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PEI Food Security Network  
Food Production and Distribution Group 

Policy Directions Workshop (Study Document - Growing the Island Way: The Next Chapter for the 
Agriculture and Agri-food Economy of Prince Edward Island) 

Monday, March 23rd 2009 
Murphy’s Community Centre, Charlottetown, PEI 

 
Participants: Irene Burge, Charmaine Campbell, Nancy Clement, Susan Fitzpatrick, Leo Garland, Rita Jackson, 
Maureen Larkin, Jane Ledwell, Jane McNeil, Michelle MacCallum, Irene Novaczek, Reg Phelan, Byron 
Sawatzky, Sarah Roach-Lewis, Cathy Ronahan, Peter Walker 
Animators: Marie Burge and Michel Daoust-Wheatley 
 
Workshop Objectives: 

•   to identify Growing the Island Way... as a continuation of past policy directions 
•   to situate Growing the Island Way... within the current PEI development strategies 
•   to critique the process used in the development of Growing the Island Way...  
•   to analyze the stated vision, mission, goals and targets of Growing the Island Way... from the         
perspective of food security 
•   to identify actions and next steps   

 
1.0  Agriculture Policy History  
 Marie Burge presented an overview of the “progression” of agriculture policy at national 
level and provincial levels (Appendix 1) 
  
Discussion: What would a “Third Wave” look like if it were an actual break with past 
directions? 
 The group talked about how there had seemed to be some breaks in the past. Positive signs in 
the last century include the Wheat Board and the Crows Nest Agreement. However, there has 
been no break in the general trend. 
 Somebody asked if farmers had been OK with the developments in the late 60's and early 
70's. The farmers that benefited were likely happy, but one participant talked about the tractor 
protests in 1969, where 1000's of farmers blocked highways. 
 The group also spoke about how during the consolidation of farms in that time, bankruptcies 
wee fewer because the government loaned people money so they could buy their neighbours; 
land and increase the size of their farms. 
 
2.0  Influence of Current PEI Development Trends Guiding “Growing the Island Way...” 
Irene Novaczek presented a “decoding” of the document from the point of view of other political 
and economic strategies, and explained how the document fits in with another PEI development 
document, “ Island Prosperity” (Appendix 2) 
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2.1  The Power of Language 
Jane Ledwell presented a sample decoding example of “agri-food” (Appendix 3). 
 Participants then worked in small groups, discerning the meaning of the words in the 
document context and identifying their alternative meaning in a supposed food security text. 
Each group reported their main discussion points to the rest of the participants. 
 The word reviewed by the group were “niche markets”,”market-led”, “professional agri-food 
operations managers and owners”, and “non-food biomass” (Appendix 4).  Participant agreed 
that the meaning of the words they had been given was not clear. There was discussion around 
the use of language in the report and the difficulty that people had in reading the document. 
 One participant recalled one of the co-authors admitting that some words such as “industry” 
were used in the report to mean different things, sometime including farmers and sometimes not.  

    
3.0 Vision, Mission, Goals, and Targets Expressed in Growing the Island Way... 
Michel Daoust-Wheatley presented a short overview of  the Vision, Mission, Goals, and Targets 
(VMGT) as expressed in the document (Appendix 5). 
 
Vision Mission, Goals, and Targets as expressed in “Growing the Island Way” 
 Michel talked about how the main focus of this section was how Island agriculture can 
contribute to PEI economy. Nowhere in this section is the word “food” present, except within the 
term “agri-food”. Michel commented on how these same VMGT could be used for any other 
industry. They fail, as the entire document does, to recognize that agriculture produces food, and 
thus cannot be treated in the same way as the auto industry, for example. The VMGT as 
expressed in this document do not point to any benefits for islanders, except under the 
assumption that a bigger GDP means a better quality of life, which certainly is not the case. 
 In small groups, participants created samples of  vision, mission, goals and targets 
appropriate for an agriculture policy directions document, which adequately addresses food 
security principles. 
 
Vision:  
• working with and ecologically 
• provide food for community and livable income for producers 
• the end of monoculture 
• people and food  
  
• culturally rooted agriculture 
• prosperous farms/farm families 
• healthy soil, water, air 
• food production for local market before export and before non-food “crops” 
 
• produce what people demand/want/need 
• enough nutritional food for everyone 
• family farm be $ compensated a living wage 
• flourishing rural communities 
• preserve natural environment 
• collective responsibility and shared cost 
• domestic/local food policy 
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Mission: 
• $ incentives coming from policy 
• educate eaters and policy makers 
• get out of free trade? Into fair trade? 
• Set up orderly marketing systems for all farm products  
  
Goals 
• farms providing fair trade food for local eating 
• all community members having access to healthy diverse food 
• reconnecting people with the production and harvesting of the food they eat (education, farm 

tours)  
 
