old one, and best exemplified by the farmer’s market and roadside stand. The research suggests that there may be a trend among Canadian producers towards adopting traditional direct to consumer marketing approaches, along with using the Internet as an additional way of reaching consumers directly, as well as selling directly to independent speciality retail stores and to restaurants: “I have customers that I sell directly to within a 100 kilometre radius.” The marketing approach is similar: The product is locally grown and therefore fresher and of a higher quality than supermarket products, and ultimately, worth the higher cost. Many of these producers have also adopted organic production techniques as another way of differentiating themselves to consumers: “My stuff is all organic. It tastes better and it’s better for you. I can’t compete on price, but enough people are willing to pay more for quality.”


As alluded to earlier, many producers said that they had fewer avenues for integrating their products into the food retail supply chain, leading to lower prices, sometimes, below cost of production: “A large food retailer” was willing to buy my radishes, but they wanted 10,000 per bushel a week at six cents each. Well, putting aside whether or not I could even deliver 10,000 every week, I can’t do it for six cents. I can get close to $2.00 per bushel at the farmer’s market.” 


In terms of priorities for focussing government research efforts, a number of producers pointed to market research and related work (e.g., labelling) aimed at helping Canadian producers sell to the domestic market. In addition, producers felt that governments should focus research into development of environmentally sustainable production, including soil research and research into safer and “softer” pesticides. It is also important to note that many producers felt that governments seemed less active in research than they use to be, and that an increasing share of scientific and innovation work is being conducted by the private sector, with the aim of generating profits.

b) The General Public Perspective


For their part, the members of the general public who participated in the focus groups saw science, research and innovation as very important to Canadian agriculture. As noted earlier, most participants saw science and innovation in agriculture as being driven primarily by a desire to increase yields and reduce costs, and more recently, by a desire on the part of producers to produce organic products. Examples of science and innovation in Canadian agriculture included:

· GMOs;

· New plant varieties that can grow in harsh weather (e.g., drier, wetter, colder);

· Growth hormones that allow livestock and poultry to mature faster or allow dairy cows to produce greater quantities of milk;

· Antibiotics that allow livestock to more easily fight off disease; and

· Fertilizers and pesticides that are environmentally benign.


Often referring to earlier segments of the discussion that had touched on agricultural imports, a number of participants noted that Canadian agriculture had to innovate and exploit science in order to compete with lower cost producers from the U.S. and elsewhere. As noted earlier, however, most participants expressed at least some concern about the possibility that science and innovation might be adversely affecting the quality and healthfulness of food, particularly where GMOs, growth hormones and antibiotics were concerned: “Does anybody really know what the long-term effects are going to be?”


Collectively, general public participants were able to identify a number of players that they thought were involved in Canadian agriculture and agri-food science and innovation, including governments, universities, agricultural producers (both individually and collectively through associations) and corporations, such as Monsanto, Dow and Dupont. There was agreement that government’s role in science and innovation should focus on developing technologies that allow producers to farm in an environmentally sustainable manner, and related to this, produce healthier foods (e.g., organic) at lower costs. They argued that there were likely plenty of financial incentives driving research and innovation aimed at increasing yields/production and lowering costs, and, therefore, that the federal government’s leadership, expertise and resources should be focused on the development and dissemination of approaches, techniques and technologies that enable producers to operate in an environmentally sound fashion. 

2.5 The Environment

a) The Producer Perspective I


The focus groups with producers and the general public addressed a number of issues related to the environment. This segment of the discussions began by having participants respond to the following question from the Department’s separate surveys of producers and the public conducted in 2009: “In general, do you believe that agricultural activities have a positive impact, a negative impact or no impact at all on the environment?” As with the survey results, we found that members of the general public had a less positive perception of agriculture’s impact on the environment than did producers. It is also important to note that quite a few participants thought that the question was a little strange given that agricultural activities are necessary for human subsistence: “I don’t understand the question. We have to have food.” 


From the perspective of most producers, the impact of their activities on the environment is thought to be either positive or neutral, though a few felt that the impact was negative. It was also apparent that some producers were taking into account the fact that “people have to eat” in their assessment. Nevertheless, there was near unanimity around the view that, all things considered (e.g., the fact that people have to eat) Canadian producers are excellent “stewards of the land”. Producers put forward the following three key arguments in support of this view:

· It is in the producer’s long-term financial interest to manage their operations in an environmentally sound fashion: “If you degrade your land or exploit it for short-term gain, you will lose in the long run. Your operation will suffer.” 

· The producers who were the “worst offenders” with respect to causing harm to the environment have mostly disappeared: “You’ve always had guys who ran their farms like that, not caring about the environment. But that was a different generation; most of these guys aren’t around anymore.”

· The consumer, retailers and governments are more concerned about the environment and producers have had to respond: “I’m all organic now. I’m certified. I have to follow a bunch or rules and I don’t mind doing it because that’s what makes my product different.” “


Climate change was a non-issue for the vast majority of producers. It was apparent that they did not think about the issue very much and almost no one said that they had adapted part of their operations in order to mitigate the impacts of climate change. Indeed, most producers expressed scepticism that the climate was changing due to human activity: “In the 1800s they had a mini ice-age, was that caused by humans? I don’t think so.” “To me this is all media-hype.” Even the relatively few producers who believed that humans were significantly altering the earth’s climate, felt that the changes were insufficient to warrant major changes to their production: “It may be getting dryer over the long-term, but that doesn’t mean it’s going to be dry next year in this area. We’ve looked into more drought resistant seeds, but that’s about it.” In short, whether climate change was “real” or not was moot because in the eyes of producers its impacts are not yet significant enough to outweigh the natural unpredictability of the climate.


The issue of bio-security was discussed in relatively limited fashion with producers, and mainly under the larger theme of government regulation. All of the producers were keenly aware of bio-security, particularly livestock and poultry producers. Generally speaking, producers felt that bio-security regulations and protocols were putting an unnecessary burden on producers, particularly smaller ones. Those who were being most affected by these measures felt that governments and retail industry giants had overreacted in the face of Mad Cow and other food safety incidences, as well as bowing to pressure from the United States and other countries: “Contamination is not a producer problem it’s an industrial one. They’re focussed in the wrong spot.” They also felt that there was a significant amount of “politics” at play: “The American producers wanted to close the border to Canadian beef and we wanted to keep it open. It was all BS, we had one case, but they had more than that. So this is what we had to do.”


More broadly, producers felt that the rules in Canada, be they environmental, labour or bio-security are much more stringent than they are in almost any other country. And, that the policing of regulations within Canada is exponentially more thorough and rigid than the policing of agricultural imports into Canada, resulting in slanted playing field to the detriment of Canadian producers: “I was at a meeting with other producers and they had a guy there from the government talking about traceability and how important it was. Well finally someone got up and asked: ‘Why aren’t we demanding the same standards from the countries that we import from?’ And all he said was, we have to wait until we are fully compliant before we can do that.” 

b) The General Public Perspective


For their part, most of the members of the general public who participated in the focus groups surmised that agricultural activities either had a neutral or negative impact on the environment. The ensuing discussion revealed that it was much easier for people to identify the negative impacts of agricultural production on the environment than it was to identify benefits. The former included: contamination of water (e.g., Walkerton was raised a number of times), soil erosion, methane from livestock, the impact of pesticides on wildlife (e.g., bees, ducks, insects), the potential long-term impact of GMOs on “Nature”, CO2 emissions from farm equipment and transportation, and, the conversion of forest and other “natural” habitats to farmland.” The only impact that consumers could list on the positive side of the ledger was the absorption of CO2 by the plants grown by producers. 


Perhaps more significant than consumers’ perception of the environmental impact of agricultural production and their causes, are the issues of relevance and concern. How concerned are Canadians about the environmental impact of agriculture? And, what role, if any, does this concern play in the choices they make as consumers. This research suggests that concern is low to moderate, and that Canadian producers are seen to be more environmentally conscious than their foreign counterparts, particularly those in developing countries, such as China. Canadian producers are also seen to be increasingly environmentally responsible, in large part due to consumer demand: “People are more health-conscious than they use to be. They worry more about what they eat and so you have more organic products that use less chemicals and things like that.” Indeed, many focus group participants, including both the public and producers, drew a tight positive link between nutrition and the healthfulness of food on the one hand and environmentally sound agricultural practices on the other.


The research further suggests that the public views this issue with a great deal of pragmatism, based on the simple and oft-repeated fact that “people have to eat”. In addition, many participants said that while they might view agriculture as having a net negative impact on the environment, it was “way down on the list of things that pollute”: “There is just so much more out there that we need to deal with first as far as the environment is concerned. You’ve got transportation, logging, mining, the Tar Sands…” While a few members of the public who participated in the research were very concerned about the issue and were critical of Canadian producers, when considered in the broader international context (e.g., compared to producers in other countries) even the harshest critic tended to see Canadian producers in a relatively positive light: “I don’t even want to think about what they do in China. We all heard about what happened with the milk over there.”

c) The Producer Perspective II


The Canadian consumer was discussed throughout the focus groups with producers. With respect to the issue of perceived environmental impacts of agricultural production, the general view of producers was that Canadians were likely selling them short, given what the average person can glean on the topic from the media: “I imagine that their view of us is pretty negative. They would only hear about bad news, like blue algae.” Many producers also felt that the sector had not devoted sufficient effort to “telling our story” on the environmental question. Most also believed, some very strongly, that it was important for the sector to communicate with Canadians on the issue. As noted above, producers and consumers alike drew a link between healthy eating and environmental responsibility. In this, quite a few producers, particularly those involved in organic production and direct to consumer marketing, saw a significant marketing opportunity: an additional way to distinguish their product from imports. They also tied this to what they considered to be Canada’s relatively stringent regulatory regime: “People should be made aware that the way we produce things here is much better for the environment than in other counties. I think we need to be saying that and I think that consumers, not all of them, but enough of them, will respond.”

d) The Environment, Marketing and Buying Canadian 


The members of the public who participated in the focus groups were divided on the relevance of environmental impacts to their food purchasing. Some were apathetic: “It’s not going to affect how I do things, while others were very keen: “I’m already doing this. I look for information, I ask questions.” For the most part, however, consumers thought that it would be helpful to know something about the environmental impact of the agricultural products that are available to them. But they had a difficult time imagining how such information could be communicated in a reliable and practical way: “It’s one of those ‘nice to know’ things, but how would they do that? Would they put labels on everything? This tomato cost this much CO2 to produce and transport and this one cost this much?” “I think we will get there one day because I think that enough people care about it, but I don’t see it happening soon. How would you measure something like that?” Some suggested a simpler approach to conveying the environmental impacts of agricultural products to consumers: “I don’t think it has to be that complicated. If it’s Canadian, then at least you know that the environmental regulations were probably stronger. If it’s local then you know that it wasn’t trucked across North America, and if it’s organic it isn’t supposed to be done with pesticides and other chemicals that are bad for the environment. Assuming that we know what “local” and “organic” and “Product of Canada” really mean, and maybe we shouldn’t assume that, what more do we need to know?” This type of broader awareness-raising approach, based on linking the inherent environmental attributes of Canadian and local products, was also suggested by producers: “It’s just one factor, there will always be price and quality, but I think that there are enough people out there, and I’ve talked to them, that if we can remind the consumer that by buying a product of Quebec, because it’s local, because of our practices, it’s good for the environment, then I think we will benefit.” “I think people want to buy local because they want quality, they want to know what they are putting on their table and they want to help the local economy and the small producer. I think added to that is the environmental side. It’s another message that fits.” Both consumers and producers saw a significant role for the federal government to play in promoting the environmental virtues of Canadian agricultural products to consumers. 