Targets  
• farmers will receive at least cost of production NOW! 
• By 2015 orderly marketing framework/policies/legislation will be in place 
• by 2015 Island families will meet at least 50% of their food needs through direct 

relationships with local producers  
 
4.0 The Process Used in the Development of Growing the Island Way... 
Reg Phelan commented on the style of the document. 
 Reg recalled Rory Francis (co-chair of the report) responding to a question about 
recommendations made by the NFU during the consultation process. Mr. Francis said that if the 
commission had accepted the recommendations, the result would have been a short report which 
would have not been accepted by government and would have gone nowhere. Reg suggested that 
the report is tailored to what government wants to hear. For example, it repeatedly mentions 
adopting ‘market-led culture”, letting the “market decide”, and focussing on competition. 
 Farm organizations that could challenge the process are not needed.  Their past role in 
influencing public policy - for example the Lands Protection Act- are not recognized. 
 The report calls for one farm organization - the Agri Food Alliance.  This alliance would be 
made up of Bankers, ACOA, Department fo Agriculture, Processors (e.g. Cavendish Farms), 
retailers, and selected farmers. The report encourages farmers to “buddy up” to these groups, 
using language like “the industry is to emerge anew by connecting to all necessary elements of 
prosperity”. This arms-length body has no public policy mandate or responsibility, and could 
easily approve GMO and other research.   
 
Byron Sawatzky discussed the process used in developing the document, and recounted his 
personal experience in the consultation process. 
 The writers of the report state that through the consultation process, they tried to encourage 
discussion, debate and consensus-building with all agri-food systems and partners. They also 
state that collaboration is necessary for success in the agri-food system. One of their main 
suggestions for achieving this collaboration is through the implementation of the Agri Food 
Alliance - which will be made of members appointed by them. 
 Some members of the FSN and NFU attended some of the “consensus building” sessions.  
Byron talked about his personal experience. Attendees in the sessions were split into groups 
which had be pre-selected by the commission. Each group included people (up to 2 or 3 in a 
group of 8)  who had been on the steering and writing committee for the report, which created a 
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fairly intimidating impression. The questions were presented in a way where the answer was 
either “Yes I agree” or “No I don’t agree”. The discussion allowed was limited, and the nature of 
questions did not allow for a variance of opinions. The moderator of the group was one of the 
authors of the document.  For each group, only one answer (Yes or No), so dissenting voices 
were easily overruled. 
 The NFU was asked to be a part of the consultation process. After reading the consultation 
draft, they released a statement saying that they would not block the report, but that they had 
serious reservations. For example, cost of production and the survival of family farms are 
important issues that were not addressed in the report. A member of the NFU said that they felt 
that their recommendations were heard but not incorporated. 
 Byron concluded by speaking about focus of the report being on industry instead of farmers 
and agri-business instead of food. 
 There were some comments made about how a news release about the report was ready 
before the report was launched and before the farm organizations presented their news releases. 
Concerns of farmers and other organizations were not taken into consideration. 

 
5.0  From the Vicious Circle to a Virtuous Circle 
 Jane Ledwell showed and discussed a pre-drawn “vicious circle” as it was presented in the 
document.. Small groups then created  “Virtuous circles” according to the principles of food 
security. 
 First, Jane asked participants to suggest words and terms that would included in a “virtuous 
circle”, which included the following: happy animals, rural revitalization, good jobs, diversity, 
love of earth, fair price for food, role for government, supportive policies, profitability, culture, 
community pride, respect, healthy people and environment, sustainable technology. 
 One group talked about how all human rights overlap, and can be achieved by changing the 
way we do things. They included water, living wage for all, food, air, social involvement, which 
all point to basic rights. 
 Another group suggested that we don’t always need to create new ideas to make things 
better. Modern and innovation doesn’t necessarily equal improvement. They used food security 
as their goal, and their virtuous circle included diversity (not monoculture), healthy communities 
(animals, plants, insects, soil, people), celebrating the vital contributions of farm families, 
fairness for everyone in the food system, and government taking proactive role in food security. 
 The third group had “ecological agriculture” as their starting point, from which stems good 
food, love of land, liveable incomes, strong culture, diversity, supportive government policies, 
profitability.  From these come happy animals and healthy people, clean air, water and soil, 
satisfied eaters and a strong economy, rural revitalisation and preserving farmland, young 
farmers and old farmers, and the path to fair trade. 
 The group expressed their concern about the relationship between the environment and 
economy. Some see the environment as being something to protect only when everyone is rich, 
which is a very dangerous idea and not true. 
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6.0  Possible Action/Next Steps  
 Due to a lack of time, facilitators decided that participants would think about future 
steps/actions, and bring ideas to another FSN forum scheduled for March 31st.  The Food 
Production and Distribution Working Group decided to meet after the workshop concluded, and 
decided to prepare a statement and questions for the guest speakers from Mexico on March 31st. 
These were to be designed to elicit suggestions and comments from the guest speakers about 
addressing the challenges to food security on PEI. 
 
7.0  Evaluation 
 Susan Fitzpatrick led a verbal evaluation of the workshop. 
 
Opportunities for Improvement:  
• be less amount have better pace 
• time crunched 
• need more time! 
• Fisheries up next 
• look at land use policies and other reports  
 
Good Stuff  
• historical overview 
• construction paper! 
• agenda was comprehensive 
• educational/informative 
• variety of facilitators (different sectors) 
• small group activities 
• spirit and participation 
• great way to unpack report together 
• understanding language 
• shared learning 
• more down to earth that government 
• as a farmer, I feel encouraged and supported  
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Appendix 1: Canadian Agricultural Policy Directions 
 

PEI Food Security Network 
Food Production and Distribution Working Group 

Policy Directions Workshop 
(StudyDocument--Growing the Island Way: 

the Next Chapter for the Agriculture and Agri-food Economy of Prince Edward Island) 
Monday, March 23, 2009 

Canadian Agricultural Policy Directions 
Presented by Marie Burge 

 
NOTE: The period 1897- 1969 was notable in that there was no comprehensive federal 

agricultural policy. Government fulfilled its role as regulator by responding to 
specific concerns and needs in the farming community and in the budding corporate 
sector. This period is characterized especially by the passing of acts and establishing 
programs mainly to ensure continuity of production. Much of the impetus in these 
early days came from Western Canada which because of wheat exports, was more 
advanced in economic-system terms. The production of grains in the prairies was 
mechanized early and the land consolidated to accommodate the machinery and the 
demand for grains worldwide. The following are examples of policies which were 
deemed beneficial during those years.  

 
1897 Crow’s Nest Agreement: An act governing a subsidy offered to the Canadian Pacific 

Railway ("CPR") by the Canadian government. The subsidy was instituted by an 
agreement between the CPR and the federal government made in 1897. The purpose of 
the subsidy was to enable the CPR to expand westward over the Canadian Rockies 
through the Crow’s Nest Pass while reducing the transportation costs for farmers in the 
Canadian Prairies. This route reduced freight rates on grain shipped east to the lake ports 
and on certain goods shipped west. The agreement was modified in 1925 to reduce rates 
on grain. In exchange for cash and perpetual title to the CPR over the lands which the 
railway would run, the CPR would reduce shipping rates for listed agricultural products 
"forever".  
"Forever"ended finally in 1995 when the overnment of Jean Chrétien, replaced the Crow 
with the Western Grain Transition Payment Program, which provided one-time 
payments to farmers to assist them in making the transition away from subsidized 
shipping. 
The CPR continued to do well in this arrangement. 

 
1927 The Canadian Farm Loan Board was established to provide long-term mortgage credit 

to farmers. 
 
NOTE (During the 1930's Depression and through WW II the Federal Government’s policy 

role centered around support schemes to help farmers cope with low and unstable 
incomes.) 

 
1934 Natural Products Marketing Act resulted from a decade-long agitation in the Okanagan 
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for a better system of marketing fruit. This Act did not allow the government to set 
prices and production quotas. The Act (originating in BC) eventually allowed for 
provincial marketing boards of all farm products except grain, and for other natural 
products such as lumber and fish. Its original intentions were humbler. It was at first 
intended to apply only to dairy products and fruit. 

 
1935 Canadian Wheat Board was established 1935 as an important new national institution 

that helped lift Canada out of the Great Depression of the 1930s. It has maintained 
orderly grain marketing through good times and bad ever since. It is an 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING BOARD charged with the orderly marketing of 
western grains. The CWB is the sole marketing agency for prairie WHEAT and 
BARLEY destined for export or for human consumption in Canada. Throughout its 
history the CWB has been a major agent of federal government policy for western 
grains. The CWB administers the government-guaranteed initial prices paid to producers 
and operates a system of annual averaging (pooling) of producers' prices. It regulates 
producers' deliveries of grain to country elevators through delivery quotas and contracts, 
monitors grain markets and prices and helps to co-ordinate delivery of grain to export 
ports. The democratically-elected CWB represents the interests of some 80,000 western 
grain farmers.  
Successive federal governments, controlled by the large grain corporations, have kept 
the CFB under seige. Amendments to the CWB Act in 1998 changed the governance of 
the Board. It would no longer be a Crown Corporation, directed by 3 to 5 appointed 
Commissioners. Instead, western grain farmers would elect 10 CWB directors; 5 more, 
including the president, to be government-appointed. The Harper government, opposing 
any “interference” with the free market has done everything in its power to wrest away 
control of the board. The Harper attack during the past year included direct intervention 
by the federal agriculture minister and several Conservative MPs in the CWB election 
process.  

 
1939 Prairie Farm Assistance Act originated in Saskatchewan but was a recognition that the  

federal government had responsibility for the economic well-being of prairie grain 
farmers. The Act provided for direct payments to farmers who suffered low yields 
through circumstances beyond their control. 

 
1942 The Veteran's Land Administration Act was introduced to assist Second World War 

veterans enter farming, providing the most important source of farm credit at the time. 
 