2.6 Marketing


With the exception of some cash crop farmers and a few tree-fruit producers in Kelowna, the producers who participated in the focus groups were involved in the domestic market. In addition, the local/regional market was key to at least half of them. Producers often noted that they did not have a very good grasp of the international market for agricultural products. A few people had heard of the Branding Canada initiative, but no one was very familiar with it. 


The overall perception of the international market and of Canada’s trade policy with respect to agricultural products tended to revolve around three images:

· The Canadian Government encourages agricultural imports because competition helps keep the cost of food lower for consumers;

· The Canadian Government may be willing to sacrifice the interest of Canadian agricultural producers in order to obtain concessions from trading partners in other sectors (e.g., other exports); and

· Agricultural subsidies, in all of their guises, distort markets. As do national environmental, food safety and other regulations.


Both producers and consumers sometimes spoke of Canada needing a “vision” for agriculture, a strategic direction. For most producers, their vision of Canada’s agricultural policy revolved around the twin pillars of “food self-sufficiency” and the protection of the domestic market. 


The issue of food self-sufficiency was sometimes advocated in terms of “food security” and linked to geopolitics. Many producers also emphasized that once a country loses it’s agricultural capacity, it is very hard, if not impossible, to regain it: “We have relatively inexpensive food in Canada and that’s great for consumers and why should we pay Canadian farmers more when we get cheaper imports from California or Mexico or even China, right? But what happens when all our producers go out of business and then something happens with our imported food supply? Then what? You can’t go back and restart all those farms. They’re gone.”


One of the most often-repeated comments from producers was that they wanted to be part of a system that provides them with a “decent and stable” price for their products. In this regard, some pointed with envy at the supply management situation enjoyed by Canada’s dairy and chicken producers: “The only people who have made money in agriculture are milk and chicken farmers.” It seemed that most of producers that participated in the research wanted to be part of a supply managed system: “Twenty years ago I would have said no. But the way things are going now. I’d be willing to look at it.”


As noted earlier, awareness of the Branding Canada initiative was limited. At most, it was vaguely familiar to a handful of producers: “I think I might have heard something about that.”
 Producers were provided with a brief description of the initiative in order to further the discussion.
 Reaction ranged from ambivalence to strong support. Quite a few commented that various forms of “buy Canadian” strategies have been implemented in the past, mainly for the domestic market: “We have a BC campaign with the green leaf.” Those who were ambivalent felt that the strategy would do little to help them deal with the challenges they were currently facing: “I don’t export.” Producers who reacted positively to the initiative emphasize the importance of developing markets, whether domestically or internationally: “We should be selling more of our beef to Asia.” They also felt that opening markets and promoting Canadian agricultural products was an important role for the Government of Canada to play. 


Turning to the domestic market, producers tended to view it in segments that included consumers who focused almost uniquely on price, others who were focused on quality and are judicious in their choices and most people, who lay somewhere between the two. Other common views among producers included:

· Canadians would be aghast if they knew about the quality and overall healthfulness of some of the agricultural products that are imported into the country and which are sold in major supermarket chains.

· The consumer trend towards organics and making more educated and healthy food choices is real and growing (though some producers were much less sanguine about this). 

· Canadian consumers do not have sufficient basic information about agricultural products. And, if they did, they would be more likely to buy Canadian and to buy products grown locally.


There was strong, if uneven, support among producers for an AAFC-led initiative aimed at improving the quality and amount of information available to consumers on the labelling of agricultural products (e.g., definitions) 

2.7 Consumer Choices


The views of Canadian consumers put forward by producers were generally consistent with the public’s description of themselves. Both saw a trend towards greater consumer preference for organic, Canadian and locally produced food, though it is worth reiterating that some producers were very sceptical about Canadians: “All the consumer cares about is price”


Most participants said that their approach to purchasing food has evolved in recent years, collectively noting three changes: 

· Consumers of agricultural product have increasingly greater choice with respect to both product types (e.g., food from all over the world) and varieties/brands within types of products (e.g., different types of apples). 

· They are much more likely to read nutrition labels on foods (e.g., calories and ingredients).

· They are somewhat more likely to pay attention to where and how a product was produced. And related to this, make more of an effort to buy Canadian, local and organic because they believe that this is likely a healthier and tastier choice: “It’s fresher, it tastes better and it’s probably better for you.” 


The groups with the public suggest that Canadians fall into one of the three broad segments with respect to making choices about food
:

· The Apathetic Consumer: These participants tended to be younger, lower SES, unconcerned about GMOs and other science-based innovations, driven mainly by price and convenience and confident that government and retailers will ensure the safety of what they eat: “If it’s on a store shelf in Canada then I know its fine. I’m not going to worry about it.” They don’t read labels much and don’t care what country the food they buy comes from or how it is produced/processed. 

· The Aware Health-Conscious Consumer: These participants tended to be somewhat older, upper SES, concerned about the impacts that science and innovation might be having on their food (e.g., GMOs, growth hormones). Their choices are driven by the quality and healthfulness of food. They shop regularly at farmer’s markets and smaller independent food retailers, read labels, ask questions and are likely to have conducted Internet research related to the purchase of food (e.g., definitions of “organic”). They are relatively sceptical and some have had a health scare or have a condition that has led them to be judicious about what they eat. They are very keen to buy Canadian, local and organic.

· The Pragmatic Mainstream Consumer: Most participants fit into this group. They balance price, convenience, quality and the healthfulness of food (e.g., “organic”). They are casual label readers and most likely to be confused by what they read. They are not as savvy as members of the “Aware Health-Conscious Consumer” segment. They have a moderate level of concern about GMOs and related issues and moderate to high levels of confidence in the government’s and other player’s ability to safeguard their food. They try to buy Canadian, local and organic, but it is not an overriding priority.


At various points in the focus groups, many members of the public noted that they were unsure, confused and/or sceptical about the meaning of certain agricultural product labels and terms, such as “organic” and “Product of Canada”. With respect to “organic”, views ranged from it being mainly a cynical “marketing strategy” to a legitimate descriptor based on real standards that were set and policed by credible industry groups and/or possibly government: “You have to meet standards about things like pesticides and chemicals and how things are grown. It’s legitimate, but I think the definition might vary depending on the type of food and I heard that it’s different from province to province.” The “Product of Canada” term was thought by many to be potentially misleading in cases where agricultural products are to some extent processed: “If you see an apple and it says ‘Product of Canada’, then it’s pretty clear that it came from Canada, but what about apple juice? How much of the juice that’s in the bottle must come from Canada to be labelled Canadian: all of it, a quarter? What if it’s just bottled here, can it still be ‘Product of Canada’?” Some participants also expressed frustration and concern that meat’s country of origin is not often identified: “It might say Canadian Grade A or Triple A or something like that, but I don’t think it means that the meat is Canadian. I think it just means that it was inspected in Canada, right?” 


There was general agreement among most of the members of the public who participated in the research that there was significant merit in clarifying and standardizing the labelling of agricultural products. They felt that this information would allow them to make better choices, and they were willing to make some effort to educate themselves: “I don’t really care that much about this kind of stuff, but if there was an in-store display with little pamphlets on different topics like ‘what is organic’, like you have in drug stores for quitting smoking or for high blood pressure, even I would read them.” There was also agreement that increased consumer awareness about and confidence in the labelling of agricultural products would lead to increased sales of Canadian products: “I don’t mind paying extra if its local or Canadian or organic because I think it’s better, but at least I want to know that what I’m buying is in fact Canadian, as oppose to say, inspected or packaged in Canada.” “I heard that you can label something “local” as long as it can be shipped from where it’s from to the store within 24 hours. That can’t be right, can it?” 

Experience with Agricultural Programming/Growing Forward


Awareness of “Growing Forward” as a label or umbrella term for federal-provincial cost-shared agricultural programs was moderate. Producers fell into one of the three following groups: 

· A small proportion, less than one in 10, that had never heard of it. 

· About 25 per cent who had not only heard of Growing Forward, but had also read or heard information about it on the Internet, at a meeting of producers or by having thumbed through a package they had received in the mail. 

· And, the other producers, who had heard about Growing Forward, but did not posses specific information about it.


The evidence from the focus groups suggests that awareness is much higher among larger producers, as well as younger ones. Overall impressions of Growing Forward were also more positive amongst these two segments. 


Perhaps the dominant impression of Growing Forward was an assumption that it would probably offer producers somewhat less assistance and increased administrative burden compared to what existed in the past. Part of this assumption was that most of what Growing Forward contained would be a repackaging of old programs, notably the Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization (CAIS) program, which producers universally found inferior to the Net Income Stabilization Account (NISA): “With the old program [NISA] you knew how much you would get and you could plan around it. With this, it just seems like a crapshoot.” 


The producers who felt knowledgeable enough about the latest incarnation of income stabilization programs to try to describe it to others, usually included the following elements when they spoke:

· The program is like a bank account that you can draw from in bad years.

· The producer places money in the fund and the federal government matches it.

· The pay out is based on a producer’s margin. It allows a producer to draw down on their account based on the drop in their margin from one year to the next, but also taking into account margin sizes over the past five years. 

· Agri-Invest covers the first 15 per cent, then Agri-Stability “kicks in”, and, in the event of a disaster, there is crop insurance.


Producers with some familiarity with the Business Risk Management component of Growing Forward, including those who accessed the program, had mixed views of it, with a lean towards the negative: 

· There was agreement that the BRM programs were too complicated to allow most producers to complete the program forms themselves, necessitating the hiring of “expensive” outside help in order to apply: “It cost me $1,000 to hire an accountant. I can’t afford that.” 

· The complexity of the programs makes it virtually impossible for producers (and their accountants) to estimate how much, if anything, they will receive from the program: “No, it’s not like filling out your taxes. It’s way more complicated. You have to pay an accountant to fill it out for you, but the accountant can’t tell how much you’re going to get.” 

· The program design is seen by some to “favour producers who practice monoculture” because the entire production income is taken into consideration, as opposed to separately assessing the different components of an operation (e.g., grain and beef separately.

· The program design provides little assistance to producers who experience a string of difficult years because payments are based on the size of previous years’ margin: “Beef has been terrible for years, so every year your margin gets smaller and so your payment gets smaller until you get nothing.” “You have to have a margin to begin with. If your operation produces a net loss you don’t get anything.” 


It is important to note that the above views of the Growing Forward BRM programs were in some instances based on experience, while in most other cases they appeared based on the assumption that the programs would be very similar to CAIS: “I read the package they sent me. It’s the same thing.” 


Comments on the BRM programs were not uniformly negative. Some producers noted that the program (i.e. mainly the CAIS version so far) had worked well for them over the years and they would continue to participate in it: “It does what it’s suppose to.” “It’s worked for me.” “It’s works pretty well. We got over $100,000 from it last year.” These comments tended to be from large producers, in some cases, very large. This is not to say that these producers disagreed with the criticism leveled by their colleagues, but rather that because of their size and nature of their operation, their experiences were different: “The paperwork is too complicated and the processing is too slow, but I have four people in the office who take care of that kind of stuff for me.”


Views of the BRM programs, and of Growing Forward in general, also appeared to be more positive among younger producers. Whereas the older, smaller producers all tended to dismiss the Growing Forward as old hat, the newer, younger producers exhibited open-mindedness, superior knowledge of the programs, as well as a desire to learn even more about them: “I’ve heard about Growing Forward. I went on the Internet. I hear what these guys are saying, but I saw a few things that might be able to help me.”


Producers were asked to describe the gist of what they felt should be government’s role in income stabilization programs. Three streams of comments emerged: 

· Some producers reiterated their criticism of Growing Forward and felt that the federal government should “go back to NISA”. Related to this, a number of apparently struggling smaller producers simply felt that they should be receiving greater financial assistance from government. 

· Income stabilization programs need to be more flexible in order to better reflect and meet the needs of a very diverse sector: “I think a lot of these programs were designed for grain.” “You can’t expect that what’s going to work for a dairy producer in Ontario is going to work for a fruit producer here.” 

· The most prevalent and significant type of comment revolved around the notion that income stabilization programs are an unfortunate symptom (and an on-going necessity) of a badly distorted and weakened agricultural sector. For some producers the issue was emotional: “I didn’t get into farming so I could receive government welfare. What we need is markets and decent prices.” Indeed, while producers acknowledged that the world of international trade and politics were complex and possibly beyond their grasp, they nevertheless felt that it was possible to have an agricultural system in Canada that allowed more producers to succeed without causing negative impacts for Canadian consumers. For many, the answer appeared to be supply management and the protection of the domestic market, at the expense of retail and wholesale profits.


Discussion of government programs and services centered almost uniquely on income support programs (i.e., NISA, CAIS and Agri-Invest/Agri-Stability). Prompting revealed that producers had very little experience with other types of programs. Only a few producers had obtained government funding to implement environmental improvements to their operation. One or two had obtained funding to innovate a part of their operation and a handful were involved in government-funded and -led research initiatives.


Again, the assumption based on past experience, was that government programs would have little benefit to them, particularly in light of the time and effort that it would take to find a program, understand it, apply for it, qualify and receive the money: “I’ve looked into programs like that before. It just isn’t worth it.” “I don’t have time to spend 40 hours on the Internet to see if I qualify for this or that program.” 


One or two producers who had sought assistance to help them innovate found that the programs were out of step with there ideas: “They will cover stuff I did five years ago, but not what I’m doing now. And I imagine that in five years they will cover what I’m doing now.” Another learned that there was no assistance, either federally or provincially, to assist her with an innovative approach to marketing: “I spent $60,000 of my own money on getting labeling approved for my chickens. Everybody tells us: ‘You have to market your product’, but there was nothing there.”


In summary, there was a common view among producers that government agricultural programs and services have deteriorated over the last 20-30 years, reflecting the decreased influence of producers and rural communities, and the estrangement of Canadians from the farm: “More and more people live in cities, that’s where the votes are. The government doesn’t care about farmers anymore.” “People use to be a lot closer to the farm. They had farmers in their family or visited farms. Now the closest most people come to a farm is their grocery store.” Many also expressed concern at what they felt to be increasingly complex and burdensome government programs, rules and regulations from all levels of government. 

2.8 Producer Information Needs


Canadian producers obtain information on agricultural issues from a variety of specialized sources, including:

· Local/regional agricultural newspapers;

· Radio shows devoted to agriculture issues;

· Websites and newsletters produced by producer associations (both Canadian and American);

· Meetings of local/regional producer associations: “I don’t have the Internet, so I get my information at meetings”; and

· Provincial and federal government websites, including AAFC’s website.


There was general agreement that it would be ineffectual for governments to communicate with producers through mainstream media sources. And, that probably the best approach was to communicate directly with them through the mail by accessing producer lists: “We’re all on lists, they could ask for them and send us something in the mail.”


The importance of word-of-mouth as a credible way for producers to obtain information surfaced at various points in the discussions: “If there was a new government program that was good for farmers, someone would have told me about it.”

2.9 Producer Reaction to
Creative Materials


As noted in the introductory chapter to this report, the focus groups with producers were used to test some draft creative materials. Feedback was obtained on two versions of a print advertisement, as well as two versions of a radio ad (the materials in French and English are contained in Appendix C).


Overall reaction to the materials was mixed. On the positive side of the ledger, producers found the ads moderately attention getting, clearly sponsored by the Government of Canada and obviously about agricultural issues. More specifically, some producers were attracted by certain themes/pieces of information and about half of them said the ads were effective at encouraging them to seek more information about Growing Forward. Conversely, the ads were generally criticized as vague: “This is public relations.” Perhaps the most common comment about the materials as a whole was that there was a significant intentions-deeds gap in what was being presented, or, put another way, the ads did not reflect reality: “These are all good objectives. They’re saying all the right things, but is this really going to happen? The past would suggest that these are just words.” 


It is also worth noting here, as a general finding, that a number of producers were concerned that the ads could lead the general public to have a somewhat distorted view of agricultural producers. For example, that the sector was thriving and/or that producers received a great deal of assistance from government. In addition, mention of the agri-food industry/agri-businesses irked a number of producers: “These guys don’t need any help from the government.” Producer reactions to the draft print and radio advertisements are presented in more detail below.

a) Reactions to Print Ads


Producers were equally divided in their preference for one execution over the other. In other words, a “winner” did not emerge. Version A was preferred in Chatham, Version B was seen as superior in Brome and Moose Jaw and participants were divided in Kentville. 


Overall, Version A was seen as more “detailed” and “concrete”, less rhetorical and more tangible. It was also thought to cover a broader range of issues, leading some producers to wonder whether this version was aimed specifically at them or to Canadians in general. This version was also thought by most to be relatively cluttered, and thus less visually appealing overall: “This one has more information and more details, but it’s kind of cramped and less pleasing to the eye.”


Overall, Version B was thought to be rather rhetorical and vague, but also aimed more clearly at producers. This version was also deemed to be more attention getting, visually appealing and easier to read. 


A number of producers took issue with the term “bankable”. They wondered whether they were meant to interpret this literally, in the sense that they could borrow money based on future payments from Agri-invest and/or Agri-stability.

Version A
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Version B


[image: image2.emf]
Reactions to Radio Ads


The following two versions of a radio advertisement were tested:

Concept 1

(Narrator voice)

Growing Forward is all about building a better future for Canada’s agriculture and the agri-food industry with responsive, predictable and bankable programs to help Canada’s farmers -

Growing Forward provides a range of programs and services to help Canada’s farmers build their operations, expand their markets, reduce the costs of production and improve our environment. 

To find out more, visit AGR.GC.CA / Growing Forward or Call 1-800 O Canada 

A Message from the Government of Canada 

Concept 2

(Each statement is voiced by a farmer / Agri-Food business owner or a scientist type: male, female, young, old, accents representative of dialects across Canada)

(Male voice Alberta): Growing Forward is about selling my beef to Canadians and the world.

(Younger male ex. Ontario): Growing Forward is about getting the education I need to work in an agri-business.

(Female ex. Quebec): Growing Forward is about supporting local farmers like me and helping me build a profitable farming operation.

(Male ex. Eastern Canada): Growing Forward is about developing new and healthy food choices.

(Female ex. Immigrant accent): Growing Forward is about research, new medicines, new plant and seed varieties and food safety systems. 

(Narrator): Growing Forward is about the future of Canadian Agriculture.

To find out more, visit AGR.GC.CA / Growing Forward or Call 1-800 O Canada 

A Message from the Government of Canada 


Producers were generally divided about the version of the radio ad they preferred, but Concept 1 was selected by a few more people. It was variously described as “clear”, “short” and “to the point”. Some felt that this version was more “believable”. It was also apparent that some producers, notable older ones, found that this relatively simple, unadorned and less ambitious execution was more reflective (and perhaps more respectful) of the difficult state that many Canadian producers find themselves in.


Concept 2 tended to illicit polarized reactions, some quite liked it, while others dismissed it out of hand. Those who liked it thought it was relatively original and creative, as well as much more attention-getting: “I think this one is much more interesting. You’ve got the different voices. I’d pay much more attention to that one.” In a similar vein, some producers described this concept’s use of different voices/characters as “more personal” and resonant. The producers who disliked this concept thought the use of so many different voices was strange and likely to confuse people. Some also thought the content was too broad and not focussed enough on the challenges faced by producers: “They talk about getting an education and new medicines. I’m not interested in that.”

3. Conclusions


The conclusions flowing from the research are presented below.

3.1 Outlook Influenced by Type
and Size of Production


Producer outlook is mixed and varies a great deal based on a number of factors, notably what is being produced and the size of the operation. Beef producers have experienced particularly difficult times, while grain producers seem to have done fairly well. Larger producers tend to speak in terms of prospering, while smaller producers talk about survival.


Larger producers are more optimistic and have less negative views towards governments. They are more aware of Growing Forward and have more positive views of it. They are also much more likely to have innovated through science and technology. Many smaller producers seem to find themselves in a Catch-22 situation, whereby they “do not have the money” to invest in innovation. For this and other reasons, many smaller producers are focusing their creative energy on finding markets for their products (e.g., farmers markets, roadside stands, direct to consumer sales over the Internet, restaurants, and independent specialty retailers). Direct marketing also appears to be a trend for some larger producers. 

3.2 Growing Forward Equals CAIS


Knowledge and awareness of Growing Forward is low, but the research suggests that many producers may be on the verge of seeking more information about it. Now, therefore, may be a good time to launch a communications campaign aimed at increasing awareness and encouraging producers to learn more.


The view (or assumption) of most producers is that Growing Forward programs and services will be generally consistent with what has existed in the past. In terms of income stabilization they expect a continuation of CAIS, but they long for NISA. There appears to be little awareness of government programs and services beyond crop insurance and income stabilization programs. Many, particular older and smaller producers, are not convinced that it is worth their while to try to find out what else might be available to help them (e.g., with respect to innovation).


The communications materials all pass a disaster check. Reactions were fairly typical as far as Government of Canada ads go. Either print ad would work with minor clarifications (e.g., What is meant by “bankable”?). The simpler, less ambitious radio spot, with its matter-of-fact tone, seems less likely to irk some of the more sceptical producers out there. Generally, the research suggests that the ads could perhaps benefit from some acknowledgement that Canadian farmers are facing significant challenges. 


Canadian producers obtain information on agricultural issues from a variety of specialized sources, including local/regional agricultural newspapers, radio shows devoted to agriculture issues, websites and newsletters produced by producer associations (both Canadian and American), meetings of local/regional producer associations, and provincial and federal government websites, including AAFC’s website. Word-of-mouth also appears to be a very important and credible information source, particularly for older producers.

3.3 Feelings of Estrangement


Many producers feel that as rural Canada’s influence has diminished over the last 30 years, their relationship with government has eroded. They point to factors such as rural depopulation, a reduction in the number of producers and lower import costs as having lessened their importance in the eyes of both government and Canadians. Many feel taken for granted and warn that over-reliance on cheap imported agricultural products has strategic implications for Canada’s security, an argument that appears to resonate with some members of the public.