1944 Agricultural Prices Support Act (in 1958 became the Agriculture Stabilization Act) 

created a board to market products and provided subsidies and 
equalization payments for farmers during the post-war transition  

 
1945 Farm Improvement Loans Act  The Canadian government introduced this Act to 

encourage chartered banks and other lenders to provide short and intermediate term 
credit to Canadian farm operators. This guaranteed loan programme rapidly became 
popular with both lenders and borrowers. 
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1949  Agriculture Products Marketing Act Under this act the federal government can 
authorize boards, established under provincial marketing Acts, to regulate 
interprovincial and export sales. (National agricultural marketing institutions acting 
under separate legislation include the Canadian Wheat Board, a marketing agency for 
major prairie grains which has been in operation since 1935, and the Canadian Dairy 
Commission, established in 1966, which, together with provincial milk boards, 
administers the national dairy supply-management program for milk.) 

 
1959 Farm Credit Act established the Farm Credit Corporation (FCC) as Canada's largest 

agricultural term lender. It was dedicated exclusively to serving the financial needs of 
Canadian farmers. The federal Crown agency succeeded the Canadian Farm Loan 
Board, in operation since 1929. FCC's purpose was to enhance rural Canada by 
providing specialized and personalized financial services to farming operations, 
including family farms, and to those businesses in rural Canada, including small and 
medium-sized businesses related to farming. FCC is a Crown Corporation that reports to 
Parliament through the Minister of Agriculture. The Corporation's board consists of up 
to 12 members, appointments approved by the governor-in-council. FCC received a new 
and expanded mandate with the passage of the Farm Credit Corporation Act on April 2, 
1993. Then in 2001, FCC's mandate was again expanded to help address the changing 
and complex nature of customers' business needs. As a result of its new legislation, 
FCC's name is changed to Farm Credit Canada. 

 
1966 The Canadian Dairy Commission Act established the Canadian Dairy Commission 

(CDC) as a Crown corporation with the mandate of coordinating federal and provincial 
dairy policies and creating a control mechanism for milk production which would help 
stabilize revenues and avoid costly surpluses. The CDC plays a key role as facilitator 
and party of interest in the various forums that influence dairy policy in Canada  and 
offers a framework for the management of the industry as a whole, which is a 
jurisdiction shared by the federal government and the provinces. 

 
NOTE: In the first two-thirds of the twentieth century, there are two main observations. First 

is that there is often an unclear relationship between the federal and provincial 
jurisdictions. At times the federal level takes the lead and at others, one or more 
provinces initiate policy. This has had its share of jurisdictional conflicts. However, 
all through the history of Canada, the major role in agricultural policy belongs to the 
federal government.  

  Second is that there is a lack of comprehensive national agricultural policy before 
1969. Earlier enactments are directed more toward correcting farm income short-falls. 
Especially after WW II policy accent was toward urging farmers to expand by offering  
low cost credit which was directed toward mechanization.  
It is important therefore to note that the decrease in farm numbers and in farm size 
after the war was astounding. Many farmers (including returning veterans) drifted to 
what appeared at that time to be lucrative jobs in the rapidly growing manufacturing 
sector. By 1962,  thirty percent of  farms producing 70% of the farm products 
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1969 Canadian Agriculture in the Seventies: The Report of the Task Force on Agriculture 
marks the qualitative change in agricultural policy. It is the first comprehensive and truly 
national policy. A Special Task Force had been commissioned in 1967. The Task Force 
consisted of two economists, a chartered accountant, a business administration academic, 
and one political economist. Of the twenty-four research projects commissioned by the 
Task Force, twenty-three were in the area of economics. One project, consisting of five 
position papers, dealt with rural poverty. 
The Task Force Report released in 1969 appeared to adopt the trends since WW II (the 
decrease in the number of farms and the increase in the size of farms) and project those 
trends to the1990s without any serious analysis of the trends. It placed those trends on 
“fast track” Any other options were deliberately eliminated: “in sketching this kind of 
model for agriculture circa 1990, we are of course (!!) rejecting the ‘public utility’ or 
socialized concept of agriculture. Members of the Task Force sincerely hope that option is 
avoided”. 

The main policy direction of the Task Force Report was to capitalize agriculture 
according to the laws and model of production governing industrial development. 
The expressed aims of the model for agriculture proposed by the Task Force were:  

• reduction of the number of farms (66% less) by 1990 
• increase in farm size 
• overcome farmers’ inefficiency 
• reduce farm subsidies 
• increase integration with food processing industries 
• promote economic growth and efficiency 
• specialize production by region and “commodity”  

 
NOTE  In 1969, the PEI 15-year Comprehensive Development Plan set in motion the goal 

and aims of the federal Task Force Report. From 1969 to the present there has 
been no break in the general focus and the aims as outlined in the Task Force 
Report. There is no indication that Growing the Island Way: the Next Chapter for 
the Agriculture and Agri-food Economy of Prince Edward Island is a “break” even 
though it claims that. Furthermore, PEI would not have jurisdiction to withdraw 
from the federal policy directions. The Province has signed on to each federal re-
expression of 1969 directions. Samples of these re-expressions are below [1977; 
1981; 1989; 1994; 2003; 2007-2009] 

 
1972 Farm Products Marketing Agencies Act  This act grew our of conflicts arising from 

efforts by some provincial supply-management boards to control inflows of products from 
other provinces. The act provided for the establishment of the supervisory National Farm 
Products Marketing Council (now called the National Farm Products Council), for the 
development of national or regional marketing plans, and establishment and operation of 
national marketing agencies or boards. By 1986 national agencies for eggs, turkeys, 
broiler hatching eggs were operating supply-management plans in conjunction with the 
provincial boards for these  

 
1977 Federal Task Force Report: Orientation of Canadian Agriculture identified the national 

goals as economic development, rising and stable incomes, full employment and 
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harmonious international and federal-provincial relations. Specific agricultural goals 
include stable and fair producer returns, adequate supplies of high-quality, nutritious food 
at stable and reasonable prices, and rural development and resource conservation. 

 
1981 Challenges for Growth: An agri-food Strategy for Canada  outlines in general terms, the 

range and type of support activities required during the 1980s if the food and agriculture 
sector is to maximize its contribution to the growth and development of the Canadian 
economy and play an enhanced and more effective role internationally. As such, it is a 
framework document designed to assist governments and the private sector, through 
consultation, to reach agreement on the elements of an agri-food strategy for Canada for 
the next decade and on their respective roles and responsibilities. 

 
1989 Growing Together: A Vision for Canada's Agri-Food Industry presents a vision of the 

future is a more market-oriented agri-food industry that aggressively pursues opportunities 
to grow and prosper. The industry must be provided with a framework of consistent and 
predictable government programs that encourage a more self-reliant sector that is able to 
earn a reasonable return from the market place. This requires national policies which 
reduce regulatory barriers and which treat all farmers equitably while at the same time 
recognizing and responding to regional diversity. This vision must also be 
environmentally sustainable for our generation and future generations. We must preserve 
our soil and water resources so that our agricultural producers can continue to provide a 
safe and wholesome supply of food to all Canadians. 

 
NOTE: In 1989, Canada implemented the historic Canada-US Free Trade Agreement 

(CUSTA); In January 1994, Canada implemented the North American Free Trade 
Agreement (NAFTA). And in January 1995, we implemented the World Trade 
Organization (WTO) Agreement on Agriculture. (To follow the economic indicators 
for farmers along the free trade path from 1988 to 2007, see the Union Farmer 
monthly, volume 57 issue 6) 

 
1994 Vision on Future Directions for Canadian Agriculture and Agri-Food stressed the 

agriculture sector's need to be more self-reliant and market-oriented, less dependent on 
government financial support, and more internationally competitive. At the same time, 
long-standing goals of a safe and high-quality food supply and financial security for 
producers were set forward as ideals. 

 
2003 Agricultural Policy Framework The Government of Canada and the Government of 

Prince Edward Island signed a framework agreement on agriculture and agri-food in the 
21st century. This agreement solidified the commitment of these governments to work 
together on developing and adjusting programs, services, and tools to help producers 
succeed today and tomorrow. It also identified the common goals they will pursue over the 
next five years. 
The Canada–Prince Edward Island Implementation Agreement spells out many of 
the concrete measures that both governments will undertake to deliver on their 
common goals. The measures will help producers strengthen their businesses, 
increase prosperity, and meet the demands of consumers at home and abroad, and 
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will ensure that Canadian agriculture continues to be a valuable contributor to the 
quality of life of all Canadians. 

 
2007 Growing Forward: Toward a New Agriculture Policy Framework self-describes as  

profitable, innovative, competitive, market-oriented agriculture, agri-foods and agri-based 
products industry which will thrive by: 

     * Focusing on building a competitive and innovative sector 
     * Being proactive in managing risks 
     * Ensuring the sector contributes to society's priorities 

“We made a promise: Provincial, territorial and federal governments committed to begin 
work on developing the next generation of agriculture, agri-food and agri-based products 
policy.” 

The signatories promise to help farmers and farm organizations build a sector that: 
* Is vibrant not just viable; 
* Has greater profitability and sustainability through innovation and competitiveness; 
* Is supported by government programs that are more flexible and that help the sector be 

proactive at managing risk; 
* Contributes to the environment and the health and wellness of Canadians. 

“We have a winning team and we're taking action: We are working together as 
governments, and with stakeholders, to develop the programs that will best meet the 
needs of the sector. We promise a smooth transition to the new framework and new 
programs.” 
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Appendix 2: Influence of Current PEI Development Trends Guiding “Growing the Island Way...” 
  
Island Prosperity: A Focus for Change (2008) 
Our current Liberal  government was elected in May 2007.  The Office of Biosciences & 
Economic Innovation was established in Sept 2008. Island Prosperity: A Focus for Change, 
prepared by M Mayne of the Office of Bioscience and Economic Innovation, was released in 
April 2008.  
 
The author states that “A successful  economic strategy requires focus and an aggressive attitude 
to capitalize in areas of highest growth potential”  which, according to this document, are 
Biosciences, Information technology, Aerospace and Renewable Energy.  
 
The author asserts that  the sophisticated global marketplace demands more and newer products 
all the time because  modern products don’t last – physically or in the consumer’s imagination. 
The document argues that  we must be part of this pathological pattern of production and 
consumption, developing more, newer, better and cheaper products to meet market demands. In 
this vision, “Exports are the foundation of our future growth”.  There is no mention of reducing 
our reliance on imports; no mention of limits to growth. 
 