From the perspective of most producers, Canada’s agricultural sector is broken in the sense that it appears to work well for everyone but them: Consumers can access a wide range or relatively affordable food, while fertilizer, seed and pesticide companies, buyers, wholesalers, distributors and retailers make large profits. Many see irony in what they consider to be people’s frequent association of farmers with subsidies, when in fact it is farmers who are subsidizing everyone else. Producers see agricultural subsidies as a necessary evil, which distort markets. Some also feel humiliated by them. The trend towards direct to consumer marketing and producer support for supply management appears to be based on a desire to see the income that is generated by Canada’s entire agriculture and agri-food sector more “fairly” distributed. 

3.4 Polarization and The Noble Farmer


Canadians appear to have a lot of respect and some sympathy for agricultural producers. They believe that the agricultural sector is a very important, but shrinking, part of the economy. The research suggests that Canadians see a sector in which the existence of the “family farm” is threatened, and which is increasingly dominated by large “factory farms” and corporations from top to bottom. People know that producers receive “subsidies”, but they do not understand much about the issue beyond the belief that Canada is only responding to the fact that other countries subsidize their producers.


The research suggests that Canadians also see opportunities for small and medium-size producers to develop markets for niche/boutique products (e.g., specialty, organic), and many appear willing to purchase these products because they see them as healthier, better tasting, better for the environment and because they want to support farmers and their local/regional economy.

3.5 Healthy Eating, the Environment,
and Branding


The results suggest that the differences in public and producer views on the environmental impacts of agriculture measured in the surveys may be inconsequential. In fact, when the issue is looked at in a broader context (i.e., Canadians as consumers), producer environmental responsibility emerges as a potential brand attribute for the domestic market. Canadian consumers accept the fact that there is an environmental price to pay for producing food. Most also believe that the Canadian environmental regulations that pertain to agriculture are likely to be more stringent than other (food exporting) countries. 


The findings also suggest that Canadians draw a link between food quality (or the healthfulness of food) and sound environmental agricultural practices. For example, most seem to believe that organically grown food is better for you, tastes better and is better for the environment. And also that the best food they can buy is grown locally and, more broadly, that Canadian food is likely to be healthier and less harmful to the global environment than imported food. 


The research provides evidence and support among both the public and producers for an initiative aimed at 1) clarifying agricultural product labelling (e.g., common standards and definitions, country of origin, etc.), and 2) raising awareness/educating Canadians about labelling, as well as re-enforcing the health, environmental and economic benefits of buying locally/Canadian.


Awareness of the Branding Canada initiative is fairly low. There is support for it, but the domestic market was much more relevant to participants. 


In addition to helping brand Canadian agricultural products domestically and internationally, both producers and consumers see government as having a large role to play in conducting/promoting research and innovation aimed at helping Canadian farmers produce healthier food in an environmentally sustainable fashion. 

Appendix A

Participant Recruitment Screeners


Respondent Name: __________________________ 
Home Phone #: __________________________

Group:  ____________________________________
Recruiter: _______________________________

RECRUIT 12 PER GROUP

Hello, my name is ________________ from EKOS Research, a Canadian public opinion research company.  We are conducting a study on behalf of the Government of Canada which involves a series of group discussions with Canadians who are 18 years of age or older on a number of issues currently facing the country. 

Your participation in the research is completely voluntary and your decision to participate or not will not affect any dealings that you may have with EKOS Research or the Government of Canada. The discussion may be observed by Government of Canada researchers, either in person from an joining room, or through a secure Internet link. The sessions will also be audio and video recorded for research purposes. The information is being collected under the authority of the Privacy Act and other applicable privacy laws. The full names of participants will not be provided to the government or any other third party. Also, the results from the discussions will be grouped together in a report, which will contain non-identifying information. May I continue?  (If “no”, thank and terminate)

	City
	 
	Type of Group
	Time and Date

	Vancouver

 
	Grp 1
	Lower SES (English)
	Monday, January 25th: 5:30-7:30pm

	
	Grp 2
	Upper SES (English)
	Monday, January 25th, 7:30-8:30pm

	Toronto
	Grp 1
	Lower SES (English)
	Tuesday, Feb 2nd, 5:30-7:30

	
	Grp 2
	Upper SES (English)
	Tuesday, Feb 2nd, 7:30-9:30


The session will last a maximum of two hours.  May we have your permission to ask you some further questions to see if you fit in our study?




Yes…………………………………..1




No……………………………………2 – THANK AND TERMINATE 

INDICATE: 

Male………………………………..1 – Try for a mix




Female…………………………….2

1.
May I have your age, please? 

_________________________ SPECIFY

Under 18 years……………………..…..1 
– THANK AND TERMINATE

18 – 29 years……………………..…….2   


30 – 49 years …………………….…….3   
Aim for a Good Mix

50+ years …..…………………………...4 

2.
Are you or is any member of your household or immediate family employed in:







No 

Yes 


Government of Canada


(   )

(   )



An advertising agency


(   )

(   )



A market research company

(   )

(   )




The media (Print, Radio, TV, Internet)
(   )

(   )





Agricultural production


(   )

(   )

IF YES TO ANY OF THE ABOVE – THANK AND TERMINATE

3. Participants in group discussions are asked to voice their opinions and thoughts, how comfortable are you, in voicing your opinions in front of others, in English Are you….


Very Comfortable……………………………1

Comfortable………………………………….2

Fairly Comfortable…………………………..3


Not Very Comfortable……………………….4 – THANK AND TERMINATE 


Very Uncomfortable…………………………5 – THANK AND TERMINATE 

4.
Have you ever attended a focus group or one to one discussion for which you have received a sum of money?


Yes…………………………………………….1

No……………………………………………...2 – SKIP TO Q. 6
5b.
When did you last attend one of these discussions?


___________________________________________________________


TERMINATE IF IN THE PAST 6 MONTHS 

7. 
Do you have a child or children under the age of 18 years old who currently live with you? 

Yes…………………………………………….1 ( 
NOT A CRITERIA, JUST NOTE INFORMATION


No……………………………………………...2 

8. It is important for us to include the participation of a range of people based on their level of education and income. Can you tell me what is the highest level of formal education you have completed? READ LIST

Less than high school……………………………….. 1

High school…………………………………………….2 

Vocational/Technical program ……………………….3

College diploma……………………………………….4

University degree  ……………………………………. 5

9.
And, which of the following categories best describes your total household income for last year? That is, the total income of all persons in your household combined, before taxes? 


Less than $25,000.00…………………………………..1


Between $25,000.00 and $50,000.00………………..2


Between $50,000.00 and $75,000.00………………..3


Between $75,000.00 and $100,000.00……………….4


Over $100,000.00………………………………………..5

IF ANSWER 4 OR 5 TO BOTH QUESTIONS 8 AND 9, THEN PLANCE INTO GROUP 2, OTHERWISE, PLACE INTO GROUP 1 

GROUP 1 …………………………………………………. (  )


GROUP 2 (Answers 4or 5 to BOTH questions)……...(  )

NOTE: IF RESPONDENT OFFERS ANY REASON SUCH AS SIGHT OR HEARING PROBLEM, A LANGUAGE PROBLEM, A CONCERN WITH NOT BEING ABLE TO COMMUNICATE EFFECTIVELY – THANK AND TERMINATE 

IMPORTANT:

The focus group is 2 hours in length, but we are asking that all participants arrive 10 minutes prior to the start time of the session. Are you able to be at the facility 10 minutes prior to the session time?  

 
Yes.......1              

               
No........2 – TERMINATE
As mentioned, the group discussion will last approximately 2 hours and we offer each participant a $75.00 cash gift as a token of our appreciation. I should also tell you that the groups will be audio AND video taped for research purposes and members of the research team may be observing the discussion from an adjoining room or via the web. Everything you say will be kept confidential. 

[   ] CHECK TO INDICATE YOU HAVE READ THE STATEMENT TO THE RESPONDENT.

	City
	 
	Type of Group
	Time and Date

	Vancouver

 
	Grp 1
	Lower SES (English)
	Monday, January 25th: 5:30-7:30pm

	
	Grp 2
	Upper SES (English)
	Monday, January 25th, 7:30-8:30pm

	Toronto
	Grp 1
	Lower SES (English)
	Tuesday, Feb 2nd, 5:30-7:30

	
	Grp 2
	Upper SES (English)
	Tuesday, Feb 2nd, 7:30-9:30


We will be giving you a reminder telephone call a day or two prior to your group discussion. Is this the best number at which to reach you?

If not, obtain telephone number: ______________________________________ 

In the meantime, if you have any questions or something comes up and you can longer participate in the discussions, please let us know by calling us toll-free at 1-800-388-2873 or by sending an e-mail to manderson@ekos.com

Locations: 

Vancouver 
CRC Research
1398 West 7th Avenue
Vancouver BC
Toronto
EKOS Research Associates Inc.
480 University Ave. Suite 1006
Toronto ON

Respondent Name: __________________________ 
Home Phone #: __________________________

Group:  ______________________________
Recruiter: _______________________________

RECRUIT 12 PER GROUP

Hello, my name is ________________ from EKOS Research, a Canadian public opinion research company.  We are conducting a study on behalf of the Government of Canada, which involves two small group discussions with agricultural producers, including farmers and ranchers. The discussions are about issues facing agricultural producers and agricultural policy and programs. Two of these discussions are being held in your area.

	City
	 
	Type of Group
	Time and Date

	Kelowna


	Grp 1
	Small Producers
	Tuesday, January 26th: 5:30-7:30pm

	
	Grp 2
	Large Producers
	Tuesday, January 26th, 7:30-8:30pm


Your participation in the research is completely voluntary and your decision to participate or not will not affect any dealings that you may have with EKOS Research or the Government of Canada. The discussion may be observed by Government of Canada researchers from an joining room. The sessions will also be audio recorded for research purposes. The information is being collected under the authority of the Privacy Act and other applicable privacy laws. The full names of participants will not be provided to the government or any other third party. Also, the results from the discussions will be grouped together in a report, which will contain non-identifying information. May I continue?  (If “no”, thank and terminate)
The session will last a maximum of two hours.  May we have your permission to ask you some further questions to see if you fit in our study?




Yes…………………………………..1




No……………………………………2 – THANK AND TERMINATE 

INDICATE: 

Male………………………………..1 




Female…………………………….2

1.
May I have your age, please? 


_________________________ SPECIFY

Under 18 years……………………..…..1 
– THANK AND TERMINATE

18 – 29 years……………………..…….2   


30 – 49 years …………………….…….3   



50+ years …..…………………………...4 
 

2.
Participants in group discussions are asked to voice their opinions and thoughts, how comfortable are you in voicing your opinions, in English) in front of 7 to 10 others.  Are you….