The new economy will require “Human resource capital”  - basically, more people with higher 
level university degrees; and “flexible, automated production” processes – that is to say, 
machines to replace human labour.  The industries will offer more and better paying jobs 
compared to other sectors (for well educated people, imported if necessary).  They will build on 
“intrinsic strengths and infrastructure” i.e. land and sea resources as inputs for bioscience; the 
existing corporate, federal and university research labs; agricultural land for growing biofuels 
(which “has the potential to assist in transforming our agriculture sector)”. The means to this 
proposed end are cloaked in technical language that most people will find confusing. 
 
The government proposes a $200 million investment: 
$40M for “people”:   
• Scholarships, research grants, industrial research chairs 
• public lecture series 
• training &  retraining programs for Islanders 
• immigrant recruitment & settlement services (pop’n secretariat) 
• university & college recruitment 
• youth IT programs (video game development) 
$100M for “innovation” (renewable energy, IT & health products )  
• fund R&D projects that recruit top talent, and generate high paid jobs 
• foster new forms of marketing 
• give more tax breaks to corporations  
 
$60M for “strategic infrastructure”  
• Biocommons in Charlottetown – natural product development for health applications 

(pharmaceutical, nutriceutical and food products) 
• S’side e-health center 
• Rural broadband 
• High school science labs 
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• Wind power 
AND   
• get gov’t staff off advisory boards, bring in private sector & tertiary institution elites to 

fill the boards of  Innovation PEI, Island Investment Development Inc, PEI Energy Corp 
• Boards to have transparent annual reporting 
• Value for money monitoring office  
 
Although the document speaks of every Islander benefiting from having this as a common 
purpose and direction, there has been no widespread public dialogue about this shift in the focus 
of economic development. 
Island Studies researchers suggest that while it is good to identify and focus on your core 
competencies (what you are very good at), this works best when those core activities are deeply 
rooted in local skills, culture and values.  To what extent do these chosen areas of focus resonate 
with our traditions, skill sets and values?   
 
The document actually does a good job of listing some important Island values (p 44), and 
acknowledges the importance of quality of life, but this is not followed to any logical conclusion. 
Prosperity in the document Island Prosperity seems to be defined only in terms of financial 
wealth.  We need to ask for whom are we going to be creating this wealth? Where is the vision 
and plan for broader social development: attention to the needs of children, youth and the 
increasingly large population of elderly, elimination of poverty and violence, inclusion of the 
physically and mentally disabled and other marginalised people, food and water security, etc   
 
There is a lot of emphasis on getting Islanders to “respond as a single community”  to our 
changing global environment; there seems to be no value placed on a diversity of voices.  
 
Why is the focus so strongly on urban science and technology, with a bare mention of cultural 
and hospitality industries and no focus on the revitalisation of rural communities?  
 
Universities figure prominently as actors in this new economy.  Do we want UPEI and Holland 
College to focus on serving global market demands through science and technology? Or to turn 
out well rounded graduates prepared to take on social and environmental challenges as well? 
 
Inappropriate comparisons are made in arguing that our economy is defective.  Our GDP (known 
to be a  very poor measure of quality of life, among other things) is smaller than other provinces 
but this makes sense when you look at how much smaller we are in terms of land and natural 
resources. Our capacity to generate GDP per hour of labour is relatively low, but what does this 
really mean?  Average weekly earnings lags behind the rest of Canada but the real problem with 
this figure is the low  minimum wage, not a shortage of very wealthy persons.  We are exhorted 
to be more productive, which generally means more work, less pay and fewer workers.  Isn’t that 
idea what led to the madness of modern life in the first place?  What happened to the “gentle 
island”? 
 
The focus on generating jobs that pay better is fine, but there is no time spent on promoting 
liveable incomes for those who lack the capacity to take on high tech careers, or on promoting 
those aspects of quality of life that can’t be bought. 
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Food Security in a Prosperous Island 
 
The PEI Fish processing sector is described as too many small, low tech plants chasing too few 
fish, producing low value products and offering low paid jobs that  nobody wants to fill.  The 
fix? Higher value processed foods prepared by machines, not people (rather than improved pay 
and working conditions). 
 
When it comes to the discussion of agriculture’s place in the Island economy, the ideas in Island 
Prosperity are identical to those seen in Growing the Island Way, even though the latter 
document was supposed to have developed through a process of consultation. 
 
The analysis of how agriculture reached its current state of needing to be changed, is faulty.  
Farmers  are presented as being behind the times and as authors of their own misfortune.  There 
is no admission that they have been forced along the road to collapse by the combination of 
powerful corporations and subsidies offered by government. 
 
The future of agriculture in the Isand Prosperity document is the same as in Growing the Island 
Way : bioscience and renewable energy. These are not necessarily bad areas for development, but 
they do require close inspection.  For example, what does” natural product development for 
health applications” (pharmaceutical, nutriceutical and food products)  and growing non-food 
biofuel crops, mean for land use and local food production? 
 
The image of potatoes being replaced by diverse fields of medicinal plants is appealing, and 
could have many benefits for our health, landscape values, tourism, small business development 
and quality of life. But if production is controlled by big Pharma, will there be room for locally 
owned small business in the grand scheme of an export led, high tech, flexible industry?  
 
But to what extent will there also be  
• Competition for land suitable for growing food 
• Use of Genetically Modified crops 
• Use of chemical inputs that have already eroded our water and air quality 
• Higher prices for local food, edible oils, medicinal plants  
 
To what extent and in what ways  will pharmaceutical/biotech giant corporations (Monsanto, 
Aventis, Dow Chemicals, Fortius Pharmamedica, Nautilus Biosciences, Novartis, BASF). seek 
to own or control the marketing, the researchers, the ideas, the infrastructure, the labour force, 
the farmers and the LAND. Are we trading in the Irvings and McCains for even more powerful 
and more distant, biotech masters?  
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Appendix 3: Example of Word Decoding 
 
AGRI-FOOD: What is agri-food? And how is it different from “food’? 
•It is in the title of our federal Agriculture department “Agriculture and Agri-food Canada” 
•Does not appear in my two-volume OED 
•How is it different from “food”? 
 
According to the International AgriFood Network 
“The intricate links in the food chain - from the supply of agricultural raw materials to the 
production of food and its distribution - are of primary concern to the International Agri-Food 
Network and all associated businesses involved in feeding the world.” 
“Agri-food businesses are key actors in ensuring that food is produced and distributed in a safe, 
economic and sustainable way in response to consumer demand. Cooperation among all 
stakeholders in the food chain is therefore required.” 
In response to hunger, population growth, climate change, urbanization, water scarcity, and 
globalization, “The agri-food industry sectors have a major responsibility in facing up to these 
challenges by:” 
   * assuming a continuing role in agricultural research and development. 
   * adopting a growing role in training, capacity-building and technology transfer. 
   * striving to meet world food needs in a sustainable manner by investing to improve plant 
varieties, seeds, biotechnology, plant nutrition, crop protection and animal health in an integrated 
approach to farm management. 
   * helping to constantly improve the quality and variety of food and agricultural products. 
   * aiming for closer cooperation and co-ordination among the various sectors of the agri-food 
chain. 
 
According to Encarta: 
As relating to food processing industry: describes industries involved in the mass production, 
processing, and inspection of food products made from agricultural commodities 
 
 “Agri-food” encompasses all agriculture and food processes that pass through industrial, 
technological, and/or retail processes: “agri-food” seems to be a focus on agriculture and food 
production as a fundamental necessity of life, but also a business opportunity 
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Appendix 4: Word and Terms Decoding Worksheets 
 
NICHE MARKET 
 
Context from the Growing the Island Way report: 
“For PEI, the answer lies in developing niche markets and providing them with safer and higher 
quality products.” 
“Niche markets have traditionally been dismissed by PEI producers as ‘too small’ or ‘too 
demanding’ or ‘inconsistent.’ But several presenters provided insight into recent market 
development initiatives involving a larger scale and greater potential in niche markets, with built-
in profit margins.” 
 
“A niche market for the right product in Japan, China, or Europe can be bigger than Prince 
Edward Island can supply. Cultivating a niche market means providing something that a specific 
customer believes you can provide better than someone else. A niche market isn’t necessarily 
won over by price, but also quality, safety, reliability, and consistency (trust in the product).” 
 
a) In clear language, what does this word actually mean to you? 
b) What, if anything, does this word mean in relation to food security? 
c) Would you like to suggest any alternative word or phrase for this idea? 
 
MARKET-LED 
 
Context from the Growing the Island Way report: 
“The PEI agriculture and agri-food sector must adopt a market-led culture, using modern market 
intelligence tools and techniques to set production planning, processing, and market decisions.” 
 
“Entrepreneurial farm businesses have developed relationships with brokers and processors in 
regional and international markets for numerous products. . . These farm businesses are taking a 
market-led approach to determining what to produce on the farm.” 
 
“Island farmers are now presented with the opportunity to enter a new chapter: a new agriculture 
based on market-led knowledge and innovation.” 
 
a) In clear language, what does this word actually mean to you? 
b) What, if anything, does this word mean in relation to food security? 
c) Would you like to suggest any alternative word or phrase for this idea? 
 
KNOWLEDGE-BASED AGRICULTURE 
 
Context from the Growing the Island Way report: 
“The industry is entering a ‘third wave,’ a post-industrial, knowledge-based agriculture 
highlighted by research, new technologies, and local and regional food systems that can feed the 
world with a smaller environmental footprint.” 
 
“Signs are emerging, however, of a third wave, a post-industrial, ‘new agriculture,’ one that 
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takes advantage of local strengths while embracing post-industrial, knowledge-based innovations 
and environmental sustainability.” 
 
“The road to success in the knowledge-based economy has demanded collaborative industry-
research partnerships, and strong communication links among partners.” 
 
a) In clear language, what does this word actually mean to you? 
b) What, if anything, does this word mean in relation to food security? 
c) Would you like to suggest any alternative word or phrase for this idea? 
 