Very Comfortable……………………………1


Comfortable………………………………….2


Fairly Comfortable…………………………..3


Not Very Comfortable……………………….4 – THANK AND TERMINATE 


Very Uncomfortable…………………………5 – THANK AND TERMINATE 

3.
Are you an agricultural producer who holds or shares primary responsibility for making decisions for your agricultural operation? IF NO: ASK QUESTION 4:

4.
Is there someone else in your household who fits this definition? IF NO – THANK AND TERMINATE. IF YES, ASK TO SPEAK WITH THIS PERSON AND START FROM THE BEGINNING BUT SKIP QUESTIONS 3 AND 4.
5.
Now, can you tell me what your total farm sales were last year [2009 or if respondent does not have information, use 2008 sales]? Would it be [READ LIST] AIM FOR A MIX OF SALES AMOUNTS WITHIN THE GROUPS

Under 10,000.00……………………………. THANK AND TERMINATE


Between $10,000.00 and 25,000.00……… GROUP 1


Between $25,000.00 and 50,000.00……… GROUP 1


Between $50,000.00 and 100,000.00…….. GROUP 1


Between $100,000.00 and 150,000.00 ….. GROUP 2


Between $150,000.00 and 200,000.00…… GROUP 2


Between $200,000.00 and 250,000.00 ….. GROUP 2


Between $250,000.00 and 500,000.00…… GROUP 2


$500,000.00 or more ……………………….. GROUP 2

6.
And in 2009, what type of production contributed most to your gross farm revenue? [READ LIST] AIM FOR A MIX

Field crops………………………………………..1


Cattle………………………………………………2


Dairy……………………………………………….3


Horticulture………………………………………..4


Viticulture…………………………………….……5


Hogs/Pigs…………………………………………6


Poultry……………………………………………..7


Other livestock………….…………………………8


Other (Specify)_________________________ 9

7.
How many years have you been managing a farm business? [READ LIST] AIM FOR A MIX

Less than 1 year………………………………………..1


1 to 5 years………………………………………………2


6 to 20 years………………………………………….….3


21 to 40 years…….……………………………………..4


Over 40 years……….……………………………………5

NOTE: IF RESPONDENT OFFERS ANY REASON SUCH AS SIGHT OR HEARING PROBLEM, A LANGUAGE PROBLEM, A CONCERN WITH NOT BEING ABLE TO COMMUNICATE EFFECTIVELY – THANK AND TERMINATE 

IMPORTANT:

The focus group is 2 hours in length, but we are asking that all participants arrive 10 minutes prior to the start time of the session. Are you able to be at the facility 10 minutes prior to the session time?  


Yes...………....1


No...……….....2 – THANK & T
ERMINATE

As mentioned, the group discussion will last approximately 2 hours and we offer each participant a $100.00 cash gift as a token of our appreciation. I should also tell you that the groups will be audio taped for research purposes and members of the research team may be observing the discussion from an adjoining room. Everything you say will be kept confidential. 

[   ] CHECK TO INDICATE YOU HAVE READ THE STATEMENT TO THE RESPONDENT.

	City
	 
	Type of Group
	Time and Date

	Kelowna

 
	Grp 1
	Small Producers
	Tuesday, January 26th: 5:30-7:30pm

	
	Grp 2
	Large Producers
	Tuesday, January 26th, 7:30-8:30pm


We will be giving you a reminder telephone call a day or two prior to your group discussion. Is this the best number at which to reach you?

If not, obtain telephone number: ______________________________________ 

In the meantime, if you have any questions or something comes up and you can longer participate in the discussions, please let us know by calling us toll-free at 1-800-388-2873 or by sending an e-mail to manderson@ekos.com

Location: 

Kelowna

Delta Grand Okanagan Resort and Conference Center

1310 Water Street
(888) 890-3222
Appendix B

Focus Group Moderator’s Guides

Strategic Issues and Growing Forward Focus Group Study (2010)
general public moderator’s GUIDE

1.
Introduction (5 Minutes)

Explanation of format and “ground rules”:

· Purpose of the discussion.

· Discussions are being audio taped for research purposes.

· All comments are confidential.

· Please try to speak one at a time. There aren’t any wrong answers to the things we’ll be talking about — we’re just looking for your honest opinions.

· It’s okay to disagree. Please speak up even if you think you’re the only one who feels a certain way about an issue. 
· Moderator’s role: raise issues for discussion, watch for time and make sure everyone has a chance to participate.
· Observers behind the glass/via camera.
· Participant introductions: First name, occupation and family composition?

2.
Top-of-Mind Images (10 Minutes)

1. Let’s start with some word association. Please write down the first two or three things that come to mind when I say “Canadian agriculture”. [MODERATOR GOES AROUND THE TABLE TO HEAR WHAT PARTICIPANTS WROTE]

· When you think of Canadian agriculture, what type of agricultural products do you think of most?

· What parts of the country do you think of most?

2. Please write down up to three questions you have about agriculture in Canada. Think of the sort of things that you’ve wondered about from time to time, for example when you are in a supermarket, or watching the news and an item on farming or maybe international trade comes on. ”. [MODERATOR GOES AROUND THE TABLE TO HEAR WHAT PARTICIPANTS WROTE].

3.
Importance to Economy, Trends & Competitiveness (25 Minutes)

3. How important would you say the agricultural sector is to Canada’s economy? 

· Do you think its importance to the economy has increased or decreased over the last 20 years? 

4. What are your impressions of Canadian farmers today? 

· Are they doing well?

· Do they need financial aid/government support?

· Are they family run operations?

· Are they innovative?

5. Let’s turn to the future of agriculture in Canada. How important do you expect the agricultural sector to be to Canada’s economy in the future (i.e., more, less, same as it is today)?

· What do you imagine are some of the trends we will see in Canadian agriculture over the next 10 years?

· Level/nature of global competition

· Consolidation of operations (i.e., fewer smaller and more larger operations)

· More attention paid to environmental impacts/environmentally sustainable operations

· More focus on bio-security (e.g., bird flu, mad cow)

· More focus on “organic” production

· Innovation (e.g., equipment, science, processes)

· GMOs

· Bio-fuel

4.
Perceived Role of Government
(15 Minutes)

6. I’d like you to take a minute and think about what the role of government is in Canadian agriculture? How is it involved? What does it do? What is it in charge of? Does it have program and services for producers? What type of programs and services? And, how involved would you say that government is in agriculture compared to other sectors of the economy? I know it’s a lot to think about, so jot down a few ideas on paper. ”. [MODERATOR GOES AROUND THE TABLE TO HEAR WHAT PARTICIPANTS WROTE AND THEN PROBES:].

· Financial support

· Food safety (e.g., inspections)

· International trade/marketing/promotion

· Scientific research

· Fostering innovation

7. Thinking of all of the different roles we’ve identified, is there something you feel that government should be doing more of in the agricultural sector? Should the government do more to support the agriculture sector?

· Consider that: Imports are often less expensive.

· Consider that: The price of food as a % of household income expenditures is lower today than it was in the past. Is this a surprise? 

· Should the government be investing more in research and innovation? What types of research?

· Is there anything special about this sector? Should the government be paying more attention to this sector of the economy vs. other sectors?

· And what about doing less of something?

5.
Consumer Choices

8. Have you changed the way that you shop for food/ make food choices?

· Are you buying more local food?

9. What is important to you about the food that you purchase/consume?

· Quality

· Safety

· Environmentally-friendly (Is this easy or difficult to evaluate?)

· Price

· Production method (Is this easy or difficult to evaluate?)

· Country of origin

10. Do you try to keep informed?

· How do you keep informed?

11. Do you feel like you need more information on food products and production methods? 

6.
Environmental Impacts (10 minutes)

12. The survey of Canadians I mentioned earlier asked about the impact of agricultural activities on the environment. Specifically, the question was: “In general, do you believe that agricultural activities have a positive impact, a negative impact, or no impact at all on the environment?” I’ll tell you what the survey said in a minute, but first, I’m wondering how you would answer that question?

· Why do you say that? What sort of factors are you thinking about?

· The survey results were: 48% positive impact, 37% negative impact and 12% no impact. What do you think of this result? 
· Are producers doing everything that they can in order to minimize environmental impacts?
13. We asked Canadian producers the same question, and their views are at odds with those of Canadians. They feel that agricultural activities have a more positive impact.

· Why do you think that is? 

· What could producers do to change the perspective of Canadians?

· Who should play a role in this (producers, government, Canadians)? 

7.
Science and Innovation (15 minutes)

14. How important is science and innovation to Canadian agriculture? 

· Can you generate examples of the role that science and innovation play in Canadian agriculture?

15. When it comes to Agriculture, what kind of research should the government be investing in?

· Exploratory/basic research?

· Growing disease and pest resistant crops?

· Organics? Herbicide/pesticide-free? Hormone-free?

· Research into new products and techniques?

· Medicine, vaccines, vitamins

· Non-food alternative uses for agricultural products? Can you name any?

· Biofuels, industrial products

· What about converting farm waste for biofuels?

· Climate change?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOU PARTICIPATION

Please note that in the coming months the report will be available online via the website porr-rrop.gc.ca

enjeux stratégiques et cultivons l’avenir 

ÉTUDE PAR DISCUSSION DE GROUPE (2010)
Guide du modérateur – grand public 

1.
Introduction (5 minutes)

Explication du format et « règles de base » :

· But de la discussion.

· Les discussions sont enregistrées sur bande sonore aux fins de la recherche.

· Tout ce que vous direz sera traité de manière confidentielle.

· Efforcez-vous d’intervenir une personne à la fois. Il n’y a pas de mauvaise réponse aux questions que nous allons poser — nous voulons simplement connaître le fond de votre pensée.

· Il est permis d’être en désaccord. Prononcez-vous même si vous vous croyez la seule personne à être d’un certain avis sur une question. 
· Rôle du modérateur : soulever les sujets à débattre, surveiller l’heure et voir à ce que chacun ait la chance de prendre la parole.
· Il y a des observateurs de placés derrière le miroir / la caméra. 
· Présentation des participants : prénom, profession et composition de la famille.
2.
Images qui viennent spontanément à l’esprit (10 minutes)

16. Commençons par des associations de mots. Écrivez, s’il vous plaît, les deux ou trois choses qui vous viennent à l’esprit quand je dis « agriculture canadienne ». [LE MODÉRATEUR FAIT UN TOUR DE TABLE POUR VOIR CE QUE LES PARTICIPANTS ONT ÉCRIT.]

· Quand vous pensez à l’agriculture canadienne, à quel genre de produits agricoles pensez-vous le plus?

· À quelles parties du Canada pensez-vous le plus?

17. Je vais vous demander d’écrire jusqu’à concurrence de trois questions que vous vous posez au sujet de l’agriculture au Canada. Pensez à ce sur quoi vous vous interrogez de temps à autre, comme lorsque vous êtes au supermarché ou que vous regardez les actualités et qu’il est question d’agriculture ou, peut-être, de commerce international. [LE MODÉRATEUR FAIT UN TOUR DE TABLE POUR VOIR CE QUE LES PARTICIPANTS ONT ÉCRIT.]

3.
Importance pour l’économie, tendances et compétitivité (25 minutes)

18. Quelle est, d’après vous, l’importance du secteur agricole dans l’économie canadienne? 

· Diriez-vous que son importance pour l’économie a augmenté ou diminué au cours des 20 dernières années? 

19. Quelle impression avez-vous des agriculteurs canadiens de nos jours? 

· Font-ils de bonnes affaires?

· Ont-ils besoin d’aide financière/du soutien du gouvernement?

· Leur entreprise est-elle de nature familiale?

· Sont-ils innovateurs?

20. Parlons maintenant de l’avenir de l’agriculture au Canada. D’après vous, quelle sera l’importance du secteur agricole pour l’économie canadienne à l’avenir (c.-à-d., plus, moins, aussi importante qu’aujourd’hui)?

· Quelles seront, d’après vous, quelques-unes des tendances dans l’agriculture canadienne au cours des 10 prochaines années?

· Niveau/nature de la concurrence planétaire

· Consolidation des entreprises (c.-à-d., moins de petites et plus de grosses entreprises)

· Plus d’attention accordée aux effets environnementaux / des entreprises durables pour l’environnement

· Plus d’accent mis sur la biosécurité (p. ex., grippe aviaire, maladie de la vache folle)

· Plus d’accent mis sur la production « biologique » 

· Innovation (p. ex., équipement, science, procédés)

· OGM

· Biocarburants

4.
Rôle du gouvernement, tel que perçu
(15 minutes)

21. Je vais vous demander de réfléchir un moment à ce qu’est le rôle du gouvernement dans l’agriculture canadienne? Comment y participe-t-il? Que fait-il? De quoi est-il responsable? Offre-t-il des programmes et des services aux producteurs? Quels genres de programmes et de services? Et selon vous, à quel point le gouvernement est-il engagé dans l’agriculture comparativement à d’autres secteurs de l’économie? Je sais que c’est beaucoup de matière. Aussi, je vais vous demander de jeter quelques idées sur papier. [LE MODÉRATEUR FAIT UN TOUR DE TABLE POUR VOIR CE QUE LES PARTICIPANTS ONT ÉCRIT ET IL PROPOSE QUELQUES PISTES :]

· Aide financière

· Sécurité alimentaire (p. ex., inspections)

· Commerce international/mise en marché/promotion

· Recherche scientifique

· Soutien à l’innovation

22. Compte tenu de tous les rôles que nous avons mentionnés, y en a-t-il selon vous que le gouvernement devrait jouer davantage dans le secteur agricole? Le gouvernement devrait-il en faire plus pour soutenir le secteur agricole?

· Attendu que : les importations coûtent souvent moins cher

· Attendu que : le prix des aliments représente de nos jours un pourcentage moins élevé des dépenses des ménages que par le passé. Faut-il s’en surprendre? 

· Le gouvernement devrait-il investir davantage dans la recherche et l’innovation? Dans quel genre de recherche?

· Y a-t-il quoi que ce soit de particulier au sujet de ce secteur? Le gouvernement devrait-il accorder plus d’attention à ce secteur de l’économie qu’à d’autres?

· Devrait-il en faire moins dans certains cas?

5.
Choix des consommateurs

23. Avez-vous modifié votre façon d’acheter vos aliments / de faire vos choix alimentaires?

· Achetez-vous plus de produits locaux?

24. Qu’y a-t-il d’important pour vous à propos des aliments que vous achetez / consommez?

· La qualité

· La sécurité

· Ce qui est bon pour l’environnement (est-ce facile ou difficile à évaluer?)

· Le prix

· Le mode de production (est-ce facile ou difficile à évaluer?)

· Le pays d’origine

25. Cherchez-vous à vous tenir informé?

· Comment vous tenez-vous informé?

26. Avez-vous l’impression d’avoir besoin de plus amples renseignements sur les produits alimentaires et les modes de production? 

6.
Effets sur l’environnement (10 minutes)

27. Dans le sondage auprès des Canadiens dont je vous ai parlé, il a été question de l’effet des activités agricoles sur l’environnement. Plus précisément, la question était celle-ci : « De façon générale, croyez-vous que les activités agricoles ont un effet positif sur l’environnement, qu’elles ont un effet négatif ou qu’elles n’ont aucun effet? » Je vais vous donner tout à l’heure le résultat du sondage mais, tout d’abord, je me demande quelle serait votre réponse à cette question? 

· Pourquoi êtes-vous de cet avis? À quelle sorte de facteurs pensez-vous?

· Le sondage a donné les résultats suivants : 59 % pour un effet positif, 22 % pour un effet négatif et 17 % pour aucun effet. Que pensez-vous de ce résultat? 

· Les producteurs font-ils l’impossible pour réduire au minimum les effets environnementaux?
28. Nous avons posé la même question aux producteurs canadiens et obtenu une opinion contraire à celle du public. Ils sont d’avis que les activités agricoles ont un effet plus positif.
· Pourquoi est-ce ainsi, pensez-vous? 

· Qu’est-ce que les producteurs pourraient faire pour modifier l’opinion des consommateurs?

· Qui devrait s’en occuper (les producteurs, le gouvernement, les citoyens)? 

7.
Science et innovation (15 minutes)

29. Quelle est l’importance des sciences et de l’innovation pour l’agriculture canadienne? 

· Pouvez-vous donner des exemples du rôle que la science et l’innovation jouent dans l’agriculture canadienne?

30. En matière d’agriculture, dans quel genre de recherche le gouvernement devrait-il investir?

· Recherche exploratoire/fondamentale?

· Cultures résistantes aux maladies et aux parasites?

· Produits biologiques? Sans herbicides / pesticides? Sans hormones?

· Recherche dans de nouveaux produits et de nouvelles techniques?

· Médicaments, vaccins, vitamines

· Utilisation de produits agricoles à d’autres fins qu’alimentaires? Pouvez-vous en nommer?

· Biocarburants, produits industriels

· Que pensez-vous de convertir les déchets agricoles en biocarburants?

· Changements climatiques?

MERCI BEAUCOUP DE VOTRE PARTICIPATION

D’ici quelques mois le rapport sera disponible en ligne par le biais du site Web porr-rrop.gc.ca
Strategic Issues and Growing Forward Focus Group Study (2010)
Producers moderator’s GUIDE 

1.
Introduction (5 Minutes)

Explanation of format and “ground rules”:

· Purpose of the discussion.

· Discussions are being audio taped for research purposes.

· All comments are confidential.

· Please try to speak one at a time. There aren’t any wrong answers to the things we’ll be talking about — we’re just looking for your honest opinions.

· It’s okay to disagree. Please speak up even if you think you’re the only one who feels a certain way about an issue. 
· Moderator’s role: raise issues for discussion, watch for time and make sure everyone has a chance to participate.
· Observers behind the glass/via camera. 
· Participant introductions: First name, length of time as an agricultural producer and type of farm operation (i.e., What do you produce)?

2.
Ice-Breaker/Outlook (15 Minutes)

31. What kind of farmer are you?
· What do you grow/produce?

32. What kind of year has it been for agricultural producers in the area?
33. Are you generally optimistic or pessimistic about the future? What is your outlook for your farm/operation?

· What are the key factors that influence your outlook? In other words, what causes you to be mainly optimistic or pessimistic?

· Some of you have mentioned the issue of profitability. Let’s talk specifically about that for a few minutes. What are the key factors that will affect your operation’s level of profitability over the next five years?

3.
Change and Innovation (20 Minutes)

34. As I mentioned to you during the introduction, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada conducted a telephone survey of producers earlier this past year. One of the questions asked producers if they are doing anything significantly different compared to two years ago. How would you answer this question: Are you doing anything differently as an agricultural producer compared to two years ago? 

· Have you had to adapt or change to survive as a producer? Why? 

· Is change part of a normal practice in order to reduce costs, innovate or increase productivity?

· Is the status-quo realistic?

· What is the biggest change you’ve made?

· And thinking ahead, say two to five years, do you expect to make significant changes to your operation? What sort of changes?

35. Have you thought about developing or introducing new or different products or production techniques? Can you tell us about that (e.g., Which ones and why)?

· What do you see as the main opportunities for doing this?

· And are there any obstacles to doing this?

36. Is the government working on the right kind of research? 

· What kind of research should the government be funding?

4.
The Environment (20 Minutes)

37. The survey of agricultural producers also asked about the impact of agricultural activities on the environment. Specifically, the question was: “In general, do you believe that agricultural activities have a positive impact, a negative impact, or no impact at all on the environment?” I’ll tell you what the survey said in a minute, but first, I’m wondering how you would answer that question? What have you done?

· Why do you say that? What sort of factors are you thinking about?

· The survey results were: 59% positive impact, 22% negative impact and 17% no impact. What do you think of this result? 

38. We asked Canadian consumers the same question, and their views are at odds with those of producers. They feel that agricultural activities have a less positive impact.

· Why do you think that is? 

· Is it important to help change the perspective of consumers?

· Who should play a role in this (producers vs. government)? 

39. How worried are you about climate change? What do you need to do to prepare for/anticipate for climate change? 
· What are some of the challenges? 

· Are you having to think of adaption or mitigation strategies?

· Does climate change provide any opportunities? For example: practices that reduce greenhouse gas emissions caused by agriculture

40. What is your understanding of “bio-security”?

· How, if at all, does bio-security fit into your operation?

· What are the things that have made it easier for you to implement bio-security measures?

· And, is there anything that makes it harder for you to implement bio-security measures?

· Do you have concerns about traceability? 

5.
Marketing (15 Minutes)

41. Do you sell to the local market, national market or export market?

42. How important to you/your operation is the Canadian market compared to the international market? 

43. How easy or difficult is it for you to gain market access? Why? What are some of the barriers and challenges?

44. Have you heard of the Branding Canada initiative?

Just so that we are on the same page, let me tell you a bit about it [MODERATOR USES THE FOLLOWING TO INFORM PARTICIPANTS]: 

Recent market research shows that Canada enjoys a positive image/brand around the world. Our food and agriculture products are considered safe, fresh, and natural. The Branding Canada initiative was developed in partnership with industry, and provincial governments to help take Canada’s strong international image and use it leverage it to increase the sales and profile of Canadian food and agriculture products by differentiating Canadian products from those of from other countries.

· Now that I’ve given you a bit of information, what to you think of the Branding Canada initiative? 

· How can you participate / play a role / support this?

45. Let’s talk about the domestic market now. How do you feel about the Canadian consumer? For example, how do you think most Canadians look at food in terms of where it is produced, and related aspects, such as price, quality and safety? Do you feel like you have the support of Canadian consumers?

46. How do you stay current in terms of consumer preferences?

6.
Experiences with Agricultural Programming (25 Minutes)

47. Have you heard of Growing Forward?

· How would you explain it to a farmer who hasn’t heard of it before?

48. Have you had much experience with the Growing Forward programs? Can you tell me about that?

· What do you think governments should know about Growing Forward from a farmer’s perspective? What do you want to tell them?

49. What should be government’s role in income stabilization programs?

· How much should the government invest in income support/stabilization programs vs. science and innovation? 

7.
Testing of Communications Material

In the time that we have left, I’d like to obtain your reaction to some draft communications materials, including two versions of a print ad and two versions of a radio spot. We will look at the versions of the print ad first. The idea is to react to the first one and then the second one (e.g., appeal, main message, credibility). After that I will ask you to pick the version you prefer/think is best and to tell me why. The last thing we will do is to identify potential improvements to your preferred version. The same approach will be used for the radio spots. Let’s look at the first print ad version [Moderator rotates the order in which the versions are presented across the focus groups.]
· What is your overall reaction to this ad?