PROFESSIONAL AGRI-FOOD OPERATIONS MANAGERS & OWNERS 
 
Context from the Growing the Island Way report: 
“Today, farmers need to treat agriculture as a science that is as reliant on research and 
technology as any other field. That means attracting PEI’s young minds to the future of 
agriculture, not just as laboratory researchers, but as professional agri-food operations 
managers and owners.” 
 
“A unified [agri-food and agriculture] organization could be of sufficient size that it would have 
the critical mass to provide professional services such as branding, marketing, promotion and 
communications in support of new business development, human 
resource recruitment, coordination of research efforts, public sector investment and public 
awareness and education.” 
 
a) In clear language, what does this word actually mean to you? 
b) What, if anything, does this word mean in relation to food security? 
c) Would you like to suggest any alternative word or phrase for this idea? 
 
NON-FOOD BIOMASS 
 
Context from the Growing the Island Way report: 
“The PEI agriculture and agri-food sector should take the lead in developing an assessment of 
energy opportunities for the sector. The assessment should connect new and emerging energy 
conversion technologies to the current non-food biomass production capacity and biomass waste 
stream of PEI 
agricultural and forested lands.” 
 
“Large scale ethanol and bio-diesel developments have limited potential in PEI at current levels 
of technology and feedstock sources. However, biomass energy and wind energy, as well as 
small-scale ‘boutique’ initiatives (e.g., pure plant oil) have shown the potential to replace 
imported energy, including on-farm fuel requirements. Pure plant oils can be used in modified 
diesel engines and as a blend in heating oils. Increasing electricity generation from 
wood biomass, once considered prohibitive in terms of cost and labour, is worth examining given 
the escalating, unpredictable costs of traditional forms of energy. . . Biomass feedstocks (wood, 
straw, grasses, crop residues) offer significant potential for space and 
water heating applications and electrical generation.” 
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a) In clear language, what does this word actually mean to you? 
b) What, if anything, does this word mean in relation to food security? 
c) Would you like to suggest any alternative word or phrase for this idea? 
 
VALUE CHAIN 
 
Context from the Growing the Island Way report: 
“Agricultural profitability requires that all of the links in the agri-food value chain find strategies 
to ensure long-term economic health, and especially at the primary production level where return 
on investment has been inadequate for farm viability.” 
 
“Provincially, the Commission was told that the division of public policy responsibility for 
agriculture (Department of Agriculture) and agri-food (Department of Innovation and Advanced 
Learning-DIAL), creates an unwieldy communication and collaboration barrier along the value 
chain. The Department of Agriculture should take the lead 
provincial government role for all projects involving the agriculture and agri-food value chain, 
with DIAL providing high quality ‘services’ in business development, lending, and investment to 
the 
Department of Agriculture and its clients.” 
 
a) In clear language, what does this word actually mean to you? 
b) What, if anything, does this word mean in relation to food security? 
c) Would you like to suggest any alternative word or phrase for this idea? 
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Appendix 5: Vision, Mission, Goals, and Targets as Expressed in “Growing the Island 
Way…” 
 
Vision 
 “We value an agricultural industry on Prince Edward Island which empowers farmers to 
create and maintain wealth for our Island communities by working more effectively with fellow 
producers, suppliers, processors, communities and governments”. 
 “We aspire to be more creative, knowledgeable, innovative, adaptive, and resilient”. 
 “We are caretakers of our environment and are determined to preserve the value of our soils 
and waters for future generations”. 
 
Mission 
 “Pillar of our economy, steward of our land” 
 “Our Vision recognizes the need for PEI agriculture to contribute to the Island community’s 
economy in a self-reliant and environmentally sustainable manner. This aspiration is only 
possible through healthy relationships within the agric food system, with partners along the 
supply chain, with customers, with the sources of research and innovation, with governments, 
and with the PEI economy. The current state of relationships is unproductive; the stresses on the 
system of agriculture have caused breakdowns in communications, collaboration, and 
communication” 
 
Goals: 
•Improved financial viability of farms and agri-food processors in Prince Edward island; 
•Increased contribution of the agriculture and agri-food sector to the PEI economy; 
•Increased beneficial impact of agriculture on the provinces environmental resources and 
landscape; 
•Enhances community recognition of the value of agriculture to the economic and social 
wellbeing of the province; 
•Increased number of new entrants to PEI agriculture; 
•Improved access to capital for the agriculture and agri-food industry; 
•Increased availability of skilled human resources to support industry growth; 
•Improved quality of relationships among farmers, along supply chains, with governments, with 
the community; 
•Reduced cultural and attitudinal barriers to changing mindsets; increased willingness to change. 
 
Targets   
•Double agriculture and agri-food’s contribution to GDP to $1 billion per year; 
•Increase jobs in agriculture and agri-food by 20% to 12,000; 
•Reduce the use of higher environmental risk pesticides by 50% 
•Increased the proportion of our farmers under 35 to 15%; 
•Increase investment in R&D by the PEI agriculture and agri-food sector (public and private) by $5 
million to &10 million per year. 
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