· And what about: Main message/ what is the ad saying to you? Target audience/who is the ad aimed at? Credibility? Visual appeal?

· Are there any words or phrases that you particularly like or dislike?

· Is there anything confusing/unclear about it?

[Moderator repeats above questions with alternate version of the ad]

· Now, which of the two versions of the ad do you prefer?

· Why do you prefer it?

· How would you improve it so that producers are more likely to notice it, read it and follow-up by finding out more about Growing Forward?

[Moderator repeats above process with the two versions of the radio spots, with minor adjustments (e.g., probing for appeal rather than “visual appeal”)]

8.
Information Needs (15 minutes)

We’ve covered a lot of ground tonight. Before we end, I’m wondering where you obtain information on agricultural issues.

50. Where do you get your information about government programs and services for agricultural producers?
· What about information on issues such as environmentally sustainable farming?

· What about new technology and innovation?

51. Do you visit the AAFC’s website?

· Do you know of any organized groups, such as associations or committees, for producers? Do you turn to them for information?

· Do you subscribe to any publications, such as newsletters or trade newspapers, for information?

· Are there any web sites, includes blogs that you check regularly for information?

· Do you know of any sites on Facebook or MySpace devoted to Canadian agricultural producers? Would you like to see one started by the government?

· Would you like to see a blog or some sort of online forum for Canadian producers? How about as a way for the government to exchange information with producers?

52. Now what would you say are the one or two issues that you would like to know more about. For example, think about issues of importance to your operation, but for which you have trouble finding reliable information. [Take a minute to think about this and jot down a few points].

53. What is the best way for the Government of Canada to communicate with you?
· How much does the mode of communication depend on what the issue is (e.g., research and technology vs. a new program designed to help farmers purchase equipment)?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOU PARTICIPATION

Please note that in the coming months the report will be available online via the website porr-rrop.gc.ca

Enjeux stratégiques et cultivons l’avenir 

ÉTUDE PAR DISCUSSION DE GROUPE (2010)
Guide du modérateur - Producteurs 

1.
Introduction (5 minutes)

Explication du format et « règles de base » :

· But de la discussion.

· Les discussions sont enregistrées sur bande sonore aux fins de la recherche.

· Tout ce que vous direz sera traité de manière confidentielle.

· Efforcez-vous d’intervenir une personne à la fois. Il n’y a pas de mauvaise réponse aux questions que nous allons poser — nous voulons simplement connaître le fond de votre pensée.

· Il est permis d’être en désaccord. Prononcez-vous même si vous vous croyez la seule personne à être d’un certain avis sur une question. 
· Rôle du modérateur : soulever les sujets à débattre, surveiller l’heure et voir à ce que chacun ait la chance de prendre la parole.
· Il y a des observateurs de placés derrière le miroir / la caméra. 
· Présentation des participants : prénom, années comme producteur agricole et nature des opérations agricoles (c.-à-d., qu’est-ce que vous produisez?).

2.
Entrée en matière/Perspectives (15 minutes)

54. Quel genre d’agriculteur êtes-vous?
· Qu’est-ce que vous cultivez/produisez?

55. Quelle sorte d’année avez-vous eue comme producteur agricole dans la région?
56. De façon générale, envisagez-vous l’avenir avec optimisme ou pessimisme? Quelles sont vos perspectives au sujet de votre ferme/entreprise?

· Quels sont les principaux facteurs qui influent sur vos perspectives? Autrement dit, qu’est-ce qui vous rend surtout optimiste ou pessimiste?

· Certains ont parlé de profit ou de rentabilité. Discutons un moment de cet aspect particulier. Quels sont les principaux facteurs qui vont influer sur le niveau de rentabilité de votre entreprise au cours des cinq prochaines années?

3.
Changement et innovation (20 minutes)

57. Comme je vous l’ai mentionné en introduction, Agriculture et Agroalimentaire Canada a mené un sondage téléphonique auprès des producteurs agricoles l’an dernier. L’une des questions consistait à leur demander s’ils faisaient quoi que ce soit de sensiblement différent comparativement à il y a deux ans. Que répondriez-vous à cette question : Faites-vous quoi que ce soit de différent comme producteur agricole comparativement à il y a deux ans? 
· Avez-vous été obligé de faire des adaptations ou des changements pour survivre en tant que producteur? Pourquoi? 

· Le changement est-il quelque chose de normal quand on veut réduire ses frais, innover ou augmenter sa productivité?

· Le statu quo est-il réaliste?

· Quel est le plus gros changement que vous avez fait?

· Et à l’avenir, disons d’ici deux à cinq ans, prévoyez-vous apporter des changements importants dans votre entreprise? Quelle sorte de changements?

58. Avez-vous pensé à développer ou à adopter des produits ou techniques de production nouveaux ou différents? Pouvez-vous nous en parler (p. ex., lesquels et pourquoi)?
· Qu’entrevoyez-vous comme principales possibilités de le faire?

· Et y a-t-il des obstacles pour le faire?

59. Le gouvernement s’adonne-t-il au bon genre de recherche? 
· Quel genre de recherche le gouvernement devrait-il subventionner?

4.
L’environnement (20 minutes)

60. Dans le sondage auprès des producteurs agricoles, il a aussi été question de l’effet des activités agricoles sur l’environnement. Plus précisément, la question était celle-ci : « De façon générale, croyez-vous que les activités agricoles ont un effet positif sur l’environnement, qu’elles ont un effet négatif ou qu’elles n’ont aucun effet? » Je vais vous donner tout à l’heure le résultat du sondage mais, tout d’abord, je me demande quelle serait votre réponse à cette question? Quelle est-elle?
· Pourquoi êtes-vous de cet avis? À quelle sorte de facteurs pensez-vous?

· Le sondage a donné les résultats suivants : 59 % pour un effet positif, 22 % pour un effet négatif et 17 % pour aucun effet. Que pensez-vous de ce résultat? 

61. Nous avons posé la même question à des consommateurs canadiens et obtenu une opinion contraire à celle des producteurs. Ils sont d’avis que les activités agricoles ont un effet moins positif.
· Pourquoi est-ce ainsi, pensez-vous? 

· Est-il important d’aider à faire changer d’avis les consommateurs?

· Qui devrait s’en occuper (les producteurs ou bien le gouvernement)? 

62. Dans quelle mesure vous inquiétez-vous des changements climatiques? Que devrez-vous faire pour vous préparer aux changements climatiques, pour les anticiper? 
· Quels sont quelques-uns des défis? 

· Devez-vous penser à des stratégies d’adaptation ou d’atténuation?

· Les changements climatiques fournissent-ils l’occasion de faire certaines choses?

· Par exemple : adopter des méthodes qui réduisent les émissions de gaz à effet de serre provenant de l’agriculture.

63. Selon vous, qu’est-ce que la « biosécurité »?
· Comment, le cas échéant, la biosécurité s’insère-t-elle dans votre entreprise?

· Qu’est-ce qui vous a facilité l’adoption de mesures de biosécurité?

· Y a-t-il quoi que ce soit qui vous rend difficile l’adoption de mesures de biosécurité?

· La question de traçabilité vous préoccupe-t-elle? 

5.
Marketing (15 minutes)

64. Vendez-vous sur le marché local, le marché national ou le marché d’exportation?
65. Quelle est pour vous/votre entreprise l’importance du marché canadien par opposition au marché international? 
66. Dans quelle mesure vous est-il facile ou difficile d’avoir accès au marché? Pourquoi? Quels sont quelques-uns des obstacles et des défis?
67. Avez-vous entendu parler de l’initiative de promotion de l’image de marque Canada?
Pour que nous soyons tous sur la même longueur d’onde, je vais vous en parler un peu [LE MODÉRATEUR S’INSPIRE DU PARAGRAPHE CI-DESSOUS POUR INFORMER LES PARTICIPANTS] : 

De récentes recherches sur le marché montrent que le Canada jouit d’une image de marque positive partout dans le monde. Nos produits agroalimentaires sont jugés sécuritaires, frais et naturels. L’initiative de promotion de l’image de marque Canada a été mise au point en partenariat avec l’industrie et les gouvernements provinciaux pour aider à se servir de la solide image du Canada sur la scène internationale comme d’un levier afin d’accroître les ventes et le profil des produits agroalimentaires canadiens en les démarquant de ceux de pays étrangers.

a. Maintenant que vous en savez un peu plus, que pensez-vous de l’initiative de promotion de l’image de marque Canada? 

b. Comment pouvez-vous y participer / y jouer un rôle / l’appuyer?

68. parlons maintenant du marché intérieur. Quelle est votre impression du consommateur canadien? Par exemple, comment les Canadiens perçoivent-ils les aliments, selon vous, du point de vue de leur lieu de production et de divers aspects connexes comme le prix, la qualité et la sécurité? Avez-vous l’impression d’avoir le soutien des consommateurs canadiens?
69. Comment vous tenez-vous au courant des préférences des consommateurs?
6. 
Expérience des programmes agricoles
(25 minutes)

70. Avez-vous entendu parler de Cultivons l’avenir?

· Comment expliqueriez-vous cela à un agriculteur qui n’en a jamais entendu parler?

71. Avez-vous eu beaucoup d’expérience avec les programmes de Cultivons l’avenir? Pouvez-vous m’en parler?

· Que pensez-vous que les gouvernements devraient savoir au sujet de Cultivons l’avenir dans la perspective d’un agriculteur? Que voudriez-vous leur faire savoir?

72. Quel devrait être le rôle du gouvernement en ce qui concerne les programmes de stabilisation du revenu?

· Dans quelle mesure le gouvernement devrait-il investir dans les programmes de soutien ou de stabilisation du revenu, plutôt que dans les sciences et l’innovation? 

7.
Mise à l’essai de matériel de communication

Dans le temps qu’il nous reste, j’aimerais obtenir votre réaction à une ébauche de matériel de communication, dont deux versions d’une annonce imprimée et deux versions d’une annonce radio. Voyons d’abord l’annonce imprimée. Il s’agit de réagir d’abord à la première version, puis à la seconde (p. ex., attrait, message principal, crédibilité). Ensuite, je voudrai savoir quelle est la version que vous préférez ou que vous trouvez la meilleure, et vous demander de me dire pourquoi. Enfin, nous tâcherons de trouver des améliorations qu’il y aurait peut-être lieu d’apporter à votre version préférée. Nous procéderons de la même façon pour les annonces radio. Voyons la première version de l’annonce imprimée. [Le modérateur présente les versions en rotation dans les divers groupes de discussion.]
· Quelle est votre réaction générale à cette annonce?

· Et que dites-vous de ceci : le message principal/ce que  l’annonce vous dit? Le public visé/à qui cette annonce s’adresse-t-elle? Sa crédibilité? Son attrait visuel?

· Y a-t-il des mots ou des expressions qui vous plaisent ou déplaisent en particulier?

· Y a-t-il quelque chose qui porte à confusion/manque de clarté?

[Le modérateur répète les questions ci-dessus à propos de l’autre version de l’annonce.]

· Et maintenant, laquelle des deux versions de l’annonce préférez-vous?

· Pourquoi la préférez-vous?

· Que feriez-vous pour l’améliorer afin que les producteurs soient plus susceptibles de la remarquer, de la lire et d’y donner suite en se renseignant davantage sur Cultivons l’avenir?

[Le modérateur reprend le processus ci-dessus pour les deux versions de l’annonce radio, en l’adaptant quelque peu (p. ex.., en parlant simplement de son attrait et non de son « attrait visuel ».)]

8.
Besoins en matière d’information (15 minutes)

Nous avons parlé de beaucoup de choses ce soir. Avant de terminer, j’aimerais savoir où vous obtenez votre information sur les questions agricoles.

73. Où obtenez-vous des renseignements sur les programmes et services gouvernementaux destinés aux producteurs agricoles?

· Et de l’information sur des questions comme l’agriculture durable du point de vue de l’environnement?

· Et sur la nouvelle technologie et l’innovation?

74. Consultez-vous le site Web d’Agriculture et Agroalimentaire Canada?

· Connaissez-vous des groupes organisés, comme des associations ou des comités pour producteurs? Les consultez-vous pour de l’information?

· Êtes-vous abonné à des publications comme des bulletins d’information ou des journaux professionnels?

· Y a-t-il des sites Web, y compris des blogues, que vous consultez de façon régulière?

· Connaissez-vous des sites dans Facebook ou MySpace qui sont consacrés aux producteurs agricoles canadiens? Aimeriez-vous que le gouvernement en lance un?

· Aimeriez-vous qu’il existe un blogue ou un quelconque forum de discussion en ligne destiné aux producteurs canadiens? Que diriez-vous si c’était un moyen pour le gouvernement d’échanger de l’information avec les producteurs?

75. Et maintenant, auriez-vous une ou deux questions sur lesquelles vous aimeriez en savoir davantage? Pensez, par exemple, à des questions importantes pour votre entreprise mais au sujet desquelles vous avez de la difficulté à trouver des renseignements dignes de confiance. [Prenez un moment de réflexion puis jetez quelques idées sur papier.]

76. Quelle est la meilleure façon pour le gouvernement du Canada de communiquer avec vous?

· À quel point le mode de communication dépend-il du sujet en cause (p. ex., recherche et technologie par opposition à un nouveau programme pour aider les agriculteurs à acheter de l’équipement)?

MERCI BEAUCOUP DE VOTRE PARTICIPATION

D’ici quelques mois le rapport sera disponible en ligne par le biais du site Web porr-rrop.gc.ca

Appendix C

Draft Communications Materials

Growing Forward Advertising

Concept 1

Radio Script

(narrator voice)

Growing Forward is all about building a better future for Canada’s agriculture and the agri-food industry with responsive, predictable and bankable programs to help Canada’s farmers -  

Growing Forward provides a range of programs and services to help Canada’s farmers build their operations, expand their markets, reduce the costs of production and improve our environment. 

To find out more, visit AGR.GC.CA / Growing Forward or Call 1-877-842-5604

A Message from the Government of Canada 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Publicité pour Cultivons l’avenir

Concept 1

Transcription radiophonique

(voix du narrateur)

Cultivons l’avenir a pour but de bâtir un avenir meilleur pour l’agriculture et l’industrie agroalimentaire au Canada en offrant aux agriculteurs des programmes prévisible et mieux adaptés à leurs besoins.

Cultivons l’avenir offre un éventail de programmes et services permettant aux agriculteurs de bâtir leur exploitation, d’élargir leurs marchés, de réduire les coûts de production et d’améliorer l’environnement. 

Pour en savoir plus, visitez agr.gc.ca/cultivonslavenir ou composez le 1‑877-842-5604 

Un message du gouvernement du Canada 

[image: image3.jpg]Growing Forward

Growing Forward delivers programs and services
to Canada’s farmers, builds their business operations,
expands their markets and safeguards our environment.

Growing Forward focuses on results
and delivers programs that are simple and effective, that
meets the local needs of farmers and agricultural industries.

Responsive, predictable and bankable programs
for Canada’s farmers and farm businesses - Growing Forward
is all about building a better future for the agriculture and the
agri-food industry.

Find out more about Growing Forward
programs and services

Visit agr.gc.ca/growingforward
Call 1-877-842-5604
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Cultivons I'avenir offre des programmes et des services
aux agriculteurs canadiens, les aide a batir leur exploitation,
a développer leurs activités et a protéger I'environnement.

Cultivons I'avenir met I'accent sur les résultats
et offre des programmes qui sont simples, efficaces et
répondent aux besoins locaux des agriculteurs et des
industries agricoles.

Cultivons I'avenir ¢’est béatir un avenir meilleur pour

I'agriculture et I'industrie agroalimentaire au Canada
par le biais de programmes mieux adaptés aux besoins, plus
prévisibles et susceptibles d’un concours bancaire immédiat
pour les agriculteurs canadiens et les exploitations agricoles.

Pour en savoir plus sur les programmes
et les services de Cultivons I'avenir

Visitez agr.gc.ca/cultivonslavenir
Composez le 1-877-842-5604
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Growing Forward Advertising

Concept 2

Radio Script

(Each statement is voiced by a farmer / Agri-Food business owner or a scientist type: male, female, young, old, accents representative of dialects across Canada)

(male voice Alberta)

Growing Forward is about selling my beef to Canadians and the world.

(younger male ex. Ontario)

Growing Forward is about getting the education I need to work in an agri-business.

(female ex. Quebec)

Growing Forward is about supporting local farmers like me and helping me build a profitable farming operation.

(male ex. Eastern Canada)

Growing Forward is about developing new and healthy food choices.

(female ex. Immigrant accent )

Growing Forward is about research, new medicines, new plant and seed varieties and food safety systems. 

(Narrator)

Growing Forward is about the future of Canadian Agriculture.

To find out more, visit AGR.GC.CA / Growing Forward or Call 1-877-842-5604 

A Message from the Government of Canada 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Publicité pour Cultivons l’avenir

Concept 2

Transcription radiophonique

(Chaque énoncé est lu par un agriculteur, un propriétaire d’exploitation agroalimentaire ou un scientifique. Catégories : homme, femme, jeunes, ainés, accents qui représentent divers dialectes du Canada. 

(voix d’homme en Alberta)

Cultivons l’avenir c’est vendre mon bœuf ici au Canada et partout dans le monde.  

(voix d’un homme plus jeune de l’Ontario, par exemple)

Cultivons l’avenir me permet de faire les études nécessaires pour que je puisse obtenir un emploi dans une entreprise agrocommerciale.  

(voix d’une femme du Québec, par exemple)

Cultivons l’avenir appuie les agriculteurs locaux comme moi et m’aide à mettre sur pied une exploitation agricole rentable. 

(voix d’un homme de l’est du Canada, par exemple)

Cultivons l’avenir c’est mettre sur le marché de nouveaux aliments sains. 

(voix de femme avec un accent étranger)

Cultivons l’avenir c’est la recherche et la création de nouveaux médicaments, de nouvelles plantes et variétés de semence, et de renforcer les systèmes d’assurance de la salubrité des aliments. 

(narrateur)

Cultivons l’avenir c’est l’avenir de l’agriculture au Canada!

Pour en savoir plus, visitez agr.gc.ca/cultivonslavenir ou composez le 1‑877-842-5604 

Un message du gouvernement du Canada 
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Growing Forward

Growing Forward offers programs
and services to help Canada’s farmers.

Growing Forward is about:
Selling Canadian food to the world.
Developing and educating a new generation of farmers
and agri-business professionals.
Supporting local farmers, building farming operations
and providing flexible funding to cover farm margin declines.
Developing new and healthy food choices and helping the agricultural
industry succeed in Canada and the world.
New research, new medicines and technologies, and new plant
and seed varieties
Securing the safety of our food.

Growing Forward is about the future
of Canadian agriculture.

To find out more about how Growing Forward programs
and services can help your agricultural business:

Visit agr.gc.ca/growingforward

Call 1-877-842-5604
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Cultivons I'avenir offre des programmes et des
services pour aider les agriculteurs canadiens.

Cultivons I'avenir permet :

e De vendre des aliments canadiens partout dans le monde.

e De former et d’éduquer la prochaine génération d’agriculteurs
et de professionnels dans les entreprises agrocommerciales.
D’appuyer les agriculteurs locaux, de batir des exploitations agricoles
et de fournir du financement flexible pour assumer les baisses de profits.
De mettre sur le marché de nouveaux aliments sains et d'aider
I'industrie agricole a connaitre un grand succes au Canada et partout
dans le monde.
De faire de la recherche et de créer de nouveaux médicaments,
de nouvelles plantes et de nouvelles variétés de semence
De renforcer le systéme de salubrité des aliments.

Cultivons I'avenir, c’est I'avenir
de I'agriculture au Canada.

Pour en savoir plus sur les fagons dont les programmes
et services de Cultivons I'avenir peuvent contribuer

a vos activités agricoles,

Visitez agr.gc.ca/cultivonslavenir

Composez le 1-877-842-5604
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Polarizing: Many don’t care about export markets





They don’t need help





Aimed at consumers?





Not relevant to some





Unclear.�Meant literally?





“They don’t need help”





Rings hollow








� 	The decision to test draft materials was made late in the projects design phase. The materials were not available in time to be tested with producers in Kelowna.


� 	A base station monitors GPS satellites and continuously calculates a position. Since the base station is stationary, any perceived motion caused by atmospheric delays is measured and broadcast (multiple times per second) as a correction to the vehicle. These real-time corrections enable the system to deliver sub-inch accurate and repeatable machine control.


� 	It is also important to note that, due to time constraints, Branding Canada was raised for discussion in about half of the focus groups.


� 	Recent market research shows that Canada enjoys a positive image/brand around the world. Our food and agriculture products are considered safe, fresh, and natural. The Branding Canada initiative was developed in partnership with industry, and provincial governments to help take Canada’s strong international image and use it to leverage and increase the sales and profile of Canadian food and agriculture products by differentiating Canadian products from those of other countries.


� 	It should be noted that this is a rough segmentation based on qualitative research data. And thus, should be seen as equivalent to a segmentation analysis (or typology) based on multivariate analysis of survey data.
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Growing Forward

Growing Forward offers programs
and services to help Canada’s farmers.

Growing Forward is about:
e Selling Canadian food to the world.
e Developing and educating a new generation of farmers
and agri-business professionals.
e Supporting local farmers, building farming operations
and providing flexible funding to cover farm margin declines.
e Developing new and healthy food choices and helping
the agricultural industry succeed in Canada and the world.
e New research, new medicines and technologies,
and new plant and seed varieties.
e Securing the safety of our food.

Growing Forward is about
the future of Canadian agriculture.

To find out more about how Growing Forward programs
and services can help your agricultural business:
Visit agr.gc.ca/growingforward

Call 1-800 0 Canada
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Growing Forward

Growing Forward delivers programs and services
to Ganada’s farmers, builds their business operations,
expands their markets and safeguards our environment.

Growing Forward focuses on results
and delivers programs that are simple and effective, that
meets the local needs of farmers and agricultural industries.

Responsive, predictable and bankable programs
for Canada’s farmers and farm businesses -
Growing Forward is all about building a better future
for the agriculture and the agri-food industry.

Find out more about Growing Forward
programs and services

Visit agr.gc.ca/growingforward
Call 1-800 O Canada
